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ABSTRACT 

A case study is used to illustrate and assess the applicability of participatory 

democracy theory to public participation in public land decision-making. In this case, 

public outcry against a Bureau of Land Management acquisition plan resulted in 

adoption of a coordinated resource management process, an application of 

participatory democracy theory which is purported to improve public acceptance of 

administrative decisions by providing improved access and representation, information 

exchange and learning, continuity of participation, and shared decision-making 

authority. The study suggests that in order to satisfy the public, a participatory 

democracy approach to public participation should give participants tangible evidence 

that their input will influence agency decisions, preferably by giving them the 

authority to collectively make decisions that will be binding on all participants, 

including agencies. Furthermore, organizational and decision-making rules, as well 

as legal and bureaucratic limitations on the process, must be explicit. 



INTRODUCTION 

Traditional public participation methods utilized by the public land agencies 

have been criticized for allowing agencies to nominally meet their statutory 

requirements for public involvement while effectively continuing to dispense 

predetermined management decisions. Critics complain that traditional methods like 

hearings and comment periods do not address public concerns because they do not 

provide an adequate forum for representing their interests, exclude the general public 

in favor of polarized interest groups, and do not allow for adequate information 

exchange between the public and agency professionals (ACIR, 1979; Blahna and 

Yonts-Shepard, 1989; Facaros, 1989; Feller, 1991; Fortmann and Lewis, 1987; 

Wondolleck, 1985 and 1987). As a result, the public does not support administrative 

decisions, and frequently challenges them through appeals and/or lawsuits, stalling or 

blocking their implementation (Brown, 1993; Shannon, 1990b; Wondolleck, 1987). 

In response to the administrative standstill effected by public rejection of 

traditional public involvement processes, critics are turning to a growing body of 

theoretical literature which advocates a participatory democracy approach to public 

involvement. In a participatory democracy approach, a broad range of interests are 

represented and participants are integrally involved throughout the planning processes, 

from initiation through implementation and monitoring (Blahna and Yonts-Shepard, 

1989; Knopp and Caldbeck, 1990; Kweit and Kweit, 1987; Reich, 1990b; Shannon, 

1990a, 1992a, 1992b; Sirmon et al., 1993; Tanz and Howard, 1991). In this model, 
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education is promoted through a collective learning process where all participants 

acquire and share information and all participants accept responsibility for policy 

decisions (Bachrach and Botwinick, 1992; Shannon, 1992a and 1992b). These 

characteristics of participatory democracy are said to improve decision implementation 

by resolving conflicts during the planning process, rather than delaying 

implementation of completed plans while decisions are reviewed through appeals and 

adjudication (Blackburn, 1988; Susskind & Cruikshank, 1987). The purpose of this 

study is to clarify the goals of the participatory democracy approach to public 

participation and identify barriers to its successful application in public land planning 

and decision-making. 

This analysis begins with an examination of the legal mandates and the range 

of methods available for public participation in public land planning and decision

making. The traditional procedures utilized by the Forest Service and the Bureau of 

Land Management (BLM) are summarized, and criticisms of these procedures are 

reviewed. The criticisms of the traditional methods fall into five general categories, 

which form the basis for an alternative approach to public participation. One, 

efficacy, concerns producing desired results. The other four categories address the 

process, or means of achieving desired results; these are representation and access, 

information exchange and learning, continuity of participation, and decision-making 

authority. Recommendations for an alternative approach to public participation in 
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administrative decision-making have a basis in participatory democracy theory, and 

are supported by some legal mandates. 

A case study is used to examine the particulars of applying participatory 

democracy theory to public participation in public land management. In this case, a 

BLM Resource Area Manager decided to make a significant shift from the traditional 

public involvement process to a more participatory method—coordinated resource 

management (CRM). This case is assessed using document analysis, direct 

observation of CRM meetings, questionnaires, and interviews of key participants to 

compare the CRM case to the participatory democracy criteria for efficacy, access 

and representation, continuous participation throughout planning, information 

exchange and learning, and decision-making authority. 



ADMINISTRATIVE AUTHORITY FOR PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

Beginning with the Administrative Procedure Act of 1946, there have been a 

growing number of statutory demands for public participation in administrative 

decision-making. Increased public participation in governance was stimulated in the 

1960s by a general dissatisfaction with representative democracy resulting from the 

expansion and centralization of government and widespread mistrust of the technical 

and scientific bases of administrative decisions (Wengert, 1976; Reich, 1985; 

Achterman and Fairfax, 1979). Congressional efforts in the 1960s to reform housing 

and social service administration focused on agency responsiveness and broadened the 

concept of public participation beyond organized groups (Shannon, 1990b and 1992a; 

Kweit and Kweit, 1980). This trend was epitomized by the "maximum feasible 

participation" requirement of Section 202(a) of the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964 

(42 U.S.C. 202(a)(3) (1993); Kweit and Kweit, 1980). Starting with the National 

Environmental Policy Act of 1969, environmental and natural resource laws of the 

1970s reflect the broader concept of public participation. 

The primary statutes directing public participation in the public land planning 

and management agencies are the Administrative Procedure Act, the National 

Environmental Policy Act, the National Forest Management Act, the Federal Land 

Policy and Management Act, and the Public Rangelands Improvement Act. 



Administrative Procedure Act 

The Administrative Procedure Act of 1946 (APA) addresses the public's right 

to have access to agency information and to provide input to agency decision-making 

by establishing rule-making procedures, including requirements ihat agencies publish 

proposed and final rules in the Federal Register and provide public hearings and 

comment periods for proposed rules (5 U.S.C. 550 et seq. (1993)). The APA also 

provides for administrative and judicial appeals of final rules and due process. 

Judicial interpretations of the APA in the 1960s and 1970s and subsequent 

amendments to the Act broadened public access to federal agency decision-making. 

In 1966, APA was amended by Section 552, the Freedom of Information Act, which 

requires agencies to make all rules, procedures, final opinions, statements of policy, 

and administrative staff manuals available for public inspection (5 U.S.C. 552(2),(3) 

(1983)). In 1976, the Government in the Sunshine Act was codified as Section 552b, 

further formalizing the administrative process by requiring that "every portion of 

every meeting of an agency shall be open to public observation" (5 U.S.C. 552b(b) 

(1993)). Section 552b also revised the judicial review requirements of the APA, 

expanding judicial standing to include all persons with an express or implied interest 

in an agency's action (5 U.S.C. 552b(g),(h) (1993); Bryner, 1987). 
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National Environmental Policy Act 

The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) was the first statute 

to call specifically for public participation in environmental planning and decision

making, essentially clarifying that the public dissemination requirements of the 

Administrative Procedure Act apply to environmental information. More 

significantly, NEPA implies that the public, as well as agencies, should play a direct 

role in environmental planning. Recognizing that "each person has a responsibility to 

contribute to the preservation and enhancement of the environment" (42 U.S.C. 

4331(c) (1992)), NEPA directs agencies to "make available to States, counties, 

municipalities, institutions, and individuals, advice and information useful in 

restoring, maintaining, and enhancing the quality of the environment" (42 U.S.C. 

4332(2)(E) (1992)). 

The public participation procedures in the NEPA implementing regulations 

promulgated by the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) are much more specific 

than the statute regarding the extent to which the public should be involved in 

agencies' environmental planning. The regulations state that "agencies shall make 

diligent efforts to involve the public in preparing and implementing their NEPA 

procedures" (40 C.F.R. 1506.6 (1992)) and "to the fullest extent possible encourage 

and facilitate public involvement in decisions which affect the quality of the human 

environment" (40 C.F.R. 1500.2(d) (1992)). The regulations specify points in the 

planning process where agencies are required to consult with the public. These 



15 

include inviting public participation in the process of "scoping" (identification of 

environmental issues that may be associated with a proposed action) (40 C.F.R. 

1501.7(a) (1992)), circulating draft environmental impact statements [EISs] to all 

interested persons (40 C.F.R. 1502.19 (1992)) and "affirmatively soliciting comments 

[on draft documents] from those persons or organizations who may be interested or 

affected" (40 C.F.R. 1503.1(a) (1992)). Agencies are also required to respond to 

public comments: each agency is to "discuss at appropriate points in the final 

statement any responsible opposing view which was not adequately addressed in the 

draft statement" and "indicate [its] response to the issues raised" (40 C.F.R. 

1502.9(6) (1992)). 

National Forest Management Act 

The National Forest Management Act of 1976 (NFMA) makes the public 

participation requirements of NEPA and APA specific to the Forest Service and 

national forest planning, directing that the Forest Service "shall provide for public 

participation in the development, review, and revision of land management plans" (16 

U.S.C. 1604(d) (1993)). 

The Forest Service's regulations for public participation are more expansive 

than the statute, stating that "because the land and resource management planning 

process determines how the lands of the National Forest System are to be managed, 
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the public is encouraged to participate throughout the planning process" (36 C.F.R. 

219.6(a) (1993)). The regulations further state that 

the intent of public participation is to—broaden the information base upon 
which land and resource management planning decisions are made; ensure 
that the Forest Service understands the needs, concerns, and values of the 
public; inform the public of Forest Service land and resource planning 
activities; and provide the public with an understanding of Forest Service 
programs and proposed actions (36 C.F.R. 219.6(a) (1993)). 

Recommended public participation activities "include, but are not limited to, requests 

for written comments, meetings, conferences, seminars, workshops, tours, and similar 

events designed to foster public review and comment" (36 C.F.R. 219.6(d) (1993)). 

Federal Land Policy and Management Act 

The Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA) was enacted 

on the same day as the Government in the Sunshine Act, and the day before the 

National Forest Management Act. It is not surprising, therefore, to find many of the 

same provisions repeated among the three statutes. If anything, FLPMA's 

requirements for public participation in planning are more exacting than APA's, 

NFMA's, or NEPA's. FLPMA directs that the BLM 

by regulation, shall establish procedures, including public hearings where 
appropriate, to give the Federal, State, and local governments and the public, 
adequate notice and opportunity to comment upon the formulation of standards 
and criteria for, and to participate in, the preparation and execution of plans 
and programs for, and the management of, the public lands (43 U.S.C. 
1739(e) (1992)). 
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BLM regulations implementing FLPMA reiterate that "the public shall be provided 

opportunities to meaningfully participate in and comment on the preparation of plans, 

amendments and related guidance and be given early notice of planning activities" (43 

C.F.R. 1610.2(a) (1992)). 

FLPMA provides the BLM with another source of public input in its provision 

for advisory councils "representative of the various major citizens' interests 

concerning the problems relating to land use planning or the management of the 

public lands" to "furnish advice to the [agency] with respect to the land use planning, 

classification, retention, management, and disposal of the public lands" (43 U.S.C. 

1739(a),(d) (1992)). 

Public Rangelands Improvement Act 

The BLM and Forest Service mandates for public participation in planning and 

decision-making are expanded through the experimental stewardship program of the 

Public Rangelands Improvement Act of 1978 (PRIA) (43 U.S.C. 1908 (1993)). PRIA 

also makes multiple-use advisory councils mandatory for the BLM (43 U.S.C. 

19039(b) (1993)), and mandates that all range improvements trigger adherence to 

NEPA (43 U.S.C. 1904(d) (1993)). 

Experimental stewardship programs under PRIA include "cooperative range 

management projects designed to foster a greater degree of cooperation and 

coordination between the Federal and State agencies charged with the management of 
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the rangelands and with local private range users" (43 U.S.C. 1908(a)(1) (1993)). A 

congressional report explains further that the stewardship program is intended to 

"foster innovation and cooperation and better range stewardship. ... Such cooperation 

could help reduce tensions ... and through effective communication lessen conflicts 

between range managers and range users" (U.S. Code Cong. & Admin. News, 1978). 

BLM guidelines direct that a key goal of the experimental stewardship 

program is "to foster State, Federal, and individual involvement, coordination and 

cooperation throughout the broadest possible consultation with landowners, managers, 

rangeland users, and other individuals or groups affected by or having an interest in 

the management of the area's land and resources" (USDA Forest Service and USDOI 

BLM, 1985). 

Bureaucratic Discretion 
in Implementing Public Participation Mandates 

By enacting APA, Congress essentially limited agency discretion by providing 

for specific procedures for public input to and oversight of administrative decision

making procedures (Bryner, 1987). In APA, Congress embraced "the adversary 

process as the primary construct for the administrative process" by allowing the 

public to review agency documents and meetings but limiting public input to decision

making to appeals and adjudication (Bryner, 1987). 
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New approaches to planning and agency administration that emerged in the 

1970s stressed 'innovative' planning, which shifted participation away from 

adversarial processes and toward involvement in agency planning. The statutes and 

regulations promulgated in the 1960s and 1970s present both broad, discretionary 

directives for public participation in public land planning and decision-making and 

prescriptive requirements for public participation at specific points in the 

administrative planning and decision-making process. NEPA, NFMA, and FLPMA 

moved public participation beyond access to appeals and litigation to a more proactive 

involvement in agency planning and decision-making by specifically providing for 

public participation in problem identification and review of draft plans. Beyond these 

specific requirements, however, these statutes permit considerable discretion in the 

approach to public participation agencies choose to adopt (Daneke, 1983). For 

example, although Congress emphasized the agencies' responsibility to seek out public 

participation in environmental protection legislation of the late 1960s and 1970s, no 

direction was given as to the target populations to be contacted and involved (ACIR, 

1979). Achterman and Fairfax (1979) note Congress' 

apparent inability to distinguish consistently between traditional Administrative 
Procedure Act ... conceptions of public participation ... and the wide variety 
of public participation strategies and formats developed and employed [since 
1964]. Congress ... directs the broadest possible participation in every 
decision, but has failed to set clear standards about the nature of participation 
envisioned or its place in public decision making. 
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Although the experimental stewardship program authorized by PRIA gives the Forest 

Service and the BLM the authority to move away from adversarial methods of public 

participation, it contains no specific directives and has not been widely implemented 

(USDA Forest Service and USDOI BLM, 1985; Secrist, 1995). 

Administrative options for public participation therefore range from simple 

public announcement of agency decisions to an interactive process in which all 

participants, including agency officials, have equal influence on the development, 

implementation, and monitoring of planning decisions (Arnstein, 1969). At one end 

of the spectrum is "agency conformity," in which administrators act independently in 

their decision-making and public participation is at a minimum (Culhane, 1981). 

Typically, public involvement at this level is initiated by agencies only in response to 

specific legislative requirements and takes the form of published announcements of 

proposed actions and formal comment periods. Further along the participation 

continuum are agency-initiated efforts to elicit opinions and advice from constituents 

through methods such as surveys. Agencies may also interact with the public for the 

purposes of maintaining good public relations, educating the public about agency 

goals and objectives, and generally reducing conflict and obstruction of agency 

decisions. A slightly higher level of participation includes formal but more direct 

forms of communication between administrators and their constituents, such as public 

hearings. Public participation may also take the form of social therapy, in which 

administrators set up forums to involve disadvantaged groups and individuals in 
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planning decisions which directly affect them, such as involving the urban poor in 

development of social programs or students in academic decisions (Wengert, 1976). 

Models such as partnerships, delegated power, and citizen control constitute the other 

end of the public participation spectrum in which "power is in fact redistributed ... 

between citizens and powerholders... [who] agree to share planning and decision

making responsibilities" (Arnstein, 1969). Increased citizen control is seen in forums 

such as interest group negotiations, citizen panels, and ad hoc committees. When 

such direct participation involves only traditional agency constituents, it is often 

termed "agency capture," which refers to monopolization of an agency by special 

interests (Culhane, 1981). Arnstein (1969) also identifies cases where most or all 

power is delegated to citizens, stripping administrators of their decision-making 

authority. 
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THE TRADITIONAL APPROACH TO PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

The traditional approach to public participation utilized by the BLM and the 

Forest Service reflects the agencies' attempts to integrate public participation into the 

rational decision-making model, which is in keeping the agencies' other mandates 

(Culhane, 1980). In the rational model, planning and decision-making are 

the exclusive domain of technical experts, who develop decision-making criteria and 

consistently apply them to a range of alternatives in order to make the best decision 

(Cubbage et al., 1993). The goals of rational decision-making are efficiency and 

maximum net value (Cubbage et al., 1993; Culhane, 1980). Agency adherence to 

the rational decision-making model is evident in the BLM regulations, which state 

that: 

The objective of resource management planning by the Bureau of Land 
Management is to maximize resource values for the public through a rational, 
consistently applied set of regulations and procedures which promote the 
concept of multiple use management and ensure participation by the public, 
state, and local governments, Indian tribes and appropriate federal agencies (43 
C.F.R. 1601.0-2). 

For the Forest Service and the BLM, therefore, "the challenge ... of public 

participation in the land management-planning process is to balance traditional 

democratic notions of citizen involvement in government with the countervailing need 

for technical competency and efficiency of the technocratic society" (Fortenbery and 

Harris, 1983). Agencies have responded to this challenge by basically adapting broad 

congressional directives for public participation to specific steps in the traditional 



rational decision process model. As a result, the traditional approach responds to 

specific requirements in the statutes and regulations, but not to broader "intent" 

statements, which are viewed as discretionary. 

The BLM and the Forest Service's planning regulations clearly follow the 

steps of the rational decision-making model. There are three phases of public 

participation associated with agency decision-making, which are described below in 

terms of the general planning process used by both the BLM and the Forest Service 

(Table 1). 

The first phase is plan initiation. Planning begins with the identification of 

issues and concerns related to the land base, in a process frequently referred to as 

scoping (43 C.F.R. 1610.4-1 (1993); 36 C.F.R. 219.12(b) (1993)). Regulations 

require that the public be contacted at this stage of planning in order that key issues 

not identified by the agency but of concern to the public be included in the planning 

process (40 C.F.R. 1501.7 (1993); 43 C.F.R. 1610.4-1 (1993)). At a minimum, the 

agencies announce the initiation of planning in the Federal Register and local 

newspapers (43 C.F.R. 1602.2(c) (1993); 36 C.F.R. 219.6(c) (1993)). Agencies may 

also mail planning information to a list of public contacts, and recipients are invited to 

respond and to suggest other issues they want to see addressed (43 C.F.R. 1602.2 (d) 

(1993); 36 C.F.R. 219.6(d) (1993)). Frequently, these initial activities are 

supplemented with public meetings and workshops (Blahna and Yonts-Shepard, 1989). 
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TABLE 1 
The Traditional Approach to 

Public Participation in Public Land Planning 

PHASE CHARACTERISTICS 

PLANNING 
INITIATION 

agency announces initiation of planning in Federal Register 
and local newspapers 

public contacted through mailings and/or hearings to 
identify issues of concern 

PLAN 
DEVELOPMENT 

public input from scoping stage considered by agency 
planners 

selection of planning criteria, benchmark studies, 
development of alternatives and selection among 
alternatives completed with minimal public input. 

DRAFT PLAN 
REVIEW & 
FINAL PLAN 
PUBLICATION 

publication of draft plan announced in Federal Register, 
state and local newspapers 

draft plan displayed in public places and mailed to all on 
agency contact list and anyone who requests it 

90 day public comment period 
public hearings on draft plan 
publication of final plan announced in Federal Register, 

state and local newspapers 
any dissatisfied citizen may appeal the agency to have plan 

administratively reviewed prior to implementation 



Plan development is the second phase of agency decision-making. Plan 

development includes: (a) development of decision-making criteria; (b) resource 

inventory; (c) benchmark analyses of resource conditions and potential for supplying 

resources; (d) development of alternative actions; (e) selection of a preferred 

alternative; and (f) development of a draft environmental impact statement and plan 

(36 C.F.R. 219.8, 219.12; 43 C.F.R. 1610.4). Throughout all of these planning 

efforts, public participation is minimal. Typically, agency planners consider initial 

public input along with technical analyses but do not discuss their analyses in a public 

forum (Cubbage et al., 1993). In some cases, the agency may continue to produce 

written information, including invitations to comment, which is mailed to people on 

the contact list (Blahna and Yonts-Shepard, 1989). Citizens are rarely involved in 

design and evaluation of alternatives (Blahna and Yonts-Shepard, 1989; Wondolleck, 

1987 and 1988). The BLM, unlike the Forest Service, is required by regulation to 

make proposed planning criteria available for public review, but the BLM regulations 

do not require public participation in resource inventories, benchmark analyses, or 

identification of and comparison among alternatives (43 C.F.R. 1610.2(f), 1610.4 

(1992)). 

The third phase in the traditional planning and decision-making process begins 

with publication of the draft environmental impact statement (EIS) and/or plan, which 

identifies a preferred alternative and specifies the details of the management approach 

associated with this alternative. Publication of the draft plan/EIS is announced in 
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Federal Register and state and local newspapers, and the document is sent to everyone 

on the agency's contact list and displayed in public places-typically libraries and 

agency offices. Written comments on the plan are requested (36 C.F.R. 219.10(b) 

(1993); 43 C.F.R. 1610.2(f)(3) (1993)). Regulations require that draft regional 

guides, forest plans, and environmental impact statements be available for public 

comment and review for at least ninety days (36 C.F.R. 219.6(g), 219.8(c), 219.10(b) 

(1993); 43 C.F.R. 1610.2(e) (1993)). The agencies virtually always hold public 

hearings on the draft plan/EIS to solicit further comments (36 C.F.R. 219.8(c) 

(1993)). Frequently, public meetings and workshops are held again at the end of the 

comment period to discuss conflicting interests. Preparation of the final EIS and plan 

is heavily dependent on input from the public review and comment period, and in 

some cases the agency may involve the public in development of the final plan. More 

typically, agency planners compile comments and respond to them in the final 

document without further consulting the public (Blahna and Yonts Shepard, 1989). 

With publication of the final plan/EIS, the only remaining avenues for public 

input to agency decisions are administrative appeals and adjudication to delay plan 

implementation (36 C.F.R. 217 (1993); 43 C.F.R. 1610.2(f)(4),(5) (1993); 43 

C.F.R. 1610.5-l(b) (1993)). Any citizen dissatisfied with a decision in the final plan 

may appeal to the Forest Service or the BLM to have the plan reviewed by the chief 

of the Forest Service or the Interior Board of Appeals. "Only after all administrative 
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avenues of appeal have been exhausted can the appellant file suit in a court of law, 

assuming there are alleged violations" of a law (Wondolleck, 1988). 

Criticisms of the Traditional Approach 

Public administration in the 20th century has been characterized by its 

adherence to the rational model of bureaucratic decision-making, in which efficiency, 

not representation, is the goal (Kweit and Kweit, 1980; Reich, 1990a and 1990b; 

Shannon, 1990a and 1992a; Wondolleck, 1987). Yet in 1979, a federal Advisory 

Commission on Intergovernmental Relations (ACIR) report entitled "Citizen 

Participation in the American Federal System" found that "Americans expect a great 

deal of participation in governmental affairs to be open to them, even though they 

may not always take advantage of available opportunities" but "there is a substantial 

gap between the amount of influence which many participants expect their 

involvement to have and the actual effects of participation" (ACIR, 1979). The gap 

between broad mandates for public participation and participation in practice indicates 

that agencies still stress the administrative goal of efficiency over the legal 

responsibility to provide for public input to decisions. In practice, the public 

participation methods utilized by the public land management agencies are typically 

limited to the requisite public hearings and formal comment periods (Wondolleck 

1985 and 1988; Blahna and Yonts-Shepard, 1989; Feller, 1991), which fall toward the 
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"manipulation" end on the continuum of public participation methods (Arnstein, 

1969). 

Overall, criticisms of public participation in federal land planning center on the 

observation that agencies have chosen to stress rational planning and technical 

discretion over more open and sustained public participation. Most advocates of 

public participation, on the other hand, believe that "criteria for evaluating policy in a 

democratic process are the accessibility to the process and/or the responsiveness of 

the policy to those who are affected by it, rather than efficiency or rationality of the 

decision" (Kweit and Kweit, 1987). 

Criticisms of the traditional approach to public participation in public land 

planning and decision-making have been grouped into five categories. One—efficacy— 

relates to achieving desired results. The other four—representation and access, 

information exchange and learning, continuity of participation, and decision-making 

authority—relate to the means of achieving those results (Table 2). 

Efficacy 

Critics of the traditional approach to public participation in public land 

planning and decision-making point to the public's extensive use of appeals and 

lawsuits as evidence that this approach fails to produce decisions that address the 

concerns of all affected interests (Brown, 1993; Wondolleck, 1985; Fortmann and 
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TABLE 2 
Criticisms of the Traditional Approach 

to Public Participation 

CRITICISM CHARACTERISTICS 

EFFICACY BLM and Forest Service land use decisions do not 
reflect the needs, concerns, and values of their 
affected publics 

public does not support agency decisions 

REPRESENTATION 
& ACCESS 

tendency toward polarized group domination of 
participation forums 

formal procedures provide few opportunities for direct 
public input 

public access limited by financial and time barriers, 
formal format 

INFORMATION 
EXCHANGE & 
LEARNING 

participation opportunities not interactive: 
no opportunity for dialogue, no way to correct 
misunderstandings 

agencies ignore public input 
formal forums for public input encourage adversarial 

stances 
lack of communication fosters mistrust and 

misinformation 

CONTINUITY OF 
PARTICIPATION 

public participation is confined to a few points in the 
decision-making process 

few opportunities for public participation prior to latter 
stages of decision-making (after publication of draft 
plan) 

no role for public in defining decision criteria, selecting 
alternatives, implementation, monitoring, feedback 

DECISION-MAKING 
AUTHORITY 

agency representatives unwilling to share decision
making authority 
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Lewis, 1987). In a study of the Forest Service planning and decision-making process, 

Wondolleck (1985) found that 

when the process used was one relying on professional expertise to assess 
values and make the inevitable judgmental tradeoffs, the outcome was mistrust 
and dissatisfaction on the part of affected interest groups, leading to 
administrative appeals and lawsuits. 

The vast number of appeals and lawsuits has delayed plan implementation to the 

extent that the efficacy of the entire planning process has been questioned (Behan, 

1990). "By 1990 the Forest Service had received over 1200 plan appeals and 1800 

lawsuits [on NFMA] plans" (Cubbage et al., 1993, citing Robertson, 1990). "In 

fiscal year 1991 there were 1249 administrative appeals pending at the beginning of 

the year and an additional 1386 were made during the year" (Cubbage et al., 1993, 

citing Gray, 1991). Critics conclude that the traditional process of public 

participation in administrative decision-making fails to "generate commitment to a 

final decision perceived by all parties as legitimate" (Fortmann and Lewis, 1987). 

The four process categories discussed below provide a number of reasons why critics 

believe the traditional approach to public participation fails to achieve desired results. 

Representation and Access 

One reason why the traditional approach to public participation is ineffectual 

may be lack of public access to and representation in the administrative planning 

process. There has been a public outcry against unrepresentative government in 
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recent years, and a plea for greater public representation in administrative 

governance. Wengert (1976) identifies this reaction as citizen response to increased 

government regulation, which has made people feel they have lost control of many 

aspects of their lives. Whether or not government actions are considered to be "in the 

public good", citizens want access to the decision-making process to ensure that their 

interests are represented (Arnstein, 1969; Achterman and Fairfax, 1979). One 

government report asserts that, at the very least, "citizens need to know what the 

officials are doing so that they can hold them responsible. The public also must know 

the reasons for governmental decisions if they are to retain confidence in the 

soundness and equity of those decisions" (ACIR, 1979). A recent survey of 

participants in Forest Service planning found that participants' perceptions of the 

procedural fairness of the planning process, particularly its representativeness, 

strongly influences their confidence in the agency at both the local and the national 

level (Dixon, 1993). 

Critics of traditional public involvement claim that to ensure that the process 

"adequately reflects the knowledge and concerns of the public," public involvement 

should "elicit participation from as representative a sample of the public as possible" 

(Fortmann and Lewis, 1987). Instead, however, agency procedures tend to limit 

participation by the general public. Facaros (1989) criticized the Forest Service for a 

public involvement process focused on disseminating information to "target groups", 

essentially eliminating others from participation. Others have found "participation of 
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local residents in the comment process" tends to be "highly skewed, ... [and] by its 

very nature [leads] almost inevitably not to participation but to enrollment with 

polarizing effects" (Fortmann and Lewis, 1987). By purposely including organized 

interest groups, an agency may inadvertently exclude other interests (Shannon, 

1990b). Agencies may also deliberately invite participation from interest groups 

which they feel will acquiesce to agency decisions (Blahna and Yonts-Shepard, 1989). 

The formal procedures utilized by the agencies for public participation have 

been criticized repeatedly for limiting public access to agency planning processes. As 

the federal advisory commission addressing public participation noted, 

citizen participation opportunities are not provided until the latter stages of 
decision-making (as, for example, providing for public hearings just before a 
decision is actually made) [and] opportunities for participation are frequently 
limited to a small advisory committee and an open public hearing at the end of 
the process (ACIR, 1979). 

Fortmann and Lewis (1987) found that statements at public hearings and written 

comments on draft plans, two established methods of eliciting public comment, tend 

to exclude people uncomfortable about public speaking or formal letter-writing. The 

financial and time requirements of planning are frequently cited as barriers to public 

participation, as well. Interest groups and individual citizens are at a disadvantage if 

they must take time off from work and pay for their own transportation to meetings 

and hearings, while agency and industry employees are involved as part of their jobs 

(Carpenter and Kennedy, 1988). 
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Information Exchange and Learning 

A 1992 survey of Forest Service supervisors found that "the most common 

techniques agencies use to interact with the public are ... 'one-way' communications, 

such as mailings and written correspondence" (Cheng, et al., 1993). Such techniques 

preclude dialogue and support the impression that administrators consider learning to 

be something that the public needs, and that the agency has to offer. In a study of 

national forest planning, Wondolleck (1985) found "there is seldom opportunity for 

affected groups and individuals ... to clarify or expand their concerns, or to correct 

inappropriate responses to the issues they raised." Other studies corroborate this 

finding, and indicate that citizens who do become involved in administrative planning 

are frequently frustrated by the lack of evidence that their opinions have been heard. 

In a survey of public participants in the Forest Service planning process, Lyden et al. 

(1990) found that 

Almost 77 percent of the public respondents said that they would participate in 
Forest Service decisions on policies and programs much more or somewhat 
more if they knew that they were really being listened to, even though they 
may not get their own way. A similar question was asked of a national sample 
of respondents by the Harris Poll in 1980 with similar results~71 percent said 
that they would participate more if they felt they were listened to. 

In another analysis of public participation in Forest Service planning, Shannon 

(1990b) found that the Forest Service was perceived as unresponsive, and the process 

provided no opportunity for dialogue among members of the public or between the 

public and the agency (Shannon, 1990b). A third study found that "the input during 
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most of the planning process was by written or one-way communication, and 

interactive public involvement was used only when it was safe to do so (i.e., during 

issue identification) or when planners were forced to do so by public controversy" 

(Blahna and Yonts-Shepard, 1989). 

Furthermore, lack of adequate information exchange is frequently cited as a 

cause of polarization and adversarial positions among interest groups. One study 

found that "both Utilization-oriented and Preservation-oriented respondents failed to 

understand the positions taken by the Forest Service on many of the policy issues. 

This may explain why the public respondents were dissatisfied with their 

participation" (Lyden et al., 1990). Other studies of Forest Service public 

participation procedures found that attempts to avoid controversy by avoiding 

discussion of contentious issues "actually forced interested parties to take extreme 

stands even if they only wanted a small or moderate change in the plan" (Blahna and 

Yonts-Shepard, 1989). 

Continuity of Participation 

In order to ensure public input to agency decision-making, public participation 

requires repeated, long-term interaction between the public and the agencies which is 

not evident in the traditional public participation procedures. As noted above, public 

participation often occurs exclusively at scoping meetings, and during review periods 

for draft planning documents. In general, public participation is extremely limited 
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prior to publication of the draft EIS and plan. In an analysis of the 1975, 1980, 

1985, and 1990 Forest Service Resource Planning Assessment (RPA) processes, 

Shannon (1990b) found no public involvement in identification of issues or 

development of alternatives; the public was first involved when the draft 

environmental impact statements were distributed for comment. In a study of 

planning on thirteen national forests, Blahna and Yonts-Shepard (1989) found that 

"public contacts played virtually no role in the development or evaluation of planning 

alternatives. This was unfortunate because many of the key planning decisions were 

made during the middle stages of planning." Furthermore, "the release of the draft 

plan and EIS, which usually occurred 5 or 6 years into the planning process, was the 

first time interested persons saw the specific management alternatives that were being 

proposed" (Blahna and Yonts-Shepard, 1989). Implementation, monitoring, and 

evaluation of plans are not included in the formal public participation process 

(Facaros, 1989). In general, "public involvement is confined to specified points in 

administrative proceedings and the public is left to its own resources in influencing 

decisions" (ACIR, 1979). 

Decision-making Authority 

To fit within the rational model of public administration, traditional public 

participation procedures keep public input well removed from administrative decision

making, thereby protecting agencies' administrative discretion. This is in keeping 
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with the traditional, progressive ideal of neutral public administration and positive 

science (Reich, 1985). In this ideal, "public policies are generally perceived as being 

best pursued through broad discretionary authority to implement policies in the most 

efficient and effective manner possible," particularly where the decisions to be made 

involve technical or scientific analyses (Bryner, 1987). This is one reason why public 

participation is generally not found in some of the most discretionary steps in the 

planning process, such as criteria selection, development of and selection among 

alternatives, and plan evaluation. 

On the other hand, critics of the traditional approach to public administration 

contend that the government cannot make public policy decisions without significant 

public participation: 

Environmental decision-making ... inevitably involves value-based decisions. 
There is little basis for believing that decisions of this sort are best made in 
practice by experts. There is even less ground for assuming that the public 
interest might somehow automatically be revealed to those 'in the public's 
employ' (Paelke, 1987). 

Summary: The Need for an Alternative Approach 

The traditional approach to public participation is generally criticized in terms 

of its overall efficacy, because it fails to produce decisions that address the public's 

needs and desires, as evidenced by lack of public support for decisions. The critics 

further identify specific aspects of the public participation process that contribute to 

this failure to produce desired results. Criticisms of the process have been 
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categorized into four distinct, although interrelated, areas. First, agencies fail to 

obtain input from a broad enough spectrum to be representative of all those interested 

in or affected by agency decisions. Failure to provide adequate access to agency 

decision-makers is one aspect of this lack of representation. A second and related 

failure of the traditional process is its emphasis on non-interactive forms of 

interchange. Information and opinions are exchanged in formal settings or via written 

documents and letters, with no opportunity for dialogue or clarification of issues and 

concerns. As a result, individuals do not 'feel heard' and agency decision-makers 

may misinterpret or downplay the significance of some concerns. Third, and related 

to both issues of access and information exchange, is the sporadic nature of public 

participation in the traditional approach. Lack of continuity means that the public is 

rarely involved throughout the planning process, and especially at key decision

making points in the planning process. Finally, agency cultures that retain 

administrative discretion over all decision-making similarly reduce the likelihood that 

the public's interests will be reflected in administrative decisions. 

These criticisms of the traditional approach to public participation indicate a 

need for an alternative model that would more closely reflect the proactive public 

participation indicated in some statutory and regulatory directives. This alternative 

would be more representative of the general public and provide better access to 

agency decision-making, encourage information exchange and learning, provide for 

continuous participation in agency planning, and allow participants to share in 
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decision-making. By improving these aspects of the public participation process, the 

alternative model would result in decisions that reflect the needs and desires of the 

public, and which the public therefore supports. 



AN ALTERNATIVE APPROACH: PARTICIPATORY DEMOCRACY 

Although Wengert (1976) criticized public participation scholars for operating 

in absence of a theory, political theory does address the role of public participation in 

governance. There is a basic requirement to provide for public participation in the 

concept of democracy. For instance, U.S. citizens have certain constitutional rights 

to participate in government decision-making, including freedom of speech, freedom 

of assembly, freedom to petition the government for redress of grievances, and the 

right to due process (Higbie, 1985). Participatory democracy theory in particular 

addresses issues of representation and access, information exchange and learning, 

continuity of participation, and decision-making authority, and provides the theory 

behind an alternative model of public participation. 

Participatory Democracy Theory and Public Land Decision-making 

Participatory democracy is a theory initially advocated by Rousseau, which has 

regained prominence in recent years (Pateman, 1970; Bachrach and Botwinick, 1992; 

Held, 1987). The central premise of participatory democracy is that "the existence of 

representative institutions at a national level is not sufficient for democracy;" rather, 

maximum participation by all individuals within the society is necessary to foster the 

collective governance required for democracy (Pateman, 1970). Participatory 

democracy is offered as an alternative to liberalism, or representative democracy, the 

predominant democratic theory in the 20th century. Representative democracy is 
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exemplified in the "one person, one vote" electoral process (Pateman, 1970; Stanley, 

1990; Bachrach and Botwinick, 1992). Where representative democracy reflects the 

influence of capitalism and individual civil liberties on democratic thought, 

participatory democracy is a reflection of humanistic and republican values (Stanley, 

1990). Contemporary participatory democracy regained popularity as "workplace 

democracy" in the 1960s, and has since been applied to communities through 

institutions such as tenant cooperatives, neighborhood watch, community control of 

schools, and community-oriented policing (Osbourne and Gaebler, 1992; Bachrach 

and Botwinick, 1992). Several aspects of participatory democracy theory have been 

embraced by many of the critics of the traditional approach to public participation as a 

means of achieving agency decisions that address the needs, concerns, and values of 

all those affected by them (Shannon, 1990a, 1992a, 1992b; Kathlene and Martin, 

1991; Wondolleck, 1985, 1988b; Knopp and Caldbeck, 1990; Wellman and Tipple, 

1990; Tanz and Howard, 1991). The following sections present the participatory 

democracy alternative to each of the categories of criticisms of the traditional 

approach to public participation (Table 3). 

Efficacy 

Participatory democracy theory predicts that administrative decisions will be 

more acceptable to the citizenry if they are made through a process which builds 

community and shared understanding, and therefore overcomes societal divisiveness 
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TABLE 3 
Participatory Democracy Alternatives 

to the Criticisms of Traditional Public Participation 

CRITICISM ALTERNATIVE 

EFFICACY improve public support of administrative decisions by 
maximizing participation by individual members of 
the society 

REPRESENTATION 
& ACCESS 

strive to involve all who may be affected by decision 
involve nonrepresented, non-activist, general public—not 

just key interests 
provide alternative, less formal modes of access to 

agency representatives and open access to information 
modify agency representatives' attitudes to encourage and 

respect public input 
give all interests opportunity to voice concerns, values 

INFORMATION 
EXCHANGE & 
LEARNING 

encourage all participants to articulate needs, concerns, 
values 

encourage informal, multi-directional information 
exchange 

provide forums that nurture collective learning 
encourage collective development, revision and refinement 

of goals, objectives, decision-making criteria, and 
alternatives 

CONTINUITY OF 
PARTICIPATION 

maintain public participation throughout planning and 
decision-making processes through a continuous 
network of formal and informal interactions 

DECISION
MAKING 

1 AUTHORITY 

all participants share authority and responsibility for 
policy decisions—agencies give up some discretion 
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and polarization (Shannon, 1992a; Wondolleck, 1988; Kemmis, 1990). Decisions 

will be implemented more readily if all conflicts are addressed in the planning process 

and decisions are made jointly through 'collective governance' by individuals, 

resulting in a sense of shared ownership (Pateman, 1970). 

Representation and Access 

Under participatory democracy theory, the public interest is seen as a 

collection of individual perspectives and values, rather than an aggregate of 

consumers' desires (Pateman, 1970; Stanley, 1990; Shannon, 1992a). The argument 

for governance by elites espoused under the liberal model is rejected as leading to 

potential abuse by organized groups (Pateman, 1970; Bachrach and Botwinick, 

1992). One consensus among social scientists and policy analysts studying public 

participation in public land planning, therefore, is a need for increased involvement 

by the general, non-activist, public. It is felt that this would result in more moderate, 

as well as more representative, input to agency decision-making (ACIR, 1979; Blahna 

and Yonts-Shepard, 1989; Dennis, 1988; Tanz and Howard, 1991; Fortmann and 

Lewis, 1987). Blahna and Yonts-Shepard (1989) stress this subtle difference between 

representative government and participatory government: "'representative' public 

involvement means 'working closely with leaders of key interests', while 

'participatory' public involvement requires the involvement of nonrepresented 

members of the public." At least one comparative survey (Knopp and Caldbeck, 
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agency or interest groups. In another survey, Lyden et al. (1990) found that 

participants in Forest Service planning who did not identify with specific interest 

groups had more moderate views and a more realistic impression of agency biases 

than those who did. 

Lack of access to agency decision-making is another concern of public 

participation advocates that is addressed by participatory democracy theory. Kathlene 

and Martin (1991) assert that what appears to be public apathy toward administrative 

governance is actually citizens' rational evaluation of the costs and benefits of 

participating in traditional policy making. The general public finds its attempts at 

meaningful participation hampered by the class bias and technical bias typical of 

agency officials, and the ubiquitous public hearings dominated by unrepresentative 

interest groups (Kathlene and Martin, 1991). What representative democracy theory 

calls public apathy is arguably the result of "low feelings of political efficacy and low 

socio-economic status," and will disappear if opportunities for effective participation 

in decision-making are available (Pateman, 1970). Proponents of participatory 

democracy argue that citizens do not have "free and equal" access to governance in 

contemporary liberal democracies because social realities, such as economic and 

ethnic barriers, do not allow formally recognized rights, such as voting and judicial 

review, to be realized (Held, 1987). In fact, "massive numbers of individuals are 

restricted systematically—for want of a complex mix of resources and opportunities— 



from participating actively in political and civil life" (Held, 1987). A more open 

planning process "gives all participants full access to information" and to agency 

planners and decision-makers (Sirmon et al., 1993). Application of participatory 

democracy theory to public participation in public land planning therefore requires 

both alternative forums for public access and a revision of professional attitudes 

toward public access. 

Information Exchange and Learning 

The communicative aspect of public participation is another common theme 

found in the public participation literature (Wengert, 1976). A federal advisory 

commission, for instance, found that "full and free interchange between the people 

and their elected representatives, as well as between the people and appointed 

administrators, clearly is essential to responsible and well informed public decision

making and to responsive government" (ACIR, 1979). 

Public participation is interpreted as requiring active dialogue and collective 

learning (Shannon, 1990a, 1992a; Wondolleck, 1985, 1988). This implies that 

participants would be actively included 

in defining the issues of common concern, the criteria relevant to evaluating 
current conditions and policies, and the basis for accepting a general policy 
framework as meeting the public interest. ... These criteria [are not] met by 
simple hearings, review, and comment process (Shannon, 1990b). 
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Collective learning is called for in part to provide a common understanding of the 

various participants' values, interests, and concerns and the constraints on agency 

decision-making (Wondolleck, 1987). It is achieved through dialogue that allows "the 

needs of each interest, including the agency, to be articulated and alternatives 

developed to address these interests" (Wondolleck, 1985). 

In addition to improving the information base upon which decisions are made, 

participatory democracy is said to aid participants in the revision and refinement of 

their own values and interests, in what Reich (1985) calls "an approach designed to 

nurture public deliberation and the discovery of shared values". 

One might characterize the participatory model as one where maximum input 
(participation) is required and where output includes not just policies 
(decisions) but also the development of the social and political capacities of 
each individual (Pateman, 1970). 

As Bachrach and Botwinick (1992) describe it, "democratic participation with others 

can be expected to lead to revised understandings of the participants' capacities and 

resources, leading in turn to new conceptualizations of their individual and collective 

self-interest." Such a process can aid in collective definition of goals and decision

making criteria. 

Continuity of Participation 

Proponents of participatory democracy argue that liberty and individual 

development can only be fully achieved through direct and continuous involvement of 
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citizens in the regulation of society and state (Held, 1987). Unlike representative 

democracy, participatory democracy views public participation as "not a one-shot 

affair but a continuing network of interaction with others, which highlights the 

primacy of process for making sense of one's life in community" (Bachrach and 

Botwinick, 1992). Continuous feedback from participants ensures that their evolving 

interests are adequately reflected in policy decisions (Bachrach and Botwinick, 1992; 

Pateman, 1970). 

To ensure that the evolving needs and concerns of the public are addressed in 

the decision-making process, participation therefore should be initiated at the 

beginning of the planning process and maintained throughout, including during the 

development of and selection among alternatives and plan implementation, and 

"especially when key decisions are being made" (Blahna and Yonts-Shepard, 1989). 

Thus, "public involvement becomes a continuous process, no longer a series of 

discrete events" (Behan, 1988). 

Decision-making Authority 

Paiticipatory democracy theory attacks representative democracy for keeping 

decision-making processes removed from the public, holding that both society and the 

state should be open to all citizens (Held, 1987). As Arnstein (1969) points out, 

"there is a critical difference between going through the empty ritual of participation 

and having the real power needed to affect the outcome of the process." As a result, 
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"public participation theorists maintain that participation should not give the public 

simply a sense of participation, but real influence in agency decision making" 

(Culhane, 1980). "As opposed to [traditional] bureaucratic decision-making, 

democratic decision-making is based on the assumption that all who are affected by a 

given decision have the right to participate in the making of that decision" (Kweit and 

Kweit, 1987). This aspect of participatory democracy theory fits within the modern 

pluralist model of governance, which has evolved from interest group intermediation 

to a concept of consensus among all public interests (Shannon, 1990a; Reich, 1990b). 

Participatory democracy requires that administrators give up some discretion, 

and agree to work on an equal footing with other participants (Cleary and Phillippi, 

1993; Kweit and Kweit, 1987; Shannon, 1990a). The primary role of the 

administrator is to act as a teacher and guide to facilitate social learning and public 

deliberation (Fortmann and Lewis, 1987; Shannon, 1990b; Shannon, 1992a; Reich, 

1990). However, under a fully participatory approach leadership rotates among the 

participants (Bachrach and Botwinick, 1992). 

Administrative Authority for Participatory Democracy 

A number of legal directives for public participation, including those found in 

NEPA, FLPMA, NFMA, and PRIA, are compatible with participatory democracy 

theory (Table 4). 
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TABLE 4 
Administrative Authority for Participatory Democracy 

in Public Participation 

CRITICISM LEGAL MANDATE 

EFFICACY none 

REPRESENTATION 
& ACCESS 

provide public with opportunity to meaningfully 
participate in planning and comment on draft plans 

provide public access to agency decision-making process 
provide access to all those with an interest in the area or 

the issues 
make planning information available to the public 

INFORMATION 
EXCHANGE & 
LEARNING 

ensure that the public is informed of and understands 
proposed and final agency plans 

broaden the planning information base 
ensure that the agency understands the needs, concerns, 

and values of the public 
provide for public participation in formulation of 

standards and criteria for plans 

CONTINUITY OF 
PARTICIPATION 

encourage public participation throughout the planning 
process and in plan implementation 

DECISION-MAKING 
AUTHORITY 

each citizen has a responsibility to contribute to the 
preservation and enhancement of the environment 



49 

Efficacy 

No federal law requires that administrative decisions reflect public needs, 

concerns, and values, although the NFMA regulations do state that the Forests 

Service should "understand" them (36 C.F.R. 219.6(a)(2) (1993)). Therefore, there 

is no legal directive explicitly relating to efficacy. 

Representation and Access 

In perhaps the strongest statutory directive on public access to agency decision

making, FLPMA requires BLM "to give ... the public, adequate notice and 

opportunity" to participate in a broad range of planning, decision-making, and 

management activities (43 U.S.C. 1739(e)) (1992)). The BLM's FLPMA 

implementing regulations reiterate, "The public shall be provided opportunities to 

meaningfully participate in and comment on the preparation of plans, amendments, 

and related guidance and be given early notice of planning activities" (43 C.F.R. 

1612.2(a) (1992)). The NFMA directs the Forest Service to "provide opportunity for 

public involvement" in developing forest plans (16 U.S.C. 1601(c) (1992)), and the 

Forest Service regulations specify that "early and frequent public participation" is one 

of fourteen "principles" upon which "forest planning will be based" (36 C.F.R. 

219.6(a) (1992)). Under the NEPA implementing regulations, "all federal agencies 

shall to the fullest extent possible encourage and facilitate public involvement" (40 
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C.F.R. 1502(d) (1992)); they are to do this by providing public access to their 

environmental decision-making processes (40 C.F.R. 1506.6 (1992)). 

The legislative history of PRIA indicates that cooperative management under 

the experimental stewardship program would provide broad access and representation: 

First, a steering committee should be established to oversee the program, and 
should be comprised of the appropriate locally based Federal [land and 
resource management] officials..., the appropriate representatives of the State 
government's institutions and agencies which have an interest in the lands and 
resources of the area ..., range and other resource specialists from the state's 
land grant university, and a balance of range users, including local livestock 
producers, landowners, and others as appropriate. ...Furthermore, during the 
development of the cooperative program, the steering committee would be well 
advised to seek the broadest possible consultation with the individual 
landowners and range users ... and such other individuals or groups who have 
an expressed interest in the lands and resources of the area, so as to fit the 
program to local, as well as national and State priorities (U.S. Code 
Congressional & Administrative News, 95th Cong., 1978, p.4077). 

Information Exchange and Learning 

The public land management agencies are also directed by law to include the 

public in the planning process in a substantive manner. NEPA requires agencies to 

"make available to States, counties, municipalities, institutions, and individuals, 

advice and information useful in restoring, maintaining, and enhancing the quality of 

the environment" (42 U.S.C. 4332(2)(E) (1992)), implying that these parties, and not 

just the agencies, require such information for environmental planning. Similarly, the 

Forest Service regulations state that 
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the intent of public participation is to—broaden the information base upon 
which land and resource management planning decisions are made; ensure 
that the Forest Service understands the needs, concerns, and values of the 
public; inform the public of Forest Service land and resource planning 
activities; and provide the public with an understanding of Forest Service 
programs and proposed actions (36 C.F.R. 219.6(a) (1992)). 

The BLM is directed to involve the public in "the formulation of standards and 

criteria for ... the preparation and execution of plans and programs for ... the public 

lands" (43 U.S.C. 1739(e) (1992)). In addition, BLM's advisory councils are to 

"furnish advice to the [agency] with respect to the land use planning, classification, 

retention, management, and disposal of the public lands" (43 U.S.C. 1739(a),(d) 

(1992)). 

The original NFMA implementing regulations included another directive— 

"demonstrate that public issues and inputs are considered and evaluated in reaching 

planning decisions"—but this was deleted in 1981 per recommendations by a 

Presidential Task Force on Regulatory Reform (Fortenbery and Harris, 1983). The 

Forest Service stated that the clause "was considered unnecessary, somewhat 

inaccurate, and non-regulatory in nature," since "the primary intent of [public 

participation] is an information exchange which will facilitate planning and 

management of the National Forests" (Fortenbery and Harris, 1983, quoting C. 

Hartgraves, Summary Report of Forest Service and Panel of Consultants on Proposed 

Revision of NFMA Regulations). Some analysts claim that this deletion significantly 
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reduced the Forest Service's accountability to the public (Fortenbery and Harris, 

1983; Shannon, 1992a). 

Continuity of Participation 

The regulations implementing NFMA and FLPMA point toward on-going 

public participation in agency planning and decision-making. According to the Forest 

Service regulations, "the public is encouraged to participate throughout the planning 

process" (36 C.F.R. 219.6(a) (1992)). An argument can be made that the directive in 

FLMPA "to give ... the public adequate notice and opportunity ... to participate in 

the preparation and execution of plans and programs for, and the management of, the 

public lands" (43 U.S.C. 1739(e) (1992)) requires continuity of participation. In fact, 

Achterman and Fairfax (1979) make just such a claim when relating the legislative 

history of FLPMA: 

the Department of the Interior objected to the reference to public participation 
in the management of public lands, contending that actual management should 
be left up to the BLM. Nevertheless, the reference to participation in public 
land management was retained. The rejection of the Department's views 
suggests that Congress had a radical objective; it wanted procedures to be 
established that would involve the public actively in formulating plans and 
implementing them through on-going management decisions. 

Although these directives have been interpreted by the agencies as simply requiring 

public input at specific points in the planning process (i.e., scoping and review of 

draft plans), others interpret them more broadly: 
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Looking back, the continual call for incorporating citizen participation in 
policy formation and decisionmaking at all levels of government is clear and 
unambiguously stated as active participation in formulation of decisions not 
passive comment on agency proposals. Further, one sees continued affirmation 
of citizen participation in those processes where the most administrative 
discretion is located (Shannon, 1992a, emphasis in original). 

Decision-making Authority 

The law does not explicitly advocate sharing administrative decision-making 

authority with members of the public, but some reviewers do interpret NEPA to mean 

this. 

The federal courts have generally interpreted NEPA and the CEQ regulations 

as simply requiring agencies "to consider every significant aspect of the 

environmental impact of a proposed action [and to] inform the public that it has 

indeed considered environmental concerns in its decision-making process" (Baltimore 

Gas & Electric v. Natural Resources Defense Council 462 U.S.C. 87, 97-98 (1983)). 

Some reviewers, however, claim that the statute, which states that "each person has a 

responsibility to contribute to the preservation and enhancement of the environment" 

(42 U.S.C. 4331(c) (1992)), indicates a substantive requirement for shared public 

ownership in agency decision-making (Facaros, 1989; Shannon, 1990b). Facaros 

(1989) further finds the Forest Service interpretation of public participation in direct 

conflict with CEQ's NEPA regulations, if not legislative intent: 

"The CEQ policy does not call on agencies to maximize information sharing; 
it requires agencies to maximize public involvement in their decisions. The 
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difference is not subtle, for if involvement means participation, members of 
the public, along with Forest Service officials, are to wear the mantle of 
decision-maker. 

Barriers to Application of the Alternative Approach 

Participatory democracy, as described above, has never been fully 

implemented in public land planning, in part because of agency reluctance to radically 

revise the traditional process, and also because of legal questions of administrative 

accountability and shared decision-making authority. Attempts to implement more 

participatory forms of public involvement in agency planning have indicated some of 

the potential pitfalls to applying participatory democracy theory. Participatory 

approaches have been criticized for the same basic failure that is applied to traditional 

approaches: it has been found in some cases that while alternative methods of 

participation gave participants a valuable educational experience, they did not result in 

greater public influence on administrative decisions (Culhane, 1980; Landre and 

Knuth, 1993). As a result, while participants may feel more involved, their interests 

may not actually be represented in ongoing planning or in administrative decisions 

(Amy, 1987; Crowfoot and Wondolleck, 1990). It is arguable whether any public 

participation method can fully achieve access and representation, information 

exchange and learning, continuous participation throughout planning, and shared 

decision making as envisioned by participatory democracy theorists. 
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Public access to facilitated groups or policy communities is inevitably limited 

by time and money commitments. "Even if the problem of unequal access were to be 

eliminated, the disparities in power that exist among the various participants could 

also create serious problems in the ... process itself (Amy, 1990). Perhaps most 

notably, industry and agency representatives are frequently reimbursed by their 

employers for the expense of participating, while non-affiliated citizens are not. 

Similarly, 

while inviting all affected parties to the table is a substantial step, if certain 
parties have consistently disproportionate resources at their disposal-
information, the financial capacity to expend staff time and effort in 
negotiations, communication skills—other parties will be at a disadvantage 
(Shannon and Robinson, 1994). 

A more basic potential barrier relates to the improved communication 

advocated by participatory democracy theory as a basis for conflict resolution and 

improved decisions. Amy (1990) asserts that "environmental disputes have little to do 

with miscommunication, but instead are rooted in fundamental conflicts of interest, 

values, and principles." Thus attempts at collective learning lead to circular 

discussions. "If one believes that there are fundamental contradictions between 

[interests], then one will look skeptically upon the notion that environmental disputes 

can be resolved simply through better communication" (Amy, 1990). 

Similarly, participatory democracy fails to consider other management and 

planning mandates affecting agencies, such as schedules and targets for commodity 

production. Conflicts among mandates can result in instances where participants in 
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alternative planning processes get mired down in debates and discussions, while 

agencies move ahead, making and implementing decisions independent of the group 

(Southern Utah Wilderness Association, 1994). Time demands of disseminating 

information and listening to the public are "obvious disincentives" to participatory 

democracy for agencies as well, in part because "decisions can be more quickly 

reached if the full complexity of the situation is not thoroughly understood" (Kweit 

and Kweit, 1987). 

In addition, the transitory nature of most citizen groups does not encourage 

continuity of participation. Although participation in all phases of planning is 

desirable, it is also extremely demanding and therefore engenders participant burn

out. Participatory forms of planning frequently drag on for several years without 

reaching resolution, further frustrating participants (Southern Utah Wilderness 

Association, 1994). 

Finally, theoretical treatises on participatory democracy fail to consider questions 

of legal accountability. For instance, one option for identifying "affected interests" 

who should be involved in decision-making is to use communities of place, as 

advocated by Behan (1988) and others (Kemmis, 1990). In 1988, Behan made what 

has become an oft-quoted bid for participation by constituencies of the national 

forests. He defines a forest's constituency as the group of individuals who are 

affected by the management of the forest enough to care about it. This group is not 

limited to locals, but will tend to cluster geographically around the area in question. 



According to Behan, the participating public should not include the entire national 

population. In other words, a national survey on forest policy would not be an 

appropriate basis for management of a single forest. This argument conflicts, 

however, with federal agencies' responsibility to national-level interests. Similarly, 

the participatory model of public participation, it is unclear who is ultimately 

responsible for implementing and ensuring compliance with plans. 
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APPLICATION OF THE ALTERNATIVE APPROACH: A CASE STUDY 

In 1992, public outrage erupted over a BLM decision to acquire riparian lands 

along the San Pedro River in southern Arizona. Some citizens claimed that the 

traditional BLM planning process had not given them adequate input to the decision, 

and threatened a lawsuit to force the agency to address their concerns. In response, 

BLM initiated an alternative, more participatory, decision-making process-

coordinated resource management (CRM). The case is evaluated through a 

comparative analysis with participatory democracy theory to determine whether it 

meets the criteria of a participatory democracy approach, and also to examine the 

effectiveness of specific aspects of more participatory approaches in reducing the 

problems associated with traditional public participation in public land decision

making. 

Coordinated Resource Management 

Coordinated resource management (CRM), an approach to integrated resource 

planning and management which utilizes planning teams made up of agency 

representatives, landowners, interest groups, and members of the general public, can 

be viewed as an attempt to operationalize the participatory democracy model of public 

administration in public land management. CRM, which is based in part on the 

experimental stewardship program, has been developed and tested by Natural 

Resource Conservation Service (NRCS, formerly Soil Conservation Service (SCS)) 



and BLM representatives and formalized in a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) 

between the Forest Service, the NRCS, the BLM, and Cooperative Extension 

(formerly the Extension Service) (USDA Forest Service and USDOI BLM, 1985; 

MOU, 1987). In addition, the Society for Range Management (SRM) has recently 

developed a CRM manual (Cleary and Phillippi, 1993). Common features of CRM 

include "cooperation and equitable voluntary participation of all affected interests 

using a 'team' approach" and "agreement by consensus of the team" (Cleary and 

Phillippi, 1993). CRM may be used both as a form of post-planning conflict 

resolution and proactively, in the planning process itself (Cleary and Phillippi, 1993). 

In its ideal form, CRM addresses each of the five categories of criticisms of the 

traditional approach to public participation (Table 5). 

The main objective of CRM is to improve resource management decisions and 

resolve conflicts over resource use by increasing cooperation among all those 

responsible for or interested in resources (MOU, 1987). Decision-making through 

consensus ensures representation of each group participant in the final decision 

(USDA Forest Service and USDOI BLM, 1985). In order to shift participants away 

from the more traditional adversarial approach of undermining a decision-making 

processes toward cooperatively working toward a solution, the SRM's manual further 

advocates that all participants express commitment to the success of the process 
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TABLES 
Coordinated Resource Management 

as an Application of Participatory Democracy Theory 

CATEGORY CHARACTERISTICS 

EFFICACY reach land management decisions and resolve conflicts 
by promoting cooperation between agencies, 
landowners, and other interested and affected groups 
and individuals 

improve decision implementation through improved 
public cooperation in decision-making 

all participants are committed to the success of the 
process 

consensus decision-making ensures that all participants 
support the decision and avoids litigation 

REPRESENTATION 
& ACCESS 

strive for broad representation, including all landowners, 
interest groups, and resource management agencies 

provide informal forums and enough time for all parties 
to provide input 

give all interested groups and individuals ample 
opportunity to express values and viewpoints 

INFORMATION 
EXCHANGE & 
LEARNING 

decisions are made only after all viewpoints and 
experiences are expressed and discussed 

participants are committed to working together as a team 
participants express needs, not positions 

CONTINUITY OF 
PARTICIPATION 

build a team of participants, including agency 
representatives, that stick with the planning process 
from problem identification through implementation 
and monitoring 

DECISION-MAKING 
AUTHORITY 

participants have authority to make decisions for the 
entities they represent 
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(Cleary and Phillippi, 1993). By resolving conflicts and achieving public cooperation 

with management decisions, CRM improves decision implementation and reduces the 

likelihood of litigation (Cleary and Phillippi, 1993). 

CRM calls for broad representation: "Active participation in the CRM 

approach by all key participants is essential. [Participants should include] 

representatives from all landowner[s], interest groups, and resource administering 

agencies within the defined management area" (MOU, 1987). At the outset, those 

initiating CRM should identify all individuals and groups who should be invited to 

participate (Anderson and Baum, 1988). 

CRM requires that all affected interests be given the opportunity to express 

their "values [and] viewpoints on objectives, problems and alternatives" (Cleary and 

Phillippi, 1993). Typically, this is achieved by providing access to other interests, 

particularly agency decision-makers, in a casual forum and with enough time allotted 

that everyone present is able to express his or her opinions and concerns. 

Information exchange and learning are promoted by creating a "team" of 

participants who work together as a unit throughout planning and decision-making 

(Cleary and Phillippi, 1993; Anderson and Baum, 1988). Working together as a 

team "allows each member to listen and contribute to the development of the rationale 

upon which each decision is made [and] eliminates unilateral decision-making" 

(Anderson and Baum, 1988). Commitment to the team is important: "there must be 

a genuine desire among user groups to have input to the plan. There must also be a 



62 

genuine desire among agencies to improve their effectiveness by making use of user-

group input" (Anderson and Baum, 1988). Expressing needs, not positions, is one of 

the "rules" of CRM advocated by the SRM's manual. 

Continuity of participation is crucial to a successful outcome: "it takes 

continued determination and dedication by all interests involved ... full [participant] 

cooperation has to be [maintained] over the long haul," including during 

implementation and monitoring of the completed plan (Anderson and Baum, 1987). 

Ideally, CRM ensures that group decisions are upheld by agencies and other 

participating entities by requiring that each participant is vested with decision-making 

authority for the entity he or she represents. For instance, 

agency representatives in the local planning group should be qualified and 
generally have the authority to make decisions for their agencies. Otherwise, 
an intolerable system of approval is established; individuals who did not 
participate in developing the rationale upon which decisions were based might 
veto parts or all of a plan (Anderson and Baum, 1988). 

The extent to which administrative discretion would be foregone is unclear, however. 

Some proponents of CRM see "shared decision-making" as providing broad public 

input into decision-making, but with administrators retaining responsibility for plan 

implementation: 

In such a process, resource owners and managers do not abrogate their 
authority and responsibility to make final decisions. But they make those 
decisions after listening to the viewpoints, experiences, and options of others 
(Anderson and Baum, 1988). 
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The SRM's manual, on the other hand, maintains that decisions must be made by 

consensus among all affected interests, meaning "that all decisions, recommendations, 

and actions taken by the Committee would be by unanimous agreement" (Cleary, 

1984). 

Various operational guidelines have been developed to guide CRM groups 

(Anderson and Baum, 1988; Cleary and Phillippi, 1993; SCS, 1994). CRM groups 

are advised to proceed by first identifying issues and concerns, then collectively 

developing goals and objectives (Cleary and Phillippi, 1993; USDA Forest Service 

and USDOI BLM, 1985). In addition, it is recommended that CRM meetings be 

moderated, to facilitate discussion and keep it focused on one issue at a time 

(Anderson and Baum, 1988). Operating procedures should be defined and agreed 

upon early in the process (Cleary and Phillippi, 1993). Most CRM groups utilize a 

steering committee which is made up of representatives of all affected interests and 

which acts as the decision-making body for the group, as well as subcommittees and 

technical review teams that address specific issues and report back to the steering 

committee (Sharp, et al., 1984; Cleary and Phillippi, 1993; USDOI, BLM and 

USDA, Forest Service, 1985). While acknowledging that participatory processes like 

CRM require a major time commitment on the part of all participants, one CRM 

proponent insists that "in the end it takes less time when you ... do not have to do it 

over—and over—and over again in court" (Cleary, 1984, emphasis in original). 
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Research Objectives and Research Questions 

This study examines a CRM process by comparing it to participatory 

democracy theory, both to assess how well this CRM case fits the participatory 

democracy model, and to illustrate and identify problems with the application of the 

participatory democracy approach to public participation in public land planning and 

decision-making. To this end, the study asks whether the coordinated resource 

management process was perceived by participants to be more effective than the 

traditional process, i.e., whether it resulted in a decision that addresses their interests 

better than the decision arrived at through the more traditional method of public 

participation. In addition, this study asks how well the CRM process overcame the 

problems associated with the traditional public participation approach in terms of 

representation and access, information exchange and learning, continuity in 

participation, and decision-making authority in public land decision-making. The 

evaluative criteria used to measure success in each of these categories are based on 

the problems identified with the traditional approach to public participation (Table 2) 

and directives provided by the participatory democracy and CRM literature to 

overcome these problems (Tables 3 and 5). Research questions for this study were 

developed from these evaluative criteria (Table 6). 
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TABLE 6 
Research Questions 

To Assess Application of Participatory Democracy Theory 
in the San Pedro CRM Process 

CRITERIA QUESTIONS 

EFFICACY do participants feel that the process resulted in a decision 
that addresses their needs and concerns better than 
the decision arrived at through the traditional 
process? 

do participants accept and support the decision? 
do participants express commitment to the process and to 

reaching an outcome? 

REPRESENTATION 
& ACCESS 

who is encouraged to participate? 
how is participation encouraged? 
who participates? 
who doesn't participate? 
does this forum provide for public access to agency 

representatives and materials? how? 

INFORMATION 
EXCHANGE & 
LEARNING 

does the process improve communication among 
interests? how? 

does the process provide for informal discussion and 
collective learning? 

is the group able to identify and agree upon collective 
goals and objectives? 

do participants feel that others, especially agency 
representatives, hear and understand their needs and 
concerns? 

CONTINUITY OF 
PARTICIPATION 

are participants actively involved throughout the land 
planning and decision-making process? 

do the same individuals participate throughout? 
how is continuity in planning maintained? 

DECISION-MAKING 
AUTHORITY 

to what extent do participants share decision-making 
authority? 

do representatives of agencies and organizations have 
the authority to make decisions for these entities? 



Efficacy 

Public participation in public land decision-making is successful when groups 

and individuals interested in or affected by public land decisions report that the 

resultant decisions address their needs, concerns, and values, and they support it. 

Representation and Access 

A public participation method has adequately addressed representation when it 

has tried to involve everyone who might be affected by or have an interest in the 

decision, particularly non-activist, non-aligned members of the public. Access is 

provided through informal forums which give everyone an opportunity to voice their 

needs and concerns, in which agency representative strive to make people feel 

comfortable and respected. 

Information Exchange and Learning 

Adequate forms of information exchange and learning encourage all interests 

to voice their needs, concerns, and values and to discuss them in informal, multi

directional exchanges. Collective and individual learning are encouraged through 

revision and refinement of goals, objectives, and decision-making criteria. To 

facilitate constructive rather than adversarial discussion, participants express needs, 

not positions. 
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Continuity of Participation 

Continuity of participation has been achieved when participants are involved in 

all stages of planning and decision-making, from issue identification through 

identification of goals and objectives, selection of decision-making standards and 

criteria, identification of decision alternatives and selection of an alternative, to 

implementation and monitoring of a decision. The same group of participants stays 

with the planning process from start to finish. 

Decision-making Authority 

Decision-making authority is explicitly shared among all participants. In order 

to ensure this, participants representing specific organizations and agencies have been 

given the explicit authority to make decisions for those entities, and all affected 

interests share responsibility for decision-making. 

Research Methods 

The research design for the case study follows an ethnographic approach, 

which is recommended for detailed analysis of a single case and for analysis of human 

interactions and complex group processes (Atkinson and Hammersley, 1994; Goetz 

and LeCompte, 1984; Miles and Huberman, 1994). Ethnographic research methods 

are designed to elicit phenomenological data; the primary method is participant 

observation, which is used to acquire firsthand accounts of interactions as they occur 
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in real-world settings (Atkinson and Hammersley, 1994; Goetz and LeCompte, 

1984). Ethnography is also "multimodal": "ethnographic researchers use a variety of 

research techniques to amass their data," including interviewing and document 

analysis (Goetz and LeCompte, 1984). This practice of evaluating the same 

phenomena using different research methods in order to corroborate research findings 

is known as triangulation (Miles and Huberman, 1994; Goetz and LeCompte, 1984). 

Data Collection 

Data collection strategies used in this study include observation, 

questionnaires, key participant interviews, and document analysis. Initial data were 

obtained through: 1) direct observation of CRM group meetings over a one-year 

period; 2) document analysis of newspaper articles, materials distributed at CRM 

meetings, minutes of CRM meetings, and other written material generated by the 

CRM group; and 3) periodic informal interviews with the BLM area manager, a key 

participant in the process. Data sought included case history details and participant 

perceptions of CRM as a forum for participatory democracy. Preliminary findings 

were triangulated using a questionnaire (Appendix A) with both Likert-type and open-

ended questions which was distributed to all CRM participants attending meetings in 

late 1993 and 1994. Detailed interviews of key participants (Appendix B) were then 

used to triangulate earlier conclusions as well as questionnaire results. Triangulation 

was important "because self-reports of behavior elicited through a survey sometimes 
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are inaccurate indicators of actual behavior..., [and] they should be corroborated by 

observational data" (Goetz and LeCompte, 1984). 

Document Analysis 

CRM meeting sign-in sheets were used to assess breadth of representation and 

continuity of participation. Newspaper articles provided data on case development 

and preliminary participant perceptions of the process. Documents generated by the 

group, other written material distributed at meetings, and minutes of meetings were 

used to assess access (how participation was encouraged, availability of information), 

methods of information exchange, and continuity of participation. 

Observation 

Direct observation of CRM meetings was used to assess access and 

representation (who attended, who did not), information exchange and learning (forms 

of interaction—e.g. unidirectional or multidirectional; group structure and rules; 

issues raised; ability to reach decisions), continuity in participation (regularity of 

attendance at meetings) and decision-making authority (criteria used to make 

decisions, who made decisions, how decisions were made, consensus on decisions). 

Typical notes of meetings recorded salient meeting characteristics (when and where 

held, who attended and who they represented, agenda topics, other topics raised). 
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Questionnaire 

Confirmational surveys are used "to assess the extent to which participants 

hold similar beliefs, share specific constructs, or execute comparable behaviors" 

(Goetz and LeCompte, 1984). For this study, a questionnaire was used to assess 

participant opinions about the CRM group as a model of participatory democracy, that 

is, how well did participants feel the group achieved the goals of participatory 

democracy in general and CRM in particular? In addition, specific questions were 

designed to confirm preliminary conclusions, to fill in gaps in data from observation, 

and to address specific research questions. Questions used in the questionnaire were 

based on the research questions (Table 6 and Appendix A). Questionnaire design was 

based on guidelines from Dillman (1978), Patton (1990), and Goetz and LeCompte 

(1984), and utilized both closed, Likert-type scaled questions and open-ended 

questions, allowing for both enumeration and qualitative analysis. 

Since the population of continuous CRM participants was small, the 

questionnaire was distributed to all CRM participants who had attended meetings in 

1993 or 1994 (n=61). Forty-two (69%) questionnaires were returned; 37 (60%) 

were useable. 

Interviews 

Key informant interviews were used to achieve internal reliability for 

description and analysis of the case study. Questions sought more detailed description 
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of events; participant perceptions of key processes; and agreement or disagreement 

with preliminary findings from researcher observations and questionnaire responses. 

Eight key informants were selected to be representative of the group as a 

whole. Criteria for selection included: continually attending representatives of 

relevant subgroups (typical-case selection) (n=6); most frustrated participants, 

including people who had been very involved but had stopped participating (extreme 

cases) (n=2); and people said to be problems, considered leaders, or recommended 

for other reasons (reputational-case selection—selected by snowballing and direct 

observation) (n=6). Most of the informants represented two or more of these 

categories. Informants included ranchers, a non-ranching landowner, a BLM 

employee, a state agency employee, a real estate developer, a rangeland ecologist, 

and a local natural resource conservation district official. 

The interview script was designed as an informal, orally-administered 

questionnaire with open-ended questions. Interview design generally followed 

recommendations by Patton (1990), using open-ended questions with prompts and 

asking interviewees, "what else do you have to say?" to ensure that responses would 

not be limited to the preconceived framework (Wolcott, 1994). A standardized script 

was used in all interviews (Appendix B). Interviews were taperecorded and later 

transcribed. The interview length ranged from 45 to 120 minutes. 
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Data Analysis 

Data analysis for this study follows the approach described by Wolcott (1994), 

which categorizes data analysis strategies into description, analysis, and interpretation. 

The case study is presented in a narrative account describing relevant observations 

made by or reported to the researcher. For analysis, observational data and 

questionnaire and interview responses were systematically coded to correspond to the 

relevant research questions (Table 6), and then compared to the participatory 

democracy model. Interpretive conclusions are based on the data presented in the 

descriptive account and structured in the analysis. 

Research Results 

In this section, a chronological description of the case study is presented, 

followed by analysis and interpretation. Where not specifically referenced, 

information presented comes from triangulation of descriptions obtained through 

document analysis, direct observation, questionnaire responses, and interview 

responses. 

Description: 
San Pedro River Watershed CRM Process 

The San Pedro River and associated wetlands in southeastern Arizona are an 

internationally significant nature preserve, rich in prehistoric and archaeological sites 
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and providing habitat for a number of rare, threatened, and endangered species in a 

globally significant wildlife corridor (USDOIBLM, 1989; Laurenzi, 1992). Although 

the majority of the land along the river is privately owned, for a number of years 

there has been federal interest in acquisition of riparian areas along the San Pedro 

River in order to protect these resource values (Arizona Daily Star, 1978; LaMonica, 

1978). The Bureau of Land Management is the predominant federal land management 

agency in the San Pedro River watershed, which lies within BLM's Safford District. 

Between 1986 and 1988, the BLM acquired over 50,000 acres of the San Pedro River 

corridor north of the Mexican border, and in 1988 Congress designated over 56,000 

acres including these BLM holdings as the Nation's first Riparian National 

Conservation Area (16 U.S.C. 460xx (1993); USDOI, BLM, 1989). BLM's 

management of this property for recreation and resource conservation, and the 15-

year grazing moratorium Congress placed on the Conservation Area, have caused 

some public resentment in the region (Subcommittee on Public Land of the Committee 

on Interior and Insular Affairs, House of Representatives, 99th Congress, 2d Session, 

1986; Interview Responses, 1994). 

BLM-Safford District Acquisition Policy 

The BLM's acquisition policy for the Safford District is indicated in three 

administrative processes that were underway in the late 1980s and early 1990s: 

development of the District's Resource Management Plan; an application to Congress 
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for appropriations for acquisition; and development of a cooperative agreement 

between the BLM and The Nature Conservancy (TNC). 

The Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement for the 

Safford District (Plan) was prepared in the late 1980s, and in 1989 BLM released the 

draft Plan for public comment. The draft Plan stated that BLM "will acquire lands 

and interests in lands needed to manage, protect, develop, maintain, and use" public 

land resources (USDOI BLM, 1989). The draft Plan also contained a general 

description of the types of areas BLM would be targeting for future acquisitions, 

including "riparian habitat" and "watersheds of important riparian areas", but did not 

specifically identify areas for acquisition. There were approximately ten public 

hearings on the draft Plan, and BLM received 175 formal comments on it; 

acquisition was not at the forefront of public concerns (USDOI BLM, 1991). In 

August 1991, BLM released its final Plan, which addressed the comments received on 

the draft Plan. Unlike the draft, the final Plan contained a map which indicated the 

general locations of proposed acquisition areas (USDOI BLM, 1991). 

In 1990, while the draft Plan was being circulated for review, the BLM 

prepared and submitted to Congress an application for Land & Water Conservation 

Fund (L&WCF) appropriations to acquire properties along the San Pedro River, 

outside of the National Riparian Conservation Area (USDOI BLM, 1990). According 

to the L&WCF acquisition plan, BLM's purpose for acquiring additional properties 

totalling approximately 35,000 acres along the San Pedro was "to protect additional 
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riparian areas and wildlife habitat and provide new recreational opportunities." 

Although a map of proposed acquisition sites was included in the L&WCF 

application, the document was considered "internal" to BLM and was not released to 

the public (Juen, 1993). In mid-1991, Congress appropriated funds for the acquisition 

of the properties specified in the application. In the winter and spring of 1992, BLM 

began contacting landowners and purchasing properties along the lower San Pedro 

River (Kahlow, 1993). 

In March 1990, the BLM's national office entered into a memorandum of 

understanding with The Nature Conservancy in which BLM and TNC agreed to 

"work cooperatively ... in the acquisition, by purchase, donation, or exchange, of 

lands deemed important by both parties" (MOU, 1990). In an internal document, the 

local chapter of The Nature Conservancy stated an intent to "acquire, for eventual 

conveyance to BLM, key tracts in core areas identified in the BLM's San Pedro River 

Ecosystem Acquisition Plan" (TNC, Undated). In 1991, TNC announced in 

newspapers and on national television that it intended to acquire land along the San 

Pedro as part of its "Last Great Places" bioreserve program (TNC, 1991). In 

January, 1991, TNC began purchasing properties along the San Pedro, which were 

later acquired by BLM after L&WCF appropriations became available (Kahlow, 

1993). 
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Public Reaction 

The public first became concerned about the BLM's acquisition goals in early 

1992, when BLM began approaching landowners about purchasing their properties 

(Juen, 1993; Kahlow, 1993; Interview Responses, 1994). At that point, concerned 

citizens, led by the local Natural Resources Conservation Districts (NRCDs), began 

researching BLM's documents and discovered that (1) the acquisition map in the final 

Safford District Plan had not been included in the draft Plan and therefore was not 

available for public comment during plan review; (2) the BLM had been preparing its 

application for L&WCF appropriations to acquire specific properties concurrent with 

the Safford District Plan, but did not include this information in the Plan; and (3) the 

BLM and TNC were working together to acquire private properties along the San 

Pedro in order to protect natural resources. These activities struck the NRCDs, and 

many others, as underhanded, conspiratorial, and possibly illegal. Outraged citizens, 

and the San Pedro NRCD in particular, began writing letters to local newspapers, 

contacting congressional representatives, and threatening lawsuits against the BLM 

(Dolak, 1992b; LaFreniere, 1992). 

In the Spring of 1992, BLM and TNC representatives began meeting with the 

NRCDs to discuss the "unrest on the San Pedro" (Interview Responses, 1994). The 

local congressional representative responded to public concern by sponsoring two 

public meetings which drew nearly 200 participants each (Dolak, 1992a). It quickly 

became clear that the BLM was at the center of a perceived scandal and risked further 
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damaging its image, if not appeals and lawsuits, if it proceeded with its acquisition 

plan (Juen, 1993). In June 1992, the BLM state director met with several landowners 

and the NRCDs, and after hearing their charges, agreed to place a six month 

moratorium on further acquisitions in the San Pedro River Ecosystem, with the 

exception of twelve properties for which purchase was already underway (Bagwell, 

1992; Dolak, 1992a; Interview Responses, 1994). BLM instituted the moratorium 

with the stipulation that all concerned groups and individuals agree to enter into a 

coordinated resource management (CRM) process (Juen, 1993). At the same time, 

the San Pedro NRCD was lobbying the state legislature and the governor's office to 

take action, and in July 1992, the governor issued an executive order, calling for 

establishment of a CRM process to address this issue, and giving the four NRCDs 

responsibility for establishing forums for discussion of natural resource management 

issues (State of Arizona, 1992). 

San Pedro Watershed CRM Process 

The BLM, Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS), and San Pedro 

NRCD worked together to organize the first three-day CRM meeting, which was held 

in August 1992. The main focus of this meeting was to bring all interested parties 

together and teach them the CRM process. 

Over 150 people attended the initial CRM meeting. Participants represented 

urban residents, landowners, ranchers, farmers, natural resource agencies, private 



interest groups, town and county governments, a local water company, and all four 

local NRCDs represented in the San Pedro River basin. Attendees were universally 

impressed with the breadth of representation at this meeting and the fact that virtually 

all participants stayed for the full three days (Interview Responses, 1994). 

Everyone present at the initial three-day meeting was encouraged to express 

their sentiments about the issues and the process. As the meeting proceeded, the 

concerns of each participant were listed and posted. Expressed most clearly were a 

strong distrust of government and a desire to address watershed-wide issues. While 

the main focus was on giving the public a stronger voice in BLM decision-making, 

particularly with regard to acquisition, the group also articulated a need for 

integrated, basin-wide planning to collectively manage the San Pedro River, and a 

desire for a local locus of decision-making (Interview Responses, 1994). 

From the beginning of the initial three-day meeting, there were conflict and 

confusion over both the form and direction that this CRM group should take. The 

BLM and NRCS brought in two consultants who have been leaders in developing the 

CRM process used by the Society for Range Management and the NRCS. The San 

Pedro NRCD invited a local facilitator, highly regarded for her work in Holistic 

Resource Management (HRM). Although the CRM consultants had expected to be 

presenting their established process, they agreed to share the presentation with the 

HRM facilitator (Interview Responses, 1994). During the initial meeting, a number 

of participants expressed mistrust for the formal CRM process, which called for a 
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specific structure and organization which to some seemed bureaucratic and was 

espoused by the very agencies they were there to challenge (Interview Responses, 

1994). By the second day, the group had agreed to reject the formal CRM process 

presented by the BLM and NRCS representatives in favor of a less bureaucratic 

process. Although the BLM was to be only one member of the CRM 'team', the 

team's authority over BLM decision-making was not clearly defined. However, the 

group did adopt the four cardinal rules of CRM articulated by the consultants: 

decision-making by consensus; participant commitment to the success of the 

program; broad involvement by all interested parties; and expressing needs, not 

positions. 

The CRM group met bi-monthly for the next few months, with the HRM 

facilitator leading meetings. Early meetings were focused on education and 

clarification of issues. A number of interest groups, agencies, private organizations, 

local governments, and individuals made informational presentations on the local 

resources and their land ownership and land management policies. The group as a 

whole identified goals, and by January 1993, five months after its inception, the 

group had developed a management plan which outlined its priorities for the 

watershed. 

The management plan stated that the CRM group's purpose was "to participate 

in and mold the future management of the San Pedro River Watershed in a 

responsible, educated manner through trust and goodwill between all watershed users 



80 

so that their needs are met in a continuing, coordinated, cooperative effort," and 

identified six major goal areas: (1) acquisition/alternatives; (2) resource 

management; (3) education and outreach; (4) finances; (5) organization; and (6) 

political action (San Pedro Coordinated Resource Management Group, 1993a). In 

meeting in late 1992 the group identified a number of acquisition alternatives, 

including landowner education, voluntary landowner conservation, less-than-fee 

purchase, and full-fee acquisition. 

By the end of 1992, the group consisted of a core of approximately 100 people 

who were regularly attending meetings, and people were expressing fatigue (Interview 

Responses, 1994; Direct Observation, 1994). There had been recurrent debates 

over, and no resolution regarding, the need for a formal structure or a representative 

body for the group. A few participants were adamantly opposed to any form of 

organization, which they viewed as making the process less accessible. A committee 

formed in late 1992 to design an organizational structure for the group was disbanded 

after their proposal was vetoed by these few participants. Similarly, when the group 

decided to form a steering committee at the end of 1992, some individuals objected to 

nominating or electing representatives, arguing that they didn't trust anyone to 

represent them. In the January 1993 meeting the steering committee was formed by 

self-selection. Twenty-two people volunteered to be on the steering committee, 

including representatives from BLM, TNC, the NRCDs, Arizona State Lands 
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Department, Arizona Game and Fish Department, the Audubon Society, ranchers, 

real estate brokers, and other local landowners. 

The steering committee was directed to deal with acquisition, the first 

objective. The steering committee met monthly throughout most of 1993. Much of 

the meeting time was spent trying to build trust among group members and clarifying 

issues and concerns. Eventually, the steering committee did develop a form which 

BLM has used when contacting landowners regarding acquisition. The form details 

landowner options for land conservation, including full-fee acquisition by a 

conservation organization or agency (San Pedro Coordinated Resource Management 

Group, 1993b). 

The steering committee, like the CRM group as a whole, continued to be 

plagued by problems over a lack of structure. Steering committee members "would 

show up one time, and not the next, and we'd have to rehash stuff because so-and-so 

wasn't here the last time. For a while they weren't taking any minutes or anything" 

(Interview Responses, 1994). There began to be attrition out of the steering 

committee. Because it was mired in internal debates and had little progress to report, 

the steering committee didn't call another meeting of the entire CRM group until 

December 1993, and by that time morale among group members was low. 

Notice of the December 1993 CRM group meeting was sent to the list of all 

those who had attended meetings in 1992—over 400 people (Interview Responses, 

1994). Approximately 40 people attended the December meeting, where various 



groups and individuals made presentations on their accomplishments in the past year. 

It was clear that any activities in the areas of outreach and education, local and 

regional planning, and political action had been extremely limited and undertaken by 

individual initiative, not by the group (Direct Observation, 1994). Attempts to 

discuss the financial and organizational structure of the group were met with dissent 

and general apathy; several of the group members refused to sign off on a 

cooperative agreement drafted by the BLM which would have made the group more 

"official" and provided a formal funding mechanism. Even on the issue of the 

landowner acquisition form, with which the steering committee had been struggling 

for nearly a year, the group was in conflict. Several CRM participants who had not 

been on the steering committee were outraged that steering committee members had 

not called a large group meeting and received approval of the entire CRM group 

before BLM began using the acquisition form. As one participant put it, "they had a 

charge to do something, but they didn't have a charge to act. [They weren't supposed 

to] act on anything without the approval of the larger group" (Interview Responses, 

1994). There were accusations that BLM had "undermined" the CRM process and 

that the agency could not be trusted (Direct Observation, 1994). 

The entire CRM group met again in January and April 1994. At these 

meetings, participants generally agreed that the group was not progressing in terms of 

resource management planning, but there were two main schools of thought as to 

why. A number of participants, particularly agency representatives, believed the 



group was not functioning because it lacked some form of organizational structure to 

give it direction and provide decision-making rules. A second group, primarily made 

up of landowners and representatives from the San Pedro NRCD, felt that BLM and 

other agency representatives on the steering committee had betrayed their trust, and 

that the group could not move forward without an act of "good faith participation" 

from the BLM (Direct Observation, 1994). No resolution was reached on these 

issues, and although several participants felt that there was still a need for a 

community group to address natural resource management in the watershed, those 

remaining at the April meeting agreed that there was no point in continuing to hold 

CRM meetings. In May, 1994, the group issued a press release stating that the San 

Pedro CRM group had formally disbanded (San Pedro Valley News-Sun, 1994). 

Outcomes of the San Pedro CRM Process 

Based on input from the CRM group, in Spring 1993 the BLM Tucson Area 

Manager revised the resource area's acquisition policy from attempting full-fee 

acquisition of riparian areas within the large areas identified on the L&WCF 

acquisition plan to favoring development of cooperative management plans with 

landowners, purchase of conservation easements, and land exchanges (Juen, 1994). 

The Tucson Resource Area BLM policy is to use the form developed by the CRM 

group steering committee when contacting landowners about acquisition. Most 

notably, BLM is avoiding purchase of any rights on properties that are isolated from 
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other BLM holdings, even where the landowners are interested in selling to them, and 

may try to sell some isolated properties acquired before the CRM process began 

(Juen, 1994). 

In 1993, the BLM area manager intended to use the CRM group to guide 

future land acquisitions and other land management decisions in the San Pedro River 

watershed, as well. With the in-fighting and disagreement in the CRM group that 

emerged in late 1993 and continued into 1994, however, the area manger was 

unwilling to invite landowners to bring their acquisition and cooperative management 

plans to the CRM group for discussion-something he had originally agreed to do 

(Juen, 1994). Instead, when the agency is considering an acquisition (full fee or 

less), it sends its environmental assessment of the proposed acquisition out for review 

to a list of concerned citizens and organizations—a list culled from the original list of 

CRM participants which includes NRCDs, landowners, state agencies, city councils, 

and interest groups (a total of 20-25 people). In addition, in the summer of 1994, 

BLM prepared a land tenure plan amendment that addresses issues raised in CRM 

group meetings, and sent it out for review to the same list of people (Juen, 1994). 

BLM representatives also attend NRCD meetings to keep abreast of landowner 

concerns (Interview Responses, 1994). 

As a result of the negativity directed at it over the acquisition issue and the 

resultant CRM process, the Arizona Chapter of The Nature Conservancy has 

developed a new program of community-based conservation focused at a very local 
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level. As one TNC representative puts it, "CRM changed our perspective about 

working with private landowners" (Interview Responses, 1994) TNC has shifted its 

policy from simple full-fee acquisition to include education and developing 

management plans with landowners. For example, TNC recently collaborated with 

the Redington NRCD on a workshop that provided a forum for education on and 

discussion of the economic and ecological values and detriments of mesquite in 

riparian areas (Interview Responses, 1994). 

There has been one case of joint land acquisition by the BLM and TNC which 

reflects their revised policies. TNC purchased a 77-acre tract on the San Pedro, 

placed a conservation easement on it, and sold the remainder into private ownership 

for agricultural use (a wildflower farm). The conservation easement was transferred 

to BLM for management (Interview Responses, 1994). 

Analysis of San Pedro CRM Process 
Using Participatory Democracy Theory 

This section provides explication of the San Pedro Watershed CRM process 

using the criteria for participatory democracy and the research questions (Table 7). 



TABLE 7 
Assessment of the San Pedro CRM Process 

Using Participatory Democracy Theory 

CRITERIA CRM GROUP RESPONSE 

EFFICACY most participants consider CRM an improvement over 
traditional methods of public participation 

group never achieved consensus on proposed decisions 
several participants do not support the new BLM 

position on acquisitions 
forty-one percent of questionnaire respondents report that the 

process failed to address their concerns 
some participants favor adversarial approaches 

REPRESENTATION & 
ACCESS 

CRM process achieved broad representation by affected 
and interested groups and individuals 

traditionally unrepresented interests were involved 
informal forum improved access to agency reps 
local governments declined to participate 
representation by self-employed people was limited by 

economic constraints and lack of tangible results 
notification of meetings not always group-wide 

INFORMATION 
EXCHANGE & 
LEARNING 

process encouraged all participants to express needs and 
concerns in informal, multi-directional discussions 

participants reported learning about natural resource 
issues, administrative decision-making, and other 
people's interests and concerns 

participants never agreed upon goals, objectives, and 
decision-making criteria 

participants cite a need for organizational structure, 
facilitation, and written records to improve 
communication 

CONTINUITY OF 
PARTICIPATION 

group participation in BJJA planning process limited 
because district plan already completed 

continuity limited by lack of frequent meetings and lack 
of consistent participant attendance, which in turn 
was due to frustration with the process 

DECISION-MAKING 
AUTHORITY 

shared decision-making not achieved 
participant agencies not bound by group decisions 
agency representatives not recognized as having 

decision-making authority for their agencies 
confusion over legal limitations of agency participants 
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Efficacy 

Sixty-two percent of the participants responding to the questionnaire agreed 

that CRM is an improvement over other methods of participation. In addition, 73% 

agreed that involvement in the San Pedro CRM group had interested them in 

participating in other CRM groups, and only 16% agreed that involvement in this 

group had been a waste of their time. Interview respondents generally considered 

CRM an improvement over adversarial methods—primarily because lawsuits and 

appeals are anathema to most people: "Personally, I don't like litigation, I don't 

care which side it comes from. It costs a lot of people a lot of money and often 

doesn't solve anything, and this goes on forever. And it certainly doesn't make 

people want to work together" (Interview Responses, 1994). 

Yet participants gave mixed responses when asked more specifically whether 

this particular CRM process resulted in a decision or plan that was more 

representative of their interests than previous plans which had been arrived at through 

the traditional planning and public participation process. Although, the group as a 

whole never reached consensus on a land acquisition decision, several participants 

thought both BLM and TNC had changed their stances on acquisition as a result of 

this process (Interview Responses, 1994). Some people were satisfied with this and 

saw it as an improvement, but some were not—to the extreme case where people felt 

that there had been no improvement in BLM policies and maintained "we should have 
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had a lawsuit on that one" (Interview Responses, 1994). Forty percent of the 

questionnaire respondents reported that the process failed to address their concerns. 

For some participants, primarily members of the San Pedro NRCD, the CRM 

process exacerbated a basic distrust of government and environmental groups. These 

individuals were convinced that the BLM, and some environmentalists, had an ulterior 

motive in initiating CRM: to distract people from filing a lawsuit and keep them tied 

up in meetings until they were too exhausted to fight any more, so that the agency 

could continue to pursue its acquisition agenda unchallenged (Interview Responses, 

1994). In other words, some participants saw the CRM process as BLM's way of 

excluding them from participating in decision-making. "Some people felt that they 

were being deceived. Really, they felt very strongly that they weren't going to 

participate because they felt they were being used" (Interview Responses, 1994). 

Eighty-six percent of the questionnaire respondents agreed that some CRM 

participants were not committed to conflict resolution, and 32% agreed that they 

themselves were not committed to the success of this group. Several participants felt 

that three or four individuals were actively committed to sabotaging the process by 

vetoing group decisions (Questionnaire Responses, 1994; Interview Responses, 

1994). 
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Representation and Access 

Participants unanimously felt that the initial CRM meetings achieved 

"unbelievably broad" representation (Interview Responses, 1994). In 1994, 

questionnaire respondents represented the following interests: resource management 

agencies, including NRCDs (49%); local residents (41%); rancher, farmer, or 

agricultural organization (32%); environmental organizations (32%); other (non

resident landowners, real estate representatives, etc.) (19%). Ninety-two percent of 

the questionnaire respondents agreed that this group encourages broad participation. 

CRM participants initially were informed of the process by word of mouth and 

through local media coverage of the public meetings. The 1992 CRM meetings were 

advertised in local newspapers and newsletters, and by word of mouth. Subsequent 

CRM group meetings were announced through mailings, with mailing lists developed 

from CRM meeting sign-in sheets. In addition, interests perceived to be 

unrepresented, such as local elected officials and planning agencies, were specifically 

invited to attend. The steering committee meetings, while not closed, were only 

announced to steering committee members. For the December 1993 CRM meeting, 

the steering committee used the composite list of participants from all previous 

meetings, which included over 400 names. Only 40 people attended that meeting, and 

in 1994 meeting announcements were sent only to those who had participated at the 

preceding meeting. Some participants said that they had missed meetings because 



90 

they had not been notified (Questionnaire Responses, 1994; Interview Responses, 

1994). 

Although the group achieved broad representation of natural resource 

management agencies, environmental organizations, and urban and rural landowners, 

participants were not satisfied that it adequately represented the community. For one 

thing, membership was skewed toward BLM, State Lands, and TNC, with other 

agencies and interest groups, such as the Forest Service and the Sierra Club, 

noticeably absent. Some participants felt the group was not representative of much of 

the land and most of the population of the watershed, because urban and military 

interests were not involved. In meetings, participants also expressed regret that the 

local governments were not represented, and that therefore the group had little input 

to local planning decisions which significantly affect the watershed. 

The time and expense of participation was seen as a barrier to participation by 

some participants: seventy percent of questionnaire respondents and most interview 

respondents agreed that some interests were excluded by lack of access. CRM group 

meetings were all-day affairs. Subcommittee meetings lasted half a day, and occurred 

once a month. Because of the size of the watershed and rural nature of the region, 

several participants had long commutes to these meetings. Invariably, several people 

had to drive over an hour each way. When participants began dropping out, the 

greatest attrition was among self-employed people, including farmers and ranchers, 

who suffered financial losses each time they took time off from their jobs (Interview 
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Responses, 1994). One wrote that she was no longer coming because "my time is 

too valuable. [I am] not on salary like government and environmental participants" 

(Questionnaire Responses, 1994). Others agreed that "basically, the people with 

salaries stayed on and the [non-affiliated] individuals didn't, except that they had the 

NRCDs there to represent them" (Interview Responses, 1994). 

On the other hand, interview respondents did not feel that these logistical 

constraints by themselves constrained participation through lack of access. While 

acknowledging that agricultural people lose money every time they take a day off, 

representatives from agencies and environmental groups pointed out that they 

generally weren't paid for any meetings or work outside of their standard Monday-to-

Friday, 40-hour work week, either (Interview Responses, 1994). Overall, agency 

representatives, representatives of other organizations, and landowners agreed that 

"people will take time if it's productive, but if they feel it's not productive they are 

going to [quit]" and "if you have a stake and it's important to you, you'll go, 

regardless" (Interview Responses, 1994). 

Information Exchange and Learning 

One area in which participants generally felt that the group had been 

successful was in achieving information exchange and learning. Considerable effort 

was made to encourage all participants to voice their concerns. Over seventy percent 

of the questionnaire respondents agreed that the CRM process encouraged everyone to 
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express their needs and provided a mechanism for improved communication. For 

instance, meetings of the entire CRM group were facilitated and frequently divided 

into smaller groups to encourage discussion. Most participants (78%) agreed that 

they had achieved a better understanding of natural resource issues and the 

administrative decision-making process because of their involvement in this CRM 

group (Questionnaire Responses, 1994). Overwhelmingly, participants listed the 

opportunity to communicate with other interests in the watershed as the most valuable 

aspect of their involvement in CRM: 

Personal contact with the different ideologies represented [has given] me a 
broader understanding of the whole. 

It has been a forum whereby interested parties can join together in 
understanding and exchanging ideas and thoughts regarding the protection of 
the region. 

Relationship building and improving my understanding of others that live 
within the basin [was the most valuable aspect of CRM] (Questionnaire 
Responses, 1994). 

The increased communication and joint learning did not always lead to 

collaboration and good-will, however. Some questionnaire respondents listed the 

primary benefit of participation as "getting to know the enemy" and "never to trust a 

bureaucrat" (Questionnaire Responses, 1994). Learning from one another did not 

lead to agreement on issues, either. Group meetings frequently dissolved into 

positioning, circular arguments, and general bickering, and the group was never able 

to reach consensus upon goals, objectives, or decision-making criteria. 
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Significantly, the CRM participants were unable to articulate a common 

purpose after two years of meetings. As noted previously, from the initial meetings 

on there was a split within the group between those who wanted to deal exclusively 

with acquisitions, and those who wanted to address watershed-wide issues and develop 

a resource management plan for the basin. Although the group had identified broad 

goals and objectives in 1992, the 1994 questionnaire responses show that on the whole 

participants interpreted these differently from one another. While about half of the 

questionnaire respondents indicated that the goal of this CRM group was to provide 

representative and coordinated management for the San Pedro watershed, the 

remainder were divided, identifying either a goal of preserving specific natural 

resources or a goal of protecting private property from government acquisition, or 

admitting that they weren't sure what the group's goal was. As one participant wrote, 

"I'm not sure there is a primary goal as a group. Each person, agency, or group of 

people seems to have their own ideas and agendas" (Questionnaire Responses, 1994). 

When asked what the goal of the CRM group should be, about half the questionnaire 

respondents identified informed and integrated resource management, one-third said it 

was to provide a forum for information exchange, and a few still advocated either 

resource protection or private property protection. 

When asked how information exchange and learning could be improved, 

several participants said that meetings required facilitation to encourage dialogue, 

make sure everyone is heard, and keep things on track. It was considered essential 
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that the facilitator be perceived as impartial, not affiliated with any of the interests 

involved in the group (Interview Responses, 1994; Questionnaire Responses, 1994). 

Several participants also cited a lack of institutional memory and a lack of 

organizational structure as obstacles to effective communication. 

You know, there was no good faith, there was no recognition, because there 
was no organizational structure there was no records keeping, so everybody 
could just say anything they wanted to about what happened in the past and 
effectively block progress. 

I don't see how you're going to have anything effective if you have a different 
group that shows up every time, and no one is bound by, or even remembers, 
what was said the last time (Interview Responses, 1994). 

Participants called for agendas to structure meetings, "definition of roles and 

responsibilities, deadlines, publication of minutes of meetings" and some form of 

decision-making body (Questionnaire Responses, 1994). 

Continuity of Participation 

By all accounts, the group did not achieve continuous participation in planning. 

In fact, the group's opportunities for involvement in basin-wide planning were 

somewhat limited, since BLM's resource management goals—including acquisition 

goals—had already been set in the Safford District Resource Management Plan (RMP) 

when this CRM process began. "In other words, they got involved [at the end of the 

planning process], when they should have been involved before the draft RMP [was 

issued], in issue identification and goal setting" and "that's one of the constraints that 
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people had a hard time with" (Interview Responses, 1994). Nevertheless, the group 

was involved from the beginning in the process of revising the BLM's acquisition 

policy. The CRM group defined the issues to be addressed, identified decision

making standards and criteria, and developed alternatives, but never moved beyond 

identification of alternatives to selection and implementation of a preferred alternative. 

However, this group could have been more involved in defining the more specific 

management decisions that have to be made to implement the District's Resource 

Management Plan. 

If they'd gotten beyond the acquisition thing and started talking about overall 
management of land, regardless of who owns it, then I think [there would] be 
more opportunities for getting in on the ground floor. This group could have 
had quite a bit of impact on BLM's management plans for acquired lands, for 
instance (Interview Respondents, 1994). 

There were two major deterrents to achieving continuity. The first problem 

was lack of direct and continuous input to BLM decision-making. As mentioned 

above, almost a year passed between CRM group meetings after the steering 

committee was formed, meaning that the group as a whole was not involved in any 

decision-making that took place during that time and group cohesiveness was seriously 

undermined. Participants identified a need for "more frequent meetings to keep a 

'thread' of continuity so the wheel is not completely reinvented each time" 

(Questionnaire Responses, 1994). Breaks in continuity interrupted the process, 

requiring the group to retread old ground. 
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The other aspect of continuity in participation is group cohesiveness, or, as the 

CRM literature puts it, continuous involvement by the CRM 'team'. On this count, 

too, this CRM group failed. Even when monthly meetings were being held, 

participants, including some steering committee members, did not feel compelled to 

attend all of them. Meanwhile, total numbers of participants attending meetings 

dropped considerably, from over 400 in 1992 to fewer than 40 in 1994. Attrition was 

greatest among private landowners, leaving the group heavy on agency 

representatives. The main reason people stopped attending meetings was frustration 

with the process. After months of meetings with no tangible accomplishments, 

several participants concluded that the meetings were a waste of time. A number of 

people had little patience for bureaucratic delays: "even some of the people who 

were doing a lot of the work became very disenchanted with the process because they 

are hands-on people who [want to] make a decision and follow through to do that 

decision right away" (Interview Responses, 1994). 

Decision-making Authority 

The San Pedro CRM group did not reach any decisions on either acquisition or 

basin-wide resource management which all participants felt they had shared in 

making. There appeared to be two main reasons for the group's inability to reach 

decisions and implement them. First, it was operating under an ill-defined rule of 

decision-making by consensus, and secondly, there was a perception that the group 
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lacked the authority to make decisions that would be implemented by landowners and 

land management agencies. 

When asked whether the CRM process had been hindered by the consensus 

requirement, 76% of the questionnaire respondents agreed. Yet 51% also agreed that 

decision-making by consensus is a necessary requirement of CRM (Questionnaire 

Responses, 1994). Upon further questioning, it appeared that while the consensus 

requirement frustrated everyone, and many wanted to jettison it, it was also perceived 

as the best way of ensuring that all participants shared in making decisions (Interview 

Responses, 1994). Participants' comments reflect a dilemma between keeping the 

consensus requirement in order to ensure that all participants actively agree upon 

group decisions and rejecting it so that the group could make decisions and move on 

to implementation: 

Any individual could go to one meeting, come back because a specific issue 
was on the agenda six months later, step in and torpedo any progress, and it 
happened over and over again. 

As long as one person can undermine everybody's work the process is 
doomed. 

But I also don't see any other way of including everyone, to get people 
involved who don't agree and get everyone to support the direction the group 
is going. 

Consensus ensures that no-one gets railroaded, and gets rid somewhat of the 
need for a representative balance (Interview Responses, 1994). 

Agency and environmental participants, in particular, expressed frustration that 

individuals would retract approval of decisions the group made at a previous meetings 
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and that the group never 'signed-off on decisions that could then be implemented 

(Interview Responses, 1994). 

The second barrier to group decision-making was a perception that the group 

itself had no authority to make land management decisions that would be respected by 

landowners and land management agencies. As one questionnaire respondent put it, 

I have watched people come together from all over the state and was initially 
impressed by their concern and willingness to participate; however, over the 
last year and a half I've watched people drop out. The CRM has no teeth-
nobody is listening (Questionnaire Responses, 1994). 

According to landowners and NRCDs "the biggest problem with the whole situation 

was that the agency people who were there did not have the ability to make decisions" 

(Interview Responses, 1994). Participants expressed frustration that agencies would 

not either send people with decision-making authority to CRM meetings or delegate 

that authority to the representatives they did send: 

If an agency is involved because they are somehow affected by or created the 
problem, it seems to me that whoever is going to represent them there must 
have the ability to speak for the agency. Otherwise, how can you come to a 
consensus? If they say yes now and no later, you're never going to get 
anywhere. So up to a point, they must have some delegation of authority to 
come in and say, 'all right, if that's what the group agrees to do, we will do 
this' (Interview Respondents). 

Participant perceptions that group decisions would not be respected by the agencies 

involved were compounded by confusion over limitations the agencies work within. 

One agency representative said, 

"I feel there was a lot of misunderstanding of my role and the other agency 
representatives' roles. I was given the authority to implement the decisions. 



But I wasn't given the authority to initiate new regulations, to initiate new 
policy for the agency, to initiate a new directive for the agency" (Interview 
Responses, 1994). 

Some agency representatives agree that sharing decision-making authority with the 

public is feasible, however, as long as the process does not supplant existing law. 

The BLM area manager, for instance, agrees that the public could be an equal partner 

in agency decision-making, "with two caveats: that they have the same amount of 

understanding of the laws and regulations; and that they have the same understanding 

of the agency's mission" (Interview Responses, 1994). 

Interpretation of Results 

Based on the description and analysis presented above, this section further 

compares the San Pedro CRM process and the participatory democracy approach to 

public participation, and looks for lessons in the successes and failures of the San 

Pedro CRM process that may help direct future efforts at implementing a participatory 

democracy approach to public participation. 

Efficacy 

Both the BLM and TNC report that they changed their acquisition policies in 

response to the CRM group process, but not all CRM participants recognize the new 

policies as addressing their interests or concerns. From the perspective of the those 

who desired to end all BLM acquisition in the region the assertion that all interests 
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will be reflected in decisions coming out of participatory planning and decision

making processes is in fact a ruse used to co-opt them into participating. Not only do 

they not support the BLM decision, some CRM participants actively wish to subvert 

it. Others feel that the new BLM and TNC policies may be an improvement, but are 

disillusioned with the lack of ongoing public influence over agency decision-making. 

A few participants believe litigation-a continuation of the traditional approach-would 

have been ?. more effective means of achieving a decision that reflected their interests. 

Therefore, in terms of efficacy—resulting in a decision that all participants 

support and thereby reducing conflict—this experiment with an alternative method of 

public participation clearly failed. To determine why it failed, the following 

discussion addresses each of the process criteria: representation and access; 

information exchange and learning; continuity of participation; and decision-making 

authority. 

Representation & Access 

This group made a good effort at including all interested individuals and 

organizations in the decision-making process, and improved public access to agency 

representatives and information. The process was also successful in involving non-

traditional participants, particularly unaffiliated landowners. Thus, the San Pedro 

CRM process does not support the argument that the general public is too apathetic to 
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participate in administrative processes. The casual format of the CRM meetings 

improved access to agency representatives. 

The San Pedro CRM process did support the claim that participatory 

approaches to public participation do not remove the barriers that time and financial 

commitments present to participation by the general public (Carpenter and Kennedy, 

1988; Amy, 1987). This process also showed very clearly that those who don't want 

to be involved—such as the local governments in this case—won't be, no matter how 

many times they are invited and how accessible the forum. However, participants in 

this CRM process placed greater emphasis on the need for tangible results in the form 

of agency feedback or on-the-ground changes to convince citizens and other entities 

that participation is worth their while. This process failed to provide one critical 

aspect of access: BLM administrators did not convince participants that their 

presence and input made a difference to the agency's decision-making process 

(Kathlene and Martin, 1991). As predicted by participatory democracy theory 

(Pateman, 1970; Kathlene and Martin, 1991), when the process failed to produce 

results it was perceived as ineffectual, and people made a rational choice not to 

participate. 

Information Exchange and Learning 

The informal, multi-directional group discussion format of the CRM meetings 

definitely encouraged all participants to express their needs and concerns, and this 
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further encouraged collective and individual learning regarding the range of 

participants' interests and concerns. However, while some participants' perspectives 

were changed through collective learning, the CRM process failed to achieve a 

common group understanding of the major goals for resource management in the 

watershed, a basic step in the CRM process. In part this may have been due to lack 

of structure for discussions, but as Amy (1990) has pointed out, no amount of 

communication and facilitation will bring about agreement when deeply held values 

are at conflict. In this case, perhaps the greatest barrier to collective definition of 

issues and goals was the fact that several residents of this region—and participants in 

this group—simply do not accept that the federal government should own and manage 

land in the San Pedro River basin. One participant noted, 

some of it is just a basic deep, deep philosophy of private landownership 
versus federal controls, whether it be through regulations or taxes or whatever. 
I think the issue is much deeper than just land acquisition for some of these 
folks. ... I don't think the issue is acquisition for some of them, it's private 
lands and community development without government controls or government 
laws or regulations. You could take it down to a bare bones Jeffersonian 
versus [Hamiltonian] philosophy of how the country should have been 
developed or how democratic societies are developed (Interview Responses, 
1994). 

In other words, improved communication did not have a moderating effect on 

polarized positions, despite the CRM requirements that all participants commit to 

resolving differences and express needs, not positions. The San Pedro CRM group 

also failed to follow the CRM guidelines of commitment to working together as a 

team and defining operating procedures early in the process. 
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Continuity of Participation 

Continuity of participation was not achieved by the San Pedro CRM group, 

even in the development of a new acquisition policy. Failure to achieve continuity 

was partly a problem of meeting frequency and lack of communication between 

meetings, but was also due to inconsistent attendance at meetings. Inconsistent 

attendance was attributed to participants' frustrations with the group's inability to 

move forward in planning and decision-making. Even those participants who see 

CRM as a valuable forum for developing more and better alternