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Public I nvolvement
and Dispute Resolution

FOREWORD

A DECADE OF CONTRIBUTION

by James R. Hanchey
Director of the Institute for Water Resources

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) was signed into law on January 1, 1970. This was afitting
symbol heralding the changes which would sweep through water resources decision making and management
in the decade of the seventies. No decade in recent memory has produced such rapid and fundamental
changes in water resources policies, procedures, and operations. NEPA required that planners conduct a
comprehensive assessment of the environmental impacts of proposed Federal actions to insure that these
impacts were given adequate consideration in agency decisions. The U.S. Water Resources Council (WRC)
issued Principles and Standards for water resources planning which established two equal national objectives;
economic development and environmental quality. In addition, the Principles and Standards further de-
emphasized the traditional focus on primarily economic decision variables, by establishing an evaluation
framework consisting of four accounts--national economic development, environmental quality, regiona
economic development and social well-being. These changes in the traditional "ground rules’ for water
resource development prompted fundamental and far-reaching responses by Federal water resource agencies.

During the past decade, the planning process of the Corps of Engineers has gone through an evolutionary
period. The Corps planning process that has emerged is frequently referred to as an "iterative-open planning
process.” The iterative nature of Corps planning is reflected in the multiple sequences of need identification,
alternative generation, impact assessment, and evaluation that a planner goes through during the planning
period. The open nature of planning is reflected in the strong commitment to providing effective opportunities
for public involvement at al stages of planning and decision making.

The Institute for Water Resources (IWR), like most governmental entities, found the seventies were a decade
of challenge. IWR is an interdisciplinary research center which, through staff studies or funding of studies
by consultants, provides policy guidance and research and development in the area of water resources
planning to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. As such, IWR played a considerable role in shaping the Corps
of Engineers adaption to the 1970's. It was a decade of challenge, but it was also a decade of contribution in
which IWR was able to contribute substantially to policy and procedures which resulted in a more adequate
balancing of economic, environmental, and socia values in water resources decision making. Central to this
contribution was IWR's work in public involvement.

This collection of articles documents, in a general way, that IWR contribution. While comprehensive, it is not
definitive. We are still learning. However, the materials reflect the types and ways the Corps, as an
organization, has attempted to meet new public involvement demands. As such, it is as important for what is
absent as what isincluded. We have tried to synthesize, by topic, the contributions of IWR staff and
consultants. Throughout, further original source materia is referenced for those desiring more "indepth"
discussion.




Public I nvolvement
and Dispute Resolution

Prior to 1970, the participation of the public had been limited largely to formal public hearings on water
resources studies. However, as early as July 1968, the Corps had initiated a research study by a University of
Michigan research team consisting of Thomas E. Borton, Katherine P. Warner and J. William Wenrich to
explore techniques for improving communication between the public and the governmental agencies involved
in comprehensive river basin planning. This study, titled "The Susquehanna Communication-Participation
Study," was published as an IWR Report in December 1970.> (See pages 382-395.) Reflecting the increased
interest within the Corps regarding public involvement, IWR initiated a staff study, by Dr. A Bruce Bishop,
which was aso published in December 1970.2 (See pages 26-35.) This coincided with experimental efforts
by the Seattle and Rock Island Districts of the Corps to increase public involvement in their planning
programs.

In February 1971, IWR conducted its first conference on public participation. The course was held in Atlanta
with the assistance of Dr. Gene Willeke, of the Georgia Institute of Technology. The conference was
attended by all chiefs of planning and all public affairs officersin the Corps. The objective of this first
conference was to sensitize Corps planning officials to the need for public involvement in planning and
decision making and to begin to explore opportunities for developing meaningful and effective relationships
with the public. As an indication of the increasing commitment by the Corps to public involvement, the Chief
of Engineers, Lieutenant Genera F. J. Clarke, made a presentation at the conference in which he emphasized,
"I want each of you to know that | consider “public participation in planning' of critical importance to the
Corps effectiveness as a public servant." (See page 11.) Subsequently, materials used in this course were
modified into a multimedia training course, prepared by Charles W. Dahlgren, of IWR,® which was distributed
to Corps districts in 1972.

Following this conference, IWR began an extensive program of research, consulting, and training. Many of
the results of this program are reflected in this reader. The success of the program can best be measured by
comparing Corps planning in 1980 with planning a decade earlier. A 1973 paper by B. H. Dodge provides a
good picture of public involvement theory and practice in the early 1970's. We hope this document will
provide a contrasting view of theory and practice in 1980.

Inthe fall of 1971, IWR initiated a Technical Assistance Program (TAP) to provide 13 districts and two
Corps divisions with consultants to assist in expanding and improving public participation activities. The
consulting team was headed by David A. Aggerholm and myself, and included as consultants David J. Alleg,
A. Bruce Bishop, Thomas E. Borton, Donald G. Butcher, James F. Ragan, Katherine P. Warner, J. William
Wenrich, Ann Widditsch, and Robert D. Wolff. The program was not entirely successful. Some consultants
were used efficiently and effectively, others were used haltingly and sparingly. Most consultants felt their
assistance had little effect on field office adoption of more intensive public participation programs. Because
of consultant efforts, some field offices did experiment with new approaches in selected studies, but in no
case did the field offices follow through with the development of district-wide programs. The consultants
did, however, have the opportunity to observe field office attitudes and approaches to public participation.
This resulted in a report by James F. Ragan which "stirred the pot” internally and was published in November
1975.* (See pages 145-161.)

The Institute also funded an evaluation of public workshops conducted as part of a major study of Puget
Sound, in which the Corps was one of the participants. This evaluation was conducted by Ann Widditsch,
and was published in June 1972.° (See pages 70-79.)
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In 1973, IWR sponsored the first of a series of training programs on public involvement conducted by
SYNERGY Consultation Services. James L. Creighton, the founder of SYNERGY/, had developed a course
which taught practical communication skills, meeting leadership skills, and assistance in identifying and
understanding public values. The course was taught by the four SYNERGY partners: James L. Creighton,
Magdalen B. Creighton, D. E. Merrill, and W. A. Wiedman, Jr. The course was highly successful, and began
arelationship which exists to this day. 1WR has sponsored three to four "basic skills' courses annually for
Corps personnel ever since 1973. Altogether some 800 Corps people have attended these courses, with
additional courses scheduled into 1981. W. A. (Bill) Wiedman, the current owner of SYNERGY, is assisted
by other consultants including Lorenz Aggens, Lucy Gill, Dick Ragan, and Judy Walsh in this ongoing training
effort.

During the same period, IWR aso sponsored a workshop on planning processes on Orcas Island. During the
same period, IWR aso sponsored a series of workshops on environmental impact assessment. These
workshops, while focusing on the environmental aspects of water resource planning, began the IWR effort to
restructure the planning process to enable the planner to more effectively incorporate multiple objectives and
public involvement into water resource plan formulation and decision-making. The "open-iterative" planning
process developed by Dr. Leonard Ortolano, with the assistance of members of the IWR staff, was
introduced for the first time at these workshops. This conceptual model of the planning process, which is
described more fully in the paper on pages 103-144, has been further developed over the last few years and
has recently been incorporated into a series of planning regulations which specify procedures for Corps
preauthorization planning.

IWR & so funded two large studies during the 1974-1976 time period. The first, by A. Bruce Bishop, was an
effort to analyze public involvement in the light of modern communications theory.® (See pages 80-97.) The
other study by a Stanford University team headed by Leonard Ortolano, focused on changes that would have
to be made in the planning process if public involvement were to be meaningful.” (See pages 103-114.)
Subsequently Ortolano and Thomas P. Wagner conducted a "field test" of an "lterative, Open Planning
Process’ on awater study with the San Francisco District.?

During this period Corps policy had been revised to substantially strengthen public involvement requirements
and modify the planning process in the direction indicated by Ortolano and Wagner. It was now clear, if it
hadn't been before, that the Corps was clearly "in the public involvement business." Therefore there was a
need for simple direct instructions on how to design a public involvement program. In response to this need |
developed an IWR manual entitled "Public Involvement in the Corps of Engineers Planning Process.”® (See
pages 115-123.)

With the conclusion of the manual, however, my responsibilities within the Institute changed and
responsibility for the development of an executive course and other aspects of IWR's public involvement
program was shifted to a new staff member, Dr. Jerry Delli Priscoli. This involved more than simply shifting
staff responsibility for the program. More important, it brought a new perspective to the Corps' problems.

Dr. Ddlli Priscoli, a political scientist with extensive research and practical experience in the area of public
participation in government, began an intensive effort to evaluate program objectives and needs. A major need
which was apparent was to involve the "executive level" of the Corps--district engineers, deputy district
engineers, chiefs of planning, chiefs of engineering--in training programs. It was clear that for public
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involvement to become away of doing business, this level of Corps management needed to understand and
support it. James L. Creighton was retained to extract materials from the "basic skills course" which were
suitable to the executive level, and develop a workbook for the course. Again the course was highly
successful and has become a continuous element in IWR:s program. Over 200 executive level had
participated since 1976. Consultants who have participated in this course include Larry Aggens, James L.
Creighton, Magdalen B. Creighton, Benjamin Dysart, Lucy Gill, Richard Ragan, and W. A. Wiedman. Mr.
Wiedman holds the contract as coordinator and lead consultant through 1981.

It was also apparent that many Corps planners were becoming increasingly sophisticated, and now needed
more than simply the basic skills course. In particular, there was a need for training in the wide variety of
public involvement techniques that were being developed. Following the usual competitive proposal process,
James L. Creighton was selected to develop this techniques-oriented course which we have come to call the
"advanced course." The challenge in course design was to teach techniques in a way which required active
participation, alowed for the inclusion of numerous guest consultants, yet retained continuity and coherence.
The course was originally taught by James L. Creighton and W. A. Wiedman, Jr. assisted by Dr. Delli
Priscoli and myself, Mr. C. Mark Dunning, Richard Ragan and Lucy Gill. This course is now repeated
approximately once a year with several hundred people attending the course to date. Numerous papers were
developed for the Advanced Course Workbook which have never been published except in the workbook
form. Since we believe many of them to be quite valuable, they are included in this reader for the first time.

As an outgrowth of these programs IWR continues, on occasion to provide direct assistance to districts with
specific public involvement concerns. This assistance ranges from specia consulting on public involvement
program design, special district seminars, to specialized technical aid. The IWR professional staff also
continues to publish professiona papers related to public involvement. Papers by Dr. Delli Priscoli and by C.
M. Dunning are included in this reader to illustrate the issues dealt with by IWR steff.

In addition there are numerous studies carried out by IWR on Social Impact Assessment and future studies
which relate to public involvement. Recently IWR has begun two major studies on hydroelectric power and
the future of American waterways which themselves require public involvement. James F. Ragan has
assisted in developing the public involvement program design for the hydroelectric study. Other IWR staff
members have been conducting a study on the assessment of cumulative impacts, which has considerable
public involvement elements.

During the early 1970's, the Corps, as well as other agencies, focused on public involvement in planning.
With the 1972 and 1976 Federal Water Pollution Control Acts, the Corps assumed major new responsibilities
in wetlands protection and regulation. As the Corps' regulatory program has grown, so has the Corps
awareness of the central role of the public in a successful program. Thus, our most recent challenge has
been to adapt our public involvement expertise to the expanded Corps regulatory program.

James L. Creighton, assisted by IWR staffers Dr. Délli Priscoli and Thomas Ballentine, has been developing a
training program entitled "Public Involvement in Regulatory Functions." Fortuitoudy, the Jacksonville District
of the Corps has been exploring innovative approaches to public involvement in regulatory programs, and this
team conducted a two-day seminar for the entire regulatory staff of the district. An outgrowth of this
seminar was the public involvement process followed in developing a genera permit on Sanibel 1sand.*® (See
pages 373 and 396.) IWR assisted with partial funding of this process which was supervised by Merle
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Lefkoff, with facilitator training by Lorenz Aggens, and program evaluation by Judy A. Rosener. A five-day
version of the regulatory program training course has now been successfully conducted twice on a regional
basis, with substantial demand for similar training in the future.

Work on our regulatory program has broadened further our under standing of public involvement. Substantial
needs in other phases of Corps operations have emerged. As we now move into the 1980's it is a good time
to look back. Public involvement has become far more than window dressing. It builds on central tenets of
our democratic ideology. For an engineering organization, public involvement has become crucia to our
ability to provide engineering service to changing social values. Public involvement has helped define our role
as engineers in the 1970's, and will continue to do so in the 1980's.

IWR is pleased to have had the opportunity to make a contribution to public involvement over the past decade.
Severa of us on the IWR staff have had along-standing professional commitment to the development of
public involvement expertise, and it is gratifying to see the progress that has been made. It has also been

pleasing to work with, and provide support to, many of the outstanding consultants in the country, to develop
processes for making government even more responsive to the needs of the public.

'Borton, Warner & Wenrich, "The Susquehanna Communication-Participation Study,” University of Michigan,
IWR Report 70-6.

2Bishop, A. Bruce, "Public Participation in Water Resources Planning,” IWR Report 70-7.

3Dahlgren, Charles W., "Public Participation in Planning: A Multi-Media Course,” IWR Report 72-1.
“Ragan, James F., "Public Participation in Water Resources Planning: An Evaluation of the Program of 15
Corps of Engineers Didtricts," aso "Summary Evauation and Recommendations,” (Internal Distribution
Only), IWR Report 75-6.

*Widditsch, Ann, "Public Workshops on the Puget Sound and Adjacent Waters Study: An Evaluation,”" IWR
Report 72-2.

®Bishop, A. Bruce, "Structuring Communications Programs for Public Participation in Water Resources
Planning. IWR Report .

"Ortolano, Leonard, "Water Resources Decision-Making on the Basis of Public Interest," IWR Report 75-1.

8Wagner, Thomas P. and Ortolano, Leonard, "Testing an Iterative, Open Process for Water Resources
Planning," IWR Report 76-2.

°Hanchey, James R., "Public Involvement in the Corps of Engineers Planning Process," IWR Report 75-R4.

10 efkoff, Merle, "Public Involvement in General Permitting: The Sanibel Workshops."
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INTRODUCTION

The genesis for this reader was two-fold: 1) A recognition that a great deal of material had been developed
for IWR-sponsored training programs which many practitioners inside and outside government believed
represented an important contribution to the field of public involvement, and therefore deserved publication;
and, 2) A desire to provide recognition to IWR's contribution to the field over the past decade.

It is not unusual for editors to include two, or sometimes even three, of their own articlesin areader on a
topic within their areas of expertise. A quick glance at the Table of Contents for this reader will indicate that
we have liberally used this editorial privilege. The reason for this relates to the first motivation for this reader:
A desireto make materias available to others in the field which had previously been available only in
Participant's Workbooks for IWR-sponsored training programs. Over the past few years Mr. Creighton has
been privileged, to develop, under contract, the format and workbooks for three IWR courses. Executive
Course; Public Involvement in Planning; Advanced Course on Public Involvement in Regulatory Functions.
The materials in this reader under his authorship come from these courses.

IWR was among the first natural resources planning agencies to fund research and training in the field of
public involvement, and has consistently sustained this commitment over the decade. As General Clarke's
speech (page 11) indicates, at the beginning of the 70's the Corps management had gotten the word that the
public was demanding something different. But as General Clarke notes, all the troops had not yet "gotten the
gospel." This conclusion was certainly verified by the findings of the Technical Action Program (TAP)
described in James Ragan's article (page 145). Those of us who conducted training for the "troops" during
these early years can also verify that the commitment to public involvement throughout the organization was,
to be generous, uneven. As aresult, IWR was in the position of being a change agent, at the request of
management, to bring about an attitudinal shift within the organization. Although there has not been a master
strategy for the decade which has guided IWR's action, IWR has nevertheless engaged in most of the tactics
of a change agent in alarge organization:

C  Identifying existing conditions and problems.

C  Funding model programs.

C  Defining policies and standards for adequacy.

C  Propagating information about successful programs.

C  Providing technical assistance to the organization to solve problems "on the ground.”

C  Sponsoring the development of training programs appropriate to different organizationa and
experience levels.

In the process of responding to the problems and requirements of the Corps, IWR has generated many
studies and guides which have usefulness for other agencies (just as the Corps has benefitted from the work
of other agencies). This reader is designed to provide an overview of this contribution. In many cases the

13
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selection shown is a section of alarger document. For this reason you may find it useful to refer to the
original references themselves, if the topic is of particular interest.

The criteria for selection of materials was as follows:
a) The materias were either prepared by IWR staff, or the work was funded by IWR.

b) A selection either represented a significant document in IWR's past, or is an unpublished
document of significance that has previoudly had internal distribution only.

The only exception to these criteriais Mr. Creighton's article, "Establishing Organizational Climates for Public
Involvement." Our logic for including this article was simply that it provided an important addition to the
discussion of Institutional Implications and Constraints, and it followed sufficient discussions with Dr. Jerry
Ddlli Priscali, of IWR's staff, that it "felt” like it had been done for IWR.
In general, the structure of the reader responds to the following questions:

C  Why is public involvement necessary?

C  What are the genera principles for conducting successful public involvement?

C  Who isthe public?

C  How do you conduct effective public meetings?

C  What nonmeeting techniques are also a part of effective public involvement?

C  How do you evauate public involvement?

C  How do public involvement programs interact with the organization that conducts them?

C  How might public involvement procedures developed for planning be adapted to regulatory
programs?

C  What are the future trends for public involvement?

Within each section the articles often follow arough chronology, with selections from older documents
preceding more recent ones. When the materials are of roughly the same vintage, then the logic of the subject
matter prevails.

We think that most who have worked in public involvement see it more as an art form rather than science.
Still, artists work can often be enhanced by knowing how others have dealt with similar problems. The
articlesin this reader are largely reports from practitioners and people actually engaged in trying to make
public involvement work. As aresult they often reflect the practitioner's bias. While being open to criticism

14
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for not having observed al the academic formalities, e.g., some of them contain no footnotes at al, i.e., we
believe the intellectual content justifies a careful reading by academics and practitioners alike.

Above al, we hope that it is one more significant contribution which IWR can make to the field of public
involvement.

James L. Creighton, Saratoga California
Jerry Delli Priscoli, IWR staff

C. Mark Dunning, IWR staff
Washington, D.C. February, 1983
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Introduction to Section I:
THE RATIONALE AND NEED FOR PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

This section deals with the questions. Why is public involvement necessary? What does public involvement
accomplish?

The first article is actually a presentation made by Lieutenant General F. J. Clarke, at that time the Chief of
Engineers, U.S. Army, to the first public involvement course sponsored by IWR. This presentation was made
early in the decade--1971--and reflects the belief of the Corps of Engineers' top management that public
involvement was essential as a means of adapting the Corps' program to the "environmental conscience" of
the 70s. Generd Clarke also establishes another theme which recurs in this reader: implementing public
involvement in alarge governmental agency is not just the introduction of new procedures, but a fundamental
program of change in the values and outlook of the agency.

James R. Hanchey's article describes the objectives of public involvement from the perspective of the planner.
While also written early in the decade, it remains an important summary of purposes served by public
involvement recognizing that public involvement has multiple objectives: 1) providing legitimacy to an agency;
2) providing an exchange of information to and from the public; and, 3) serving as a vehicle for conflict
resolution.

A. Bruce Bishop's article, first published in 1970, begins with the premise that water planning is, in fact, a
program of socia change. This premise allows him to draw on the literature of organizational and socid
change to develop a framework within which the planner approaches interaction with the public as a change
agent, consciously working with the community to produce desired social change.

One argument offered in opposition to public involvement is that decision makers should act as advocates for
the public interest, even when that public interest may be at odds with the popular sentiment of the moment.
Glendon Shubert, Jr. deals with this issue by describing the competing theories of the public interest, then
analyzing their usefulness for the decision maker.

In a paper written in 1974, but not published until 1976, Creighton suggests that the current demand for
public involvement has been created by a breakdown of a consensus on the social values governing the
management of natural resources. The result is that competition is created among vying political interests to
become the new conventional wisdom. During this struggle there is a demand for issue-by-issue
accountability which puts unexpected demands on the representative form of government. Public
involvement is an effort to cope with these demands.

Toward the end of the decade, Jerry Delli Priscoli provides an overview of public involvement in the context
of changes in government generally. He notes that planners often make decisions of a magnitude that is really
legidative rather than administrative, and discusses the relationship between public involvement and other
processes of political representation.
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THE CORPS PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT MANDATE

by Lieutenant General F. J. Clarke
Chief of Engineers, U.S. Army

Thisis a unique opportunity for me, and I'm delighted to take advantage of it. It is arare occasion when |
can talk to representatives from each of our Civil Works districts and divisions, the Board of Engineers, the
Coastal Engineering Research Center, the Waterways Experiment Station, the Institute for Water Resources,
and my own staff--all at one time and in one room. | also want to acknowledge the presence of our
distinguished guests and faculty who have shown their interest in what we're trying to do by being here to
participate and to help. | thank them on behalf of all of usin the Corps.

| would be carrying "coals to Newcastle" if | tried to impress on you the major impact which the awakened
national environmental conscience is having not only on the way we live today, but also on the way we plan
for better quality living in the future.

Suffice it to say that the future quality of life in this country will depend to a great extent on how the resource
management plans we formulate in the 70s are responsive to our national environmental goals. The
nationwide participation by the Corps in this week-long course on Public Participation in Water Resources
Planning is not only gratifying, but evidence of the Corps commitment to assure better quality living for this
and future generations.

All agencies are trying to adjust to a period of rapid change and evolution in our national concerns, values, and
philosophies. Within the Corps, thisis being reflected in a very large number of new directives, regulations,
guidelines, and instructions being sent to you from Washington. We do our best to anticipate the problems
you may face in implementing these instructions. The diversity of situations in each local area and between
the local areas in which you are individually concerned isimmense. Much of the guidance points to the
directions that we want the Corps to go. We rely upon each of you as individuals to use your professional
judgment to make it truly effective.

Such guidance is not and never should be a substitute for thinking. It is especially important to remember that
in these times of rapid change, you are where you are because you have the capacity to be dert, to think, and
to use common sense. Whenever you find a situation in which the guidance apparently makes no sense, a
request for clarification isin order. Don't be discouraged if there are times you are told to go ahead and carry
out the action anyway. Try to remember that there may be considerations and perspectives at a higher level
that do make sense. I'm sure that most of the field personnel of the Corps are convinced that wein
Washington are not the source of all wisdom, and | hope only a few of you believe that we think so. On the
contrary, the wisdom, the insights, and the questioning we receive from the field, coming as it does from all
parts of our Nation, are priceless assets.

These remarks were made at the first IWR Public Participation Training Program on February 2, 1971.
Reprinted from: IWR Development Report 72-1, Dahlgren, Charles W., "Public Participation in Planning: A
Multi-Media Course." U.S. Army Engineers Institute for Water Resources, Fort Belvoir, Virginia, April 1972.
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Y esterday you heard a discussion from some thoughtful observers of the Corps who described how the
Corps appears to concerned citizens. Among professional Corps watchers--and that has become areal
growth industry--I have noted one observation that recurs frequently to the effect that there are two Corps of
Engineers. One in Washington and another in the field. In press conferences around the country many a
reporter has told me in effect that the "higher ups' in the Corps are responsive to changing times, but that
over in suchrand-such a district "they ain't got religion yet." When | turn the tables on the reporter by asking
him or her afew questions, it usually becomes evident that one of two situations prevail: Either there in fact
has been a breakdown in communications between OCE and the field office, or, and more commonly, the
apparent discrepancy results from the application of an apparently clear and simple policy to a specific
complex situation. | recognize that it is much easier to "word-smith" a policy statement on public
participation in planning than to apply this policy in a specific study on project. | hope that you can bridge
that gap in your deliberations this week.

| want each of you to know that | consider "public participation in planning” of critical importance to the
Corps effectiveness as a public servant. It is a subject on which we have much to learn in terms of today's
society, and an area | won't be satisfied with until we can truly say that the Corps is doing a superb job. This
isalargetask. You planners, even though you must be personally, heavily, and intimately involved, cannot do
it dlone. Neither can your public affairs office do it alone. | believe that by bringing these two talents together
in atruly cooperative effort we can reach our goal.

Over the years, we have caried on a considerable amount of public participation in a manner which has been-
-if I can use the over-worked word--relevant to the times. We have even been criticized--bdieve it or not--
for having too much participation. That kind of interaction is no longer appropriate for today's needs. In the
past, we have coordinated our planning activities with a relatively small percentage of the people who have
actually been concerned, and largely these were Federal, state, and local governmental officials of one kind or
another. Today, there are, in addition, vast numbers of private citizens who, individualy, or in groups and
organizations, and through their chose representatives, are not only keenly interested in what we are doing
with the Nation's water resources, but who want to have a voice and influence in the planning and
management of those resources.

And this brings up an interesting question ... who speaks for the people in the planning process? Isit the
Governor, the county commission, the mayor? ... or is it the League of Women Voters, the local conservation
association, the Sierra Club, or the Wildlife Federation? There is no categoric answer to either question. We
look to elected officials for required assurances because they alone can meet certain required statutory
requirements. However, we cannot and must not ignore the other voices which not only demand to be heard
but also have a contribution to make. | hope this problem will be addressed directly and effectively in your
deliberations this week.

This growing public interest is not confined to water resources but has spread to al aspects of the
government. Coupled with, or perhaps stemming from, present-day mass communication facilities, it is
making aradically new ball game of planning and public affairs everywhere. No one has yet sorted out all of
the implications, but it may well be that future historians will point to our times as a period of significant
transition in the way we govern ourselves.
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In relation to our concern with water resources, this changing situation calls for a cooperative effort that rests
very fundamentally on developing free and open communication links from the Corps to al concerned citizens
and from them to the Corps. Thisis the essence of our concern over the means for communication.
Communication links are the machinery which make it possible to achieve public participation and to hear all
relevant voices. We welcome the prospect, but we have much to learn. We must first accept the fact that
"taking to the public" is not necessarily "communicating.” We must also listen and respond. Effective
dialogue is perhaps more an art than a science. The distinction is probably the basic aspect of the problem
that we are gathered here to overcome. The nature of our work is founded on the so-called "hard sciences'
and their applications, and we have developed outstanding expertise in economics, geology, hydrology, and
other "exact sciences." However, only in recent years have we developed staff capability in the "soft
sciences." | hope that al of you will keep these basic facts in mind as you participate in the planning
simulation and role playing exercise throughout the week. For most of us this is strange territory, but | am
confident that you will explore it with enthusiasm and meet the challenge it presents.

Finally, | want to say something about a question that | know isin al of your minds, and that is the matter of
making the resources available to do the job. All of us recognize that establishing communication and
achieving wide public participation in the planning process, in the scope being discussed here, is going to
require significant time, effort, and funds. Contrary to the perceptions of some of our critics, we do not
enjoy unlimited access to the Federa Treasury, and we are going to have to take continuing hard looks at how
we allocate our resources for survey reports. The problem is even more difficult in view of the added effort
and cost that grows out of multiple objective planning. The IWR has underway an indepth critical analysis of
the entire preauthorization planning process which should result in a solid base of information on this subject.

Each of you who is responsible for preauthorization plans must also on a case-by-case basis carefully
consider the allocation of resources available to you. We must also discover and learn to use the many
external channels of communication that are free and open to us, and | would suggest that thisis an areain
which the PAO's can be particularly effective. We must also make maximum use of the resources that local
interests can contribute in terms of such things as publicity, meeting facilities, and the like. Notwithstanding
all these efforts, it is likely that there will still remain significant added costs which must be budgeted. Over
the long range, | think we can al recognize that such added costs will be more than offset by the savings that
will accrue from reduced controversy, reworking of completed reports, and, importantly, the development of
a solid base for terminating reports before their completion in situations where no productive outcome can be
foreseen.
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THE OBJECTIVES OF PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

by James R. Hanchey
Introduction

Despite the increased attention given to public participation in planning by many of the Federa agencies
involved in the development and management of natural resources, the initial efforts to implement this concept
reflect numerous uncertainties about the development of effective programs, and the absence of criteria by
which to measure its effectiveness and overall worth. This at least partially stems from the fact that there has
seldom been an adequate resolution in policy or practice of what is expected to be accomplished by involving
the public in planning.

Some of the more common reasons given in planning directives as justification for a public role in planning,
deal with such issues as facilitating agency programs by development of community consensus, the creation
of afavorable public image toward the agency and its planning procedures, and providing for an adequate
exchange of information between the agency and the public. Genera objectives such as these offer the
planner very little guidance in his attempts to effectively involve the public in water planning activities. These
efforts are made more difficult because there are many objectives which can be achieved by public
participation and there is no single procedure, such as public hearings, which is effective in achieving all of
them. Rather, there are a wide variety of public involvement techniques from which the planner can choose,
and decisions must be made initially and throughout the planning process as to which techniques to use, when
to use them, and how to apply them. In order to make these decisions it is important that the objectives of
public participation be clearly spelled out and that the techniques which are used are structured for those
specific objectives. The techniques which are used depend on such variables as the particular "publics®
concerned, the relevant information requirements, the overall planning situation, and time, resources, and
skills available, including those that can be contributed by the public and outside consultants.

Three general objectives are suggested which should be considered by the planner in the design of a public
participation program for a specific planning situation. These are referred to as: 1) the public relations
objective; 2) the information objective; and, 3) the conflict resolution objective. These genera objectives are
broken down into eight second-order objectives which serve to clarify and to provide workable concepts for
both the design and evaluation of such programs (Figure 1).

Reprinted from: IWR Development Report 72-1. Dahlgren, Charles W., "Public Participation in Planning: A
Multi-Media Course." U.S. Army Engineers Institute for Water Resources, Fort Belvair, Virginia, April 1972.
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LEGITIMIZING THE AGENCY'S ROLE
PUBLIC RELATIONS

DEVELOPING CONFIDENCE AND TRUST

DIAGNOSIS OF PROBLEMS AND NEEDS

INFORMATION DEVELOPMENT OF ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS

EVALUATION OF CONSEQUENCES OF ALTERNATIVES

CONSENSUS SEEKING

CONFLICT RESOLUTION

DEPOLARIZING INTERESTS

Figure 1 - Objectives of Public Participation

I Public Relations Objective

The public relations objective is based on the premise that in order for the planning agency to develop plans
which have broad public support and acceptance, the public must view the agency's role in the planning
process as legitimate, and must have confidence and trust in the agency and its planning procedure.

Legitimizing the Agency's Role in the Planning Process. The need for legitimizing the agency's role in the
planning process results from the fact that the public is frequently uninformed about the responsibilities and
the authorities of the planning agency. A large measure of the public dissatisfaction with water resource plans
stems from a failure by the public to recognize and understand that the agency operates under constraints
imposed upon it by higher authority. There are limitations to the authority of the planning agency to undertake
certain alternative solutions which may be desired by the public. In certain circumstances, this may lead to a
disparity between the capability of the agency to satisfy community needs and the expectations of the
community. Thisis a manifestation of the more general disparity between the global manner in which citizens
perceive community problems and needs, and the compartmentalized structure of public programs designed
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to meet them. This disparity can result in aloss of legitimacy for the agency unless the constraints under
which it operates are fully understood by the public. This indicates that one of the initia tasks in a planning
study should be to inform the public about the agency's authorities, responsibilities, operating procedures, and
constraints. It should be noted however, that an agency cannot maintain legitimacy in the eyes of the public if
the public doesn't accept these limitations as being legitimate. The agency must, therefore, continually be alert
for changes in public values in this respect, and be ready to modify those procedures and constraints over
which they have control, and to urge and support changes in their authority and responsibility which require
action by others. An example which will help clarify this concept can be found in the recent shift to
multiobjective planning by the Federal water resources agencies. When it became apparent that the public
was no longer satisfied with national economic efficiency as the sole criterion for evaluation of water

projects, the agencies played alarge role in having the objectives of Federal water resources development
expanded to include such considerations as environmental quality. The Federal agencies have thus improved
the legitimacy of their authority and responsibility. However, the agency operating procedures and policies
for the implementation of these new objectives must still stand the test of public scrutiny, and must also be
subject to modification if they are found to lack legitimacy by the public.

Development of Confidence and Trust. Another important factor is the development of confidence and trust
by the public toward the planning agency. Hovland, et a. (1953, p. 21), suggests two factors which affect
an individual's tendency to accept a conclusion advocated by a communicator: (1) the extent to which a
communicator is perceived to be a source of valid assertions (his "expertness'); and, (2) the degree of
confidence in the communicator's intent to communicate the assertions he considers most valid (his
"trustworthiness"). In the absence of this confidence and trust, communication between the agency and the
public is likely to break down. Poor communication enhances the possibility of error and misinformation of
the sort which is likely to reinforce the lack of confidence and trust in the agency. If an agency isto
communicate effectively, it must strive to develop and maintain an image of itself as the most reliable source
of information available on water resources issues. This does not necessarily mean that the agency must be
perceived by the public as the leading expert in all aspects of water resources technology, but rather that they
will perform the function of gathering all the information necessary for the study, relying as appropriate on
outside sources of expertise. In order to maintain this image of rdiability, the agency must demonstrate a
willingness to develop information on all aspects of the planning problem and to share this information with
the public even though some of it might be damaging to programs or solutions which the agency favors. The
agency must also avoid giving the impression that it favors certain aternatives early in the study; rather it
should present the image of an objective investigator of all alternatives.

The word "image" is stressed in this discussion because the key to this concept is in the public's perception of
the agency's expertise and objectiveness. It is not sufficient that the agency actually possess these qualities;
the public must be convinced of this as well. On the other hand, the fact that public perceptions are involved
also means that an agency might attempt to create a favorable image of itself by merely going through the
motions of public participation. Very likely it will not take long for at least some segments of the public to
sense that the process of participation is not genuine and as a result otherwise sound and basically acceptable
plans may be opposed. It follows, therefore, that if the agency is to gain the public's confidence and trust
over the long term, the image which the agency attempts to create must be matched by reality.
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1. Information Objective

The information objective deals with the stage of the planning process in which the planner determines the
problems to be solved during the planning effort and searches for solutions which are acceptable to the
public. There are three separate concepts making up this objective: 1) the diagnosis of community problems
and needs; 2) development of alternative solutions; and, 3) the evaluation of the consegquences of solutions.

Diagnosis of Community Problems and Needs. Quite frequently water resources projects have been rejected
by the public because the planner and the public had a different view of the local problems which needed
solution. Thisis partly because people do not have the same values and thus do not perceive the same
problems, even when viewing the same situation. Water planners, because of self-perceptions of superior
gualifications and knowledge, often tend to discount the way the general public views a problem. Wilson
(1971, p. 109) reported that over four-fifths of the Federal water resources planners interviewed by him
expressed the opinion that the public generally lacked competence in technical areas and nearly two-thirds felt
that the public was unaware of the issues involved in water resources planning. In addition, the public was
seen as lacking in objectivity and extremely parochial in their viewpoint. The public, because of their view of
the technician as a narrow specialist with no appreciation for socia values, often has equally unfavorable
attitudes toward the planner's problem perception. As an example, in one of the case studies presented later in
this report, the Corps of Engineers originally considered construction of a leveed floodway through an area
which was frequently flooded, in order that urban development of the area could occur. This plan was later
abandoned when it was learned that a large segment of the local community was opposed to the devel opment
of this area and considered the major problem to be one of devising means to insure that the land, which was
privately held, would be preserved in its natural state.

It follows that public participation techniques should provide the planner with an opportunity to test his
perceptions of the local community problems and needs stems from the fact that large-scale water
development projects are frequently very disruptive to the local community and to the general environment of
the area. In other words, a project may create amost as many problems as it solves. The planner must then
assure that the local community has an adequate knowledge of the possible adverse effects of solutions to the
problem under investigation, and that the community prefers the new problems to the old.

In order to overcome this second difficulty, the planner must attempt to explicate the conceivable implications
of possible problem solutions. Thisis to be distinguished from the thorough evaluation of the consequences
of alternative solutions which would take place as a part of the choice process between alternatives later in the
study. The object at this early stage should be to assist the public in evaluating their problems and to aid the
planner in insuring that all affected interests are provided with an opportunity to participate in the structuring
of the problems.

Development of Alternative Solutions. The need for involving the public during this stage of the study is
based on the advantages to the planner of being able to test the socia and political feasibility of aternatives
early in the study. The purpose of public involvement at this early stage should be to allow the planner to
begin to bracket the range of socia and political feasibility early in the study, in order that more of the
planning effort can be confined to plans more likely to be feasible and acceptable with the result that the
planning process will more likely lead to a productive outcome. The planner should be careful, however, that
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he does not prematurely discard alternatives. This may happen for two reasons. Firgt, it is very likely that
the "public" as it is first encountered does not represent the full range of interests which will be affected by
the ultimate plan, and thus, initial feasibility limits may not accurately reflect the actual community feelings.
Second, socia and political feasibilities do not have fixed predetermined limits. They depend to a significant
extent upon a clear understanding of the possibilities and the significance of choice. These limits are subject
to change as the planning process progresses and increased information is exchanged between the
participants.

Another reason for public involvement in the development of aternative solutions is because of the recognition
that not only does the local community have problems which it wishes the planner to aid in solving, but it also
occasionally has an awareness of potential solutions. Often solutions suggested by the public are ignored by
the professional planner because they are advanced at the wrong point in the study, are not very clearly
thought out, or are presented in an unorganized manner. This happens largely because the public does not
know the proper time to advance solutions and because they are rarely consulted by the planner at the proper
time. While public participation might never be the major source of alternative solutions, it might contribute to
the enlargement of the set of alternatives by providing ideas on variations of proposed alternatives to meet
particular problems. Quite often a dight variation of an aternative may receive a quite different reaction from
the public than the original aternative, particularly if the change isin response to a specific local problem.

Another benefit from involving the public in the development of the alternative solutions is that in doing so, a
commitment to change may be created among the participants. Often individuals and groups resist solutions
and plans which are imposed upon them. As Burke (1968, p. 289) points out, "the making of decisions, the
working through of the problem, so to speak, are the dynamic factors which change behavior." In order to
give the public area sense of participation in the development of alternatives, it is necessary that they be
consulted at an early stage in the study, before the planner has suggested all the most likely feasible solutions.

Evduation of the Implications of Solutions. One of the major purposes of involving the public in planning is
to produce plans which are consistent with local community values. In order to do this the planner is faced
with the difficult task of getting the public to articulate their values. Even if the planner were successful in
obtaining an expression of individua values, it would be impossible to aggregate them into a combined
community value index which would be helpful in determining the proper solution to the community's
problems. Although the planner may encounter difficulty in working with the concept of community values,
he can indirectly approach this problem by structuring the choice process so that community values are, in a
sense, revealed. In other words, he can allow the public to make a series of value judgments regarding
alternative solutions to the problem. In order to do this, aternative solutions embodying quite different values
must be developed so that the public can get afeel for the implications of different values.

Arrow (1951, p. 22) in discussing conflicting values on decisions about resource allocation argues that it is
not necessary to explicitly stipulate these values, rather al that is required is to be able to decide between
various possible outcomes which would result from alternative courses of action. To make a decision
between two or more different alternatives, it is not necessary to make deductions from formulated principles.
A decision can be made simply by taking into account all the features of each aternative outcome that are
subject to preference.
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Arrow has stated the position in thisway: "As with any type of behavior described by maximization, the
measurability of social welfare need not be assumed; all that matters is the existence of a social ordering ... all
that is needed to define such an ordering is to know the relative ranking of each pair of aternatives." This
means that individuals need not explicitly formulate their values and organize them in order of priority.
Therefore, all the unconscious psychological mechanisms which influence value judgments are allowed to
operate freely. One can make a decision by selecting the alternative which subjectively seems superior
without rationalizing the basis of his decision. Since choices are judged by their outcomes, value judgments
require calculations that extend into the future. For the public to make rational value judgments, they must be
supplied with not only the aternatives, but the future consequences of the selection of each alternative in as
much detail as possible. Although the planner will have the mgjor responsibility for developing and providing
this information, the public, by virtue of their familiarity with the community, may aso play arolein
forecasting the consequences of the selection of certain alternatives.

Unfortunately, even though the planner is successful in obtaining individual preference orderings of a range of
alternatives embodying different values, it is unlikely that these will be consistent among all participantsin the
study, because of the different values held by individuals and groups in the local community. This resultsin
the need for an additional objective for public participation, the conflict resolution objective.

1. Conflict Resolution Objective

Conflicts among the participants in a water resources study may arise from differences in opinions or beliefs;
it may reflect differences in interests, desires, or values; or it may occur as a result of a scarcity of some
resource. Conflict can occur in a cooperative or competitive context and will be strongly influenced by the
processes of conflict resolution employed by the planner. There are two concepts which are useful in
describing a favorable approach to conflict resolution, consensus seeking and the avoidance of extreme
positions. It should be noted that these components of the conflict resolution objectives are not independent
of the other two objectives; rather they are influenced to a great extent by the degree to which the planner has
been successful in achieving the other objectives.

Consensus Seeking. Consensus seeking can be described as cooperative problem solving in which the
conflicting parties have the joint interest of reaching a mutually satisfactory solution. Deutsch (1968, p. 23)
has given a number of reasons why a cooperative processis likely to lead to a productive conflict resolution:

1. It aids open and honest communication of relevant information between the participants. The
freedom to share information enables the parties to confront the underlying issues involved in the
conflict, and to facilitate the definition of the problems which they are confronting. Open and
honest communication also reduces the likelihood of the development of misunderstanding which
can lead to confusion and mistrust.

2. It encourages the recognition of the legitimacy of the other party's interests and of the necessity
for searching for a solution which is responsive to the needs of each side. Influence attempts
tend to be limited to processes of persuasion.

3. Itleadsto atrusting, friendly attitude which increases sensitivity to similarities and common
interests, while minimizing the salience of differences.
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However, in itself, cooperation does not insure that problem-solving efforts will be successful. Such other
factors as the imaginativeness, experience, and flexibility of the parties involved are also determinates.

There are a number of factors, over which the planner has control, which can influence whether the conflict
resolution effort will be a cooperative or competitive process.

The first is the approach used by the planner in attempting to gain acceptance of a decision. Such tactics as
coercion, threat, and deception lead to a competitive orientation, while openness and a sharing of authority
and information lead to a cooperative or a competitive process. The planner should avoid, if possible,
references to his ultimate authority in the decision-making process or to the possibility that lack of community
agreement will result in abandonment of agency efforts to solve the local problems.

The prior relationship between the parties in a conflict is a strong determinate of the course which the conflict
resolution effort will take. Experiences of successful prior cooperative relationships will enhance the
possibility of present cooperation. This concept is closely related to the objective of the development of
confidence and trust discussed earlier. Thus, it can be seen that cooperative actions by a planner in a current
study can enhance his ability to reach agreement with the public in future studies.

Finally, the attitudes, strength, and resources of interested third parties are often crucial determinants. Thus,
aconflict is more likely to be resolved cooperatively if powerful and prestigious third parties encourage such a
resolution and help to provide problem-solving resources to expedite discovery of a mutually satisfactory
solution. Thisis particularly important when the conflict is between two groups within the public, rather than
between the planning agency and the public. In this case, the agency can be amagjor factor in limiting the
controversy and guiding the conflicting parties toward a mutually acceptable solution by adopting the position
of an impartia arbiter and by providing the opportunities for interaction between the groups.

Avoidance of Extreme Positions. Quite frequently, conflicts over water resources issues have been perceived
by participants as situations where a party to the conflict can take only one of two positions: for or against.
Thisis unfortunate in that it implies that what is good for one party is necessarily bad for the other. Anyone
who perceivesit as such, must of course, align himself with one of the two positions.

Deutsch (1968, p. 12) calls such a situation (where if one gains, the other loses), a competitive process, and
describes some of the effects which result from such arelationship. First, communication between the
conflicting parties is unreliable and impoverished. The available communication channels are not utilized or
they are used in an attempt to mislead or intimidate the other. Little confidence is placed in information that is
obtained directly from the other party; more circuitous means of obtaining information are relied upon.

A competitive process also stimulates the view that the solution of the conflict can only be ofthe type that is
imposed by one side on the other by superior force, deception, or cleverness. The enhancement of one's own
power and the complementary minimization of the other's power become objectives. The attempt to create or
maintain a power difference favorable to one's own side by each of the conflicting parties tends to expand the
scope of the conflict as it enlarges from a focus on the immediate issue in dispute, to a conflict over who
shall have the power to impose his preference upon the other.
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Finaly, it leads to a suspicious, hogtile attitude which increases the sensitivity to differences and threats, while
minimizing the awareness of similarities of interests between the opposing parties.

An examination of the factors which tend to force the conflict into a competitive process provide some clues
for the planner who would like to avoid such a situation. Deutsch points out that competitive processes are
most likely to occur when there is misjudgment and misperception on the part of one or more of the parties
involved in a conflict. The planner then must strive to maintain reasonably full communication between the
opposing interests and should search out and make use of common values and common interests which could
serve as a basis for the formation of cooperative bonds. The adoption of a polarized position also depends, to
some extent, on the perception by the opposing interests of the flexibility of the other parties position. If one
of the parties to a conflict is perceived to be unwilling to significantly modify his position, the other party is
left little choice but to adopt the opposite extreme position as a defensive measure. The planner should avoid
presenting issues to the public in a manner such that the agency's position is perceived to berigid. Thisis
likely to occur when only one plan is presented to the public for consideration. The public is left with very
Little choice but to be "for" or "against” the plan. The reference to constraints imposed by higher authority on
agency action as ajustification of the agency position also contributes to a perception by the public of arigid
agency position. Here the planner isin a dilemma; quite often constraints, such as the benefit-cost ratio, do
operate to make his position inflexible. In these cases, it isimportant that these constraints have been
presented to the public, understood, and accepted by them at an early stage in the planning process. It can be
seen that the achievement of the "public relations’ objective discussed earlier, can aid significantly in the
achievement of the "conflict resolution” objective.

While each of the public participation objectives discussed above is important, the relative importance between
them will no doubt vary from study to study. For example, in certain areas because of past unfavorable
experiences the planner may fedl that the public relations objective should be emphasized and may decide to
devote the major portion of available resources to this objective. The techniques which are selected for
involving the public in the study should reflect this desired emphasis. The planner can choose from awide
variety of public participation techniques; including such things as public meetings, news releases, citizen
advisory boards, or informational brochures. Decisions as to which techniques should be used, when they
should be used, and how they should be used, must be made during the first phase of the planning process,
and must be reviewed and updated throughout the process as the planner gains insight into the community
forces shaping the study. The planner in attempting to make these determinations should be guided by two
principles. 1) the objectives of involving the public in the study should be clearly spelled out; and, 2) the
techniques used should be designed to meet these objectives.

The next chapter discusses the general scope of the water resources planning activities of the Corps of
Engineers, the policies of the organization with respect to public involvement in studies, and an overview of
the extent of participatory techniques used in recent studies.
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PLANNING AS A PROCESS OF SOCIAL CHANGE

by A. Bruce Bishop

Water Resources Development and the Process of Change

The relationship between a public work and social change is one of both cause and effect. In the past, water
development was considered to represent the effect of social and economic change rather than its cause.
Viewed in this light, the water supply, flood control, and navigation projects can validly be considered the
effect of such social forces as an expanding population, and the need for water for municipal, industrial,
trade, and recreation, and changes in economic conditions which attract people to different areas. Accepting
water development as an effect of these forces, planning has been concerned basically with existing or
anticipated needs.

The other view is that water development is an instrument of social policy since it can serve to stimulate
economic and socia change. Community response to this stimulus will of course depend on the capacity,
ability, and desire to change which exists in the areas to be served and on the planned use of the water
resources. This places a significant responsibility on communities and state agencies to determine those
changes deemed desirable in the community and those that are not, and the possibilities, if any, for stimulating
or preventing them through the location and design or deference of water resources projects.

A Descriptive Model of Planning

Just as with the physical problems of engineering, if engineers are to successfully plan public works involving
socia change, they need models which describe this process. Such models should define the functions of the
planning process, and the range of choices open to planners in deciding the means by which to approach
planning problems. This includes the types of decisions which are made, the process by which planned
change occurs, and the relationships of the participants in the planning process. With such understandings,
the planner can operate more effectively in his role as an agent of change. He can focus not just on the end
product of planning, but on how to structure the planning process in order to produce a product which
achieves a more widely accepted solution to the wants and needs of society.

Engineering of Planned Change

The basic purpose of engineering planning is controlling and guiding the changes made in man's environment
to serve his needs and best interests. A typology adapted from Bennis (1961, p. 154) lends insight into the
kinds of change processes which might occur within our political and economic structure. Thisis described
in Table 1.

The approach to water resource development may be either planned or technocratic change since it entails
intentional goal setting which may or may not be mutual. In the past our approach has been primarily
technocratic. However, if "planning” in its broadest sense is to be a redlity, intentional mutual goal setting
through public participation is required.
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Table 1. Typology of Change Processes

Approach to Goal Setting

Planner-Community Relationship Intentiona by planner  Nonintentional by
and community planner, or community,
or both sides
Mutual Goal Setting Planned Change Interactional Change
Non-Mutual Goa Setting Technocratic Change Without Goals
(or goals set by one side) Change?

#The technologist sets the goals whether or not there is participation of the other side.

In discussing water planning, as one area of engineering planning, some consideration must be given to the
nature of and approaches to planned change. Figure 1 depicts the dimensions of planning problems and
relates them to the range of gpproaches to planning. At one end of the spectrum, planning is deductive with a
definite course of action for achieving desired goals. Design is completed before any steps are taken toward
its redlization. Deductive planning suggests the ahility to plan comprehensively, using rational methods of
analysis that employ quantitative techniques and decision rules. 1t seeks to evaluate the short and long run
effects of the alternatives and weigh the benefits against the costs to determine an optimal decision. This
planning approach works well in the setting of a well-defined problem. At the other end of the spectrum,
inductive planning applies more to the ill-defined problem, and attempts mainly to resolve conflicts of interest.
The solution is usually synthesized as the result of interaction between political or other forces.

In another dimension, planning may be either innovative or incremental. In incremental planning, an optimal
distribution of resources among systems is sought through small changes from the status quo, while the
innovative mode leaps into a new state of affairs through large transformations of the existing situation.

'For a detailed discussion of the incremental approach, see Braybrooke and Lindbloom (1963). Other aspects
of planning approaches are discussed by Bruck, et al., (1967), Friedmann (1966), and Petersen (1966).
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Figure 1 — Approachesto Planned Change

Public works affect many different social and political bodies and bring large changes to the physical, social,
and economic structure of society. In thiskind of setting, comprehensive planning, although often held to be
idedl, is very difficult to achieve in practice since both tools and data are lacking. But the development of
such tools is an important long-term objective. Even if tools were available, however, this approach does little
about overcoming the tensions between the political system and the requirements of comprehensive planning
(Bolan, 1967, p. 234). In other words, a comprehensive analysis may develop excellent plans and solutions
that are completely unacceptable to the affected parties, and therefore politically infeasible in terms of being
implemented.

These considerations lead to the conclusion that an inductive and innovative approach is more appropriate for
many aspects of public works planning. Such approaches depend on understanding planning as an ongoing
process where the accomplishment of planning tasks depends on the participants and their communicetion
with one another as well as on the ability to design and evauate the physical plans. Planning and decision
making are part of a process of social change involving a number of issues and interest groups. Planning
cannot proceed only on the basis of future predicted events, but must recognize the possibility of stimulating
desirable socia change (or preventing undesirable change) as part of alternative solutions, in conjunction with
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the other legitimate objectives in maintaining the community environment. Planning must be recognized as an
adaptive process, i.e., sequential in time and capable of moving in many different directions. As Petersen
(1966, p. 136) points out:

1. Planning concerns a process and not a state; it pertains not to some idealized future, but to the
mode of moving from the present.

2. A plan for the physical or sociad environment has utility only as a step in a means-end continuum
that casually relates the physical workmanship to the socioeconomic and political.

Development of the Need for Change

It is helpful to classify the participants in the change process into two interacting parties, the change agent
and the client system (Lippitt, et al., 1958). In this relationship the change agent is seeking change or helping
it occur, and the client system consists of those being helped. In the context of water resources planning, the
responsible planning agency practically always emerges in the role of change agent. However, in the
community structure it is possible for different interests to assume the roles of both change agent as an active
promoter of resource development, and the client system as one who is affected by the change. In other
instances, the community groups may act solely in the role of client system. One of the important tasks for
the planner is to identify the interest groups in the community and the roles which they may assume in the
planning process.

A process of planned change typically begins with problem awareness. Thisis trandated into a need and
desire to change. In the relationship between the planner and the community, problem awareness should
revolve around water resource problems and needs as part of overall community planning. The development
of need may come from:

1. TheAgency Planner. The planner, acting as change agent, finds certain difficulties in the basin
system such as flooding, pollution, water shortages, or significant changes in land use or
recreation patterns, and offers help or takes steps to stimulate the community to an awareness of
the problem.

2. The Community. The community becomes aware of difficulties and seeks help. Local desires
should be a significant factor in the decision to undertake planning studies. These are usualy
expressed in the form of resolutions from city and county government bodies, or requests of
state legidators, ultimately leading to congressional resolutions.

3. A Third Party. Anindustry considering location in the community or a consulting engineer
working on a problem may suggest the need for water resources studies.

Many problems in planning may be due to the failure of the planner and the community to agree on the need
for astudy. For example, if the planner attempts to convince the community of the need, the community
must assess the validity of the diagnosis and the urgency of the proposed studies. If the community suggests
the need, then the planner must assess the extent of the community's desire for the study. In cases where the
agency proceeds with a study unilaterally, as when operating solely on the basis of a congressional directive
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and arigid program of planning and construction, then the community is likely to be unresponsive. If both
agree on the need, then a viable change relationship can be established; otherwise, there could be conflict
from the outset.

In developing the need for change, an important consideration, then, is the means by which decisions are
made to undertake particular planning studies. Agreement between the planner and the community upon the
existence of a problem which demands a study of feasible solutions is extremely important.

Establishment of a Change Relationship

A workable change relationship between change agent and client system is essential to the success of the
planning process. Yet, in water resources planning, establishing the proper working relationship between the
agency and affected interests in the community is often neglected.

Establishing a successful change relationship requires a "legitimization” of the planning process. This entailsa
full understanding between the agency and the communities as to the exact procedure of the study, the
institutional arrangements and responsibilities, and the possible ultimate outcomes. All parties need to
recognize that the purpose and intent of the study is to develop a comprehensive plan and that a decision will
be made. The studies should always include nonstructural and "statusquo" aternatives as possible decision
outcomes. The activities and timing in the study, and decisions to be made should be outlined from the time
of commencing studies through to its final submission to the Congress.

Other important factors in establishing change relationship include:

1. Client System's Perception of Change Agent. The community's perceptions of the agency with
respect to estimates of its ability to give help, its inferred motives, and its attributed friendliness
or unfriendliness are important to the change relationship. Government agencies have a
particularly difficult task altering their images as large impersonal organizations into something
that can be dealt with by a community. As Lippitt, et al., (1958, p. 134) note:

"Often the client system seems to be seeking assurance that the
potential change agent is different enough from the client system to be a
real expert and yet enough like it to be thoroughly understandable and
approachable ... (and) will identify himself with the client system's
problems and sympathize with the system's needs and values, but who
will at the same time be neutral enough to take a genuinely objective and
different view of the system's predicament.”

In the minds of community interests, the agency should qualify as the expert in water resource
development and demonstrate that it is sensitive to the effects on the community of any action
that might be taken. The agency planners must accept the necessity and responsibility of
convincing the community that it is prepared to understand and work with the community's
needs and values.
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2. TheClient System's Role. |If a successful change relationship is to develop, the community must
be aware of its responsibilities to the change agent (Lippitt, et a., 1958, pp. 134-135).

"...the client system must ... (understand) about the kind and degree of
effort which must be put forth in the collaboration with the potential
change agent. The client must not only understand the arrangement but
he must at least tentatively agree to it."

This emphasizes the importance of legitimizing planning so that all parties are agreed and
committed to the change process.

Establishing the proper change relationship and legitimizing the planning process are partly
organizational and procedural questions. As Lippitt, et a., (1958, pp. 135-136) state:

"Usually one subpart is more ready to change than others. Hence,
this subpart must attempt to engage the sympathy of the other subparts
toward the projected plan of establishing a working relationship with an
outside source of help .... The success or failure of almost any change
project depends heavily upon the quality and the workability of the
relationship between the change agent and the client system ...."

In the organizational and institutional structure, the main concern is the kind of working
relationship that should be sought between the change agents and clients. Thisis a question of
what might be termed "planning strategy.”

Working Toward Change

The phase of working toward change in water resources planning covers the full range of tasks involved in
arriving at alternative sets of physical plans, nonstructural alternatives, or maintaining the status quo. This
involves decisions at levels in the hierarchical structure which produce integrated subbasin studies and finally
a set of aternatives. These decisions evolve through three subphases of working toward change.

Diagnosis of the System. The essential purpose of the system diagnosis is to provide the planners with
information on which to base decisions about broad alternative approaches. Consideration should be given to
how and from whom information is obtained:

1. Defensive Reaction of Vested Interests. Often change relationships may be impaired as
information is gathered, unless defensive reactions can be anticipated and avoided (Lippitt, et al.,
1958, p. 137).

"Thisis the point & which vested interests--either particular
pressure blocs within social units or particular segments of the
individual personality--are likely to become aware of the threat which is
posed by change, and their defensive reactions may smash the whole
mechanism of collaboration between the system and the agent."
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2. Hostility of the Client System. Because of past experiences with planning studies, preconceived
ideas about the agency and its objectives, or fears about alteration of the status quo, the
community may develop hostilities toward the planner. Such hostility may exist even though the
community ostensibly continues to cooperate. For these reasons, it is important not to propose
solutions &t this stage. Instead, the development of social and economic data can promote
cooperation between the planners and the community, and can provide valuable information on
the community's structure and needs.

Setting Community Goals. This subphase deals with transforming diagnostic insights into
definite sets of community goals and relating them to the potential changes that can be induced
by various projects and alternative plans. The hierarchical levels of decision involved in relating
goals and potential change may be expressed in physical terms by specifying the problem areas
which are of greatest interest to the community. Success or failure in defining community goals
depends on the kinds of mechanism in the community to undertake this process, and the
relationship between the community and the planner.

Development of Alternatives for Change. Lippitt, et a., view development of aternatives for
change as a transformation of intentions into actual change efforts. In the planning process the
objective of this phase is to develop a set of aternatives. These alternatives must be understood
to represent the ultimate physical realization of the change process. If any one of them isto be
implemented, at this time it must have the sympathetic acceptance of the various subparts of the
community and of affected parties.

Because water resources planning studies often span a considerable period of time, maintaining
continuity in planning falls to the agency since people and office holders move on. It follows that
the type and quality of community participation during this phase depends to a large extent on the
policies agreed upon in establishing the change relationship, and on the type of planning strategy
which is adopted.

Stabilization of Change

Lippitt, et a., in looking at change in the behaviora sense, note that unless attributes are fixed by becoming
institutionalized, they may retrogress to their previous state. In public works planning in general, and water
planning in particular, the process of change becomes stabilized through the period of public evaluation of
alternatives. Choosing among alternatives requires, in part, direct public confrontation of the planners, and
local government officials, interest and pressure groups, and the general public. Stabilization requires a period
of adjustment to the decision by the affected parties and may not be completed until after the programs, plans,
and/or projects have been implemented.
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Achieving a Termina Relationship

Achieving aterminal relationship does not imply that after the implementation of plans the need for any further
planning is terminated. Adjustments and changes are induced by programs and projects after they are
operational. The need for an active relationship between the client and change agent must extend beyond the
project completion in order to correct, where possible, any undesirable short and long term effects of the
project which were not foreseen. Items that should be considered for a successful terminal planning
relationship are:

1. The unforeseen problems caused by a completed physical facility or a program plan.
2. Immediate short term effects of placing the completed project into operation.
3. Implementation of long range future plans in connection with a facility or program.

4. Maintenance of working relationship for undertaking new planning studies and/or projectsin the
future.

5. Evaluation of community consegquences of programs or projects in order to provide a data base
for projecting effects of projects yet to be planned and built.

These items encompass the important kinds of decisions and adjustment in the operation of the facility.
Conclusions

In this descriptive analysis of planning, a number of conditions based on theoretical and case studies of
planned change have been identified which are necessary if planning is to proceed efficiently and effectively.
These include:

1. That the planners, state agencies, and community groups should have an awareness of the
problems which may require change and agree to the need for a study.

2. That establishing workable change relationships depends on "legitimizing” the planning process,
i.e., getting agreement on the way in which the study will be organized and conducted.

3. That an important element of working toward change is the exchange of information. This
begins with a diagnosis of the basin and its communities through socioeconomic studies.
Otherwise the process can be disrupted by a misunderstanding of the agency and its motives, or
of the community's responsibility for participation.

4, That gtabilizing change and achieving a terminal relation depends on an acceptance of the fina
decision, and a continuation of the planning relation after the facility is operational.

The importance of these conditions, particularly with respect to local community attitudes toward the
planning procedures, have been demonstrated through research on the planning process.?
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2See Bishop (1969).
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THE CONCEPT OF THE PUBLIC INTEREST

by Glendon Schubert, Jr.
[Thisis an adaption of an article by Dr. Schubert by the editor, for use in IWR Training Programs.]

THE UNACCOUNTABLE PUBLIC OFHCIAL

The decision-making power of nonelected government administrators poses a problem for democratic theory.
The democratic mandate for elected officials comes from the fact that they can be booted from office at the
next election. Theoretically, government administrators are accountable to elected officials, so this provides
some indirect accountability back to the people. In reality, however, government is now so large and
complex (and civil service provides so much job security) that government administrators make innumerable
decisions daily, with only the most controversial ever known to elected officials. The question becomes:
"How can we ensure that nonelected public officias are acting on behalf of the public interest?’

The prevailing theory of how to cope with this that has dominated administrative law is that the way to solve
the problem of the official endowed with discretionary powers is to increase the definiteness of legal
standards (including statutes and administrative rules), decreasing the area of discretionary authority. Recent
theorists have argued that this is based on an oversimplified view of the kind of discretion that officials have.
They see officials as having three kinds of discretionary authority: 1) technical discretion in which the ends
or goals are well-defined, but the official has discretion on how best those goals can be met; 2) discretion
both in determining how goals are met, and in establishing criteria for goals that are vague, e.g., "clean water,"
"hazardous substances,” etc.; and, 3) discretion in determining actions which should be taken, while the goals
themselves are till in dispute.

Only the first of these kinds of discretionary powers lends itself to the clarifications of administrative law. In
the second case the officia is actually in a position to define the standards against which programs (and
therefore his/her performance) will be measured. In the third case, where there is a dispute over goals, there
can either be a paraysis of action, the official can--if his agency possesses exceptiona authority--proceed
based on his own values and beliefs, or more likely, the officia must use his ingenuity in political mediation.

These last two categories are of particular importance to the Corps' programs because both these conditions
often exist: 1) The criteriawhich are to be applied, containing such phrases as "cumulative impact" are
sufficiently vague that there are wide differences in interpretation and practice; and, 2) while the regulations
exist, there is by no means consensus within the society on the goas implicit in those regulations, so that each
guestion of interpretation becomes a new battleground for the conflicting interests. The Corps, motivated by
practical realism, finds itself in a position of having to create processes for political mediation and
problemsolving if it is to both break the decision-making impasse and provide the accountability to the public
which is a fundamental of democratic society. Public involvement is the primary means by which this
mediation can take place.
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DEFINING THE PUBLIC INTEREST

But the question which is asked frequently about public involvement is whether it will result in "the public
interest," or whether public officials have an obligation to act on behalf of "the public interest" regardless of
what various affected interests may say? The answer to that question requires some clarification of what the
public interest is.

The problem of determining the public interest exists in every society. At various times the public interest
has been defined by kings, priesthoods, military dictatorships, parliaments, etc. Each claims to represent the
public interest. In a democratic society any claim for authority in determining the public interest must result
ultimately on the mandate of the people, rather than claims to divine knowledge, roya prerogatives, or
superior wisdom.

There are three competing theories about what the public interest is which emerge in current American
political thought:

The Common Will: Some theorists presume there are definable common interests, a common good,
usually based on the interests of the mgjority. With this assumption, political events tend to be
viewed as a contest between the common good, and the wiles of the evil and nefarious specia
interests who attempt to block the common good for their own interest. But having assumed the
existence of a common good, these theorists divide into separate camps of those who believe that this
common will is best expressed by direct electoral vote of the public, and those who believe that
political parties are a necessary moderating influence upon the specia interests.

A Higher Law: These theorists believe that the public interest is an absolute, a matter of higher law,
or natural law. These theorists characterize themselves as representing the true interests of the
people, even if their perception of the public interest does not coincide with the interests of the public
as perceived by the public itself. They appeal instead to the still small voice of conscience, and urge
administrators to be creative manipulators of public opinion, and resist the blandishments of the
specia interest groups.

A Balance of Interests: These theorists start with the assumption that competition among the
multitude of interests and groups is the reality of political behavior at all times both outside and within
agencies. The term "the public interest” really is a symbol which only has meaning as the outcome of
the process of group or interest interaction. In effect, "the public interest” is whatever people can
agreeitisat any point in time. Any consensus about what constitutes the public interest may break
down at afuture date to be replaced by a new definition. Political scientists who take this position
originally emphasized the relative balance of various interest groups on the decisionmakers. Others
have pointed out that the pressures of external interests are often countered by the pressures from
within agencies. Still others have pointed out that the values of the decisionmaker play arolein the
decision, so that a decisionmaker may make a decision at odds with the self-interest of his agency, or
at odds with pressuring interest groups, in response to such values as "freedom, equality, or equal
opportunity." Psychologists have also pointed out that both conscious and unconscious factors play
arole in decisionmaking, so that the psychological make-up of the decisionmaker can play arolein
the appraisal of public interest. Finally, other theorists have pointed out that the decision-making
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process itself can substantially shape a decision, and emphasize the importance of providing equa
access to the decision-making process for all groups, so that decisions will not be predetermined by
the decisionmaker hearing only from some groups, or being exposed to only some kinds of
information. Demacratic decision-making processes are necessary because these provide the
maximum opportunity for diverse interests to seek to influence governmental decisions at all levels.

USEFULNESS FOR THE DECISIONMAKER

Each of these theories makes a critical assumption. The "Common Will" theory assumes that there is a
common or at least mgjoritarian interest, instead of an infinite number of conflicting interests. The "Higher
Law" theory assumes the existence of a higher or natural law which transcends the momentary will of the
people. The "Balance of Interests' theory assumes that the outcome of negotiations between the various
interests will produce an outcome which over time (even though not every decision will be a perfect balance
of the public interest) will be the best and most democratic representation of the public interest.

While it may be difficult to evaluate these three theories on an abstract basis, it is possible to evaluate them
based on their usefulness from the perspective of the agency decisionmaker.

The "Common Good" theory is one which most agency decisionmakers are trained to believe. The difficulty
is that the theory provides no practical guidance to the decisionmaker in the face of ardent, articulate, and
well-organized competing interests. Since few decisions facing agency decisionmakers generate the visibility
which would justify either the attention of political conventions or an election, the decisionmaker is left with
no practical way of determining the public good. If he attempts to substitute his own assessment of the
public good at odds with the resolution acceptable to the interests, then heis likely simply to have acted based
on either his own persona values or some intuitive perception of the public good, neither of which is truly
acceptable as a basis for decisionmaking by nonelected officials.

The "Higher Law" theory provides some sense of direction to the decisionmaker, but at the expense of
democratic principles. The ideathat there is a higher law that should be imposed on the people for the good
of the people--even though the people may not want it--is fundamentally anti-democratic. It doesn't take
much of a step from this premise to get to a dictatorship based on one group's or one individual's version of
higher law. Understanding the anti-democratic nature of this theory is very important in environmental
matters, since there has been atendency of many engineers and scientists to believe that decisions should be
made for the public by atechnical elite, since the public is "so poorly informed and doesn't know what is best
for it." Claims of superior wisdom, whether because one has "divine wisdom" or exceptional technical
training, are fundamentally anti-democratic.

The "Baance of Interests' theory does provide guidance to the decisionmaker in that it makes it hisjob to
create processes for resolution of conflict between the competing interests. It has the additional advantage of
accurately reflecting the bombardment of conflicting interests which is experienced by every significant
agency decisionmaker. But it does produce a significant shift in how a decisionmaker perceives hisrole. The
emphasis shifts from being a decisionmaker, to being the creator of decision-making processes that lead to
resolution. The skills are less of content than of process.
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If the "Balance of Interests" theory is accepted, then the need for decisionmakers to be political--to create
processes for balancing the various interests (a skill which most successful decisionmakers possess but feel
they must hide from public view)--is a legitimate and politically essential role which must be played to provide
accountability in a democratic society.

Oncethisis accepted as a legitimate and valued role, then decisionmakers can turn their attention to
constructing processes that do ensure equal access of al interests. It isan act of faith that democratic
processes will result in the public interest. But it is awell-justified act of faith, based on a history of tyranny
whenever a government believes it knows what the people need even better than the people know themselves.
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THE USE OF VALUES: PUBLIC PARTICIPATION
IN THE PLANNING PROCESS

by James L. Creighton

Not too many months ago a planner in a large governmental agency discarded about 150 letters from the
public on a controversial issue because they were no help to him--they contained no facts, no specific
proposals--all they contained were feelings.

Like many other planners, this planner has been faced with a dilemma: While law and agency policies have
required him to seek out greater public participation in the planning process, he is ill-equipped to know what
to do with the information once he has gotten it. Typically the materials he receives from the broader public
appear to him to be "overemotiona,” "ill-informed," and "not dealing with realities." But at the same time, any
public participation program which puts all the emphasis on well documented, carefully prepared, scientific
presentations from the public will build in a bias for only the well-funded interest groups. The planner is
trapped between his professional training--which typically equips him to deal with scientific fact,
demonstrable propositions, and economic feasibilities, but not with feelings--and the democratic philosophy
which stresses that dl the people should be involved in the decisionmaking, not just the specia interests.

After some years as a consultant and trainer in public participation, | have arrived at the conclusion that in the
early stages of planning the previously avoided and discarded feelings and emotional expressions are a critical
and valuable resource and go straight to the reason citizen participation is necessary. Feelings and emotions
are indicators of values; and differences in values are what citizen participation is all aboui.

This paper details the thinking which led to these conclusions, as well as a practical method by which
planners can use values in the development of planning alternatives.

Making "Political" Decisions

Most planners argue that they do not make political decisions. They mean they do not make decisions which
would, or should, be made by the palitical process (through elected officials or alegidative body). But a
careful examination of the difference between a decision the planner makes and a decision made through the
political process indicates that the only difference is the "stake" involved--the importance of this decision in
terms of the benefits and costs distributed to different segments of the public. Every planner has had the
experience of making a decision he considered to be "professiona” only to find it made "political” by
someone's intense reaction to the decision. A decision is political by its natureif it distributes benefits and
costs to different segments of the public--regardless of whether or not it is made through the political
process.

Reprinted from: IWR Training Program, Creighton, et a., "Executive Seminar in Water Resources Planning, "
U.S. Army Engineers Institute for Water Resources, Fort Belvoir, Virginia, 1976.
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By this definition purely professional decisions tend to be limited to assessments of resource capability or
determinations of technical feasibility. It isa professional decision asto what level of pollutantsis now in a
river, or what percentage of the pollutants a particular method will remove; it is a political question (backed by
the professional information) to determine how much pollution will be tolerated.

A Broader Definition of Benefits and Costs

The term "benefits and costs’ immediately conjures up images of economic standards of measurement.
Certainly many decisions made by planners bestow economic benefits and costs, e.g., the allowable density of
a proposed development.

Most planners have expanded their definition of benefits and costs to include conflicting uses. A planner can
make a decision which benefits hikers and cross-country skiers while assessing a cost in loss of land which
can be used by snowmobilers.

| wish to add dtill a third dimension to the definition of benefits and costs -- the dimension of vaues. By
values | mean those internal standards by which we judge events or behavior to be good/bad, right/wrong,
fair/unfair, just/unjust.? They are the normative standards by which we judge the way things "ought" to be.
When a planner makes a decision to allow atimber cut in an isolated backcountry part of Alaska he may hear
outraged cries from apartment dwellers in New Y ork City, based not on any direct economic gain or even any
redlistic expectation that they will ever visit the land in question -- but based on the fact that the planner's
decision is distributing a benefit or cost on the way they believe the land ought to be managed. The benefit or
cost is solely in the values dimension.

Vaues choices are essentially choices between two positive goods.® For example, if the issue is the use of
seat belts one must find a position which balances "comfort" with "safety.” If the issue is the mandatory use
of seat belts, one must find the balance point between "individua freedom" and "public safety." All of these
values indicated are good, desirable, positive; no one is against any of these values, the issue is which values
should prevail in thisinstance. The act of "valuing" is one of finding the proper balance point between the
two values in a given situation at a particular point in time.

A policy is a balance point selected between competing values. Competing policies are competing judgments
as to the relative importance of particular values in a particular situation.

Thisisillustrated in Figure 1.

Each policy is a balance point between two "goods." An individual may oppose a policy of an agency because
he considers that the policy does not adequately recognize the importance of a"good" he supports. To the
planner, thisindividual may appear to be an "aginner" -- an individual who will consistently oppose anything
proposed by the agency. This opposition is based on this individual's positive support of some value which he
believes the agency consistently does not properly value.
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Fig. 1

It is one of the characteristics of values arguments that the opponent will usually appear "overemotional and
irrational," committed to premises that he cannot rationally justify. The difficulty is that both sides -- both the
planner and the various publics -- see the other as locked into preconceptions that no number of facts will
shake. Values are a perception of reality based on our own set of persona rules governing our feelings. By
virtue of unique life experiences, upbringing, training, and personal introspection, each individua develops his
own set of "meanings’ for his experiences. These "meanings’ -- and values are mgjor standards by which we
evaluate events to provide meaning to them -- cause each of usto have an individualized reality, a perception
of reality which is always to some extent unique to that individual. When we confront someone with an
individualized reality based on values which are substantialy different, then the rules by which we judge
reality are contradictory. We usually cope with this threat to our definition of reality by judging the others to
be ill-informed or badly motivated. When one individual views an act as an "outstanding program to stimulate
economic well-being" while another individual views the same act as a "vicious desecration of nature's natural
order," they are operating with individualized realities with premises so fundamentally different that these
individuals appear to be emotionally committed to unjustifiable positions.

One reason that much information from the public is viewed as overemotional and irrationa is that it conflicts
in much the same way with unconscious values held by the planner, or the agency for which the planner
works. For underlying each agency's mandate and basic operating policies are very definite values. For
example, many natural resources agencies have "multiple use" policies which attempt to balance the
conflicting interests by providing a number of uses from the same land. Typically this orientation is described
as "the Greatest Good for the Greatest Number." However, this orientation predisposes agency planners to
naturally seek out ways of accommodating several uses, and avoid solutions that maximize single uses to the
exclusion of other uses. When individuals or groups advocate that land be used solely for the one use they
consider to be the "highest good," planners will tend to consider these individuals as selfish and self-serving,
inconsiderate of others needs and interests, and will instinctively resist such proposals. The policies of the
agency, and the values inherent in them, form a barrier of resistance to the proposals of individuals whose
values differ from those of the agency.

It is my conviction that the environmental battles of the present are primarily on the values dimension. While
the battles of the past may have been among those most immediately affected and concerned about
economics and use, the battles of the present are a struggle among competing fundamenta values about how
the land should be used and the lifestyles associated with that use. The demands for citizen participation in
the planning process are demands that agencies be accountable to a broader range of alternative values.
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Accountability for Political Decisions

It is the essence of a democracy that there be accountability back to the public for decisions made by the
government. If a school superintendent makes a decision about busing of school children there are immediate
demands that the school board make the final decision; the logic being that the school board can be held
accountable to public sentiment at the next election. A central theme in our philosophy is that governments
can rule only with the consent of the governed.

Y et the national malaise is the fear that no one is able to make the system responsive; that increasingly there is
no way to hold the government accountable. The reasons are multiple: the vastly increased size of the
bureaucracy, the increased technical complexity of the decisions, the specialization of disciplines and agencies
involved in decisions. There are many other explanations given as well, but whatever the reason the citizen
still feels uncertain of his ability to exercise any control over "his' government.

To illustrate this problem, let's explore the chain of accountability for a Federa policy or project (Fig. 2):

REPRESENTATIVES EXECUTIVE

A

Other Influences:
Courts, State,
Local Gov'ts,etc.

Y

PUBLIC e--Citizen--» DECISION -
Par ticipation MAKER

Fig. 2

First the public selects representatives. Already some degree of accountability is lost because they cannot
select these representatives on one issue alone. They must buy them "as a package" with the possibility of
stands on one issue canceling out stands on another. |ssue-by-issue accountability is already diminished.
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The public also selects the President, the Executive. But it is a different public -- a nationa public -- than the
local or state publics which elect the representatives. The result is that each may be accountable to a different
version of public need.

Out of the interaction between these conflicting definitions of public need comes the legidation which defines
"policy” for the agency. These policies are in turn modified as they are interpreted by the various layers of
bureaucracy who are in turn impacted by the courts, other agencies, state and local governments.

The result is that by the time we reach our planner the chain of accountability is very long and tenuous
indeed. Typicaly thereisatime lag of severa years or more before a shift in public sentiment is reflected in
policies which are recognized and followed down at the level of the individua planner. Even when these
changes occur there is little possibility of issue-by-issue accountability: the giant bureaucratic wheels turn too
slowly for decisions already "in the pipeline" to be adapted to the change in policy.

Y et somehow the system usually works. Many of the natural resource and development agencies went on for
years being the "good guys' among the governmental agencies. It isonly recently they have been portrayed
as the "bad guy.” What made the difference?

The Melting Consensus and the New Battleground

It is my belief that the long chain of accountability still worked as long as there was a framework created by a
consensus of values within our society about the proper use of the land. So long as decisions did not stray
too far from the great middle of this consensus there was little demand for accountahility -- only those groups
most directly affected by economics or use needed to contest the issues.

One way to conceptualize this consensus is as a hormal bell-shaped curve with the great consensus in the
middle and an overwhelming majority occupying a relatively homogenous values position.

Fig. 3
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Since the issue is "the proper use of the land" -- and bearing in mind that valuing is an act of selecting a
balance point between two positive goods -- the polar extremes can be stated as follows:

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT -- Optimal development of the land to meet man's material needs.
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY -- Optimal maintenance of the total ecosystem.

Co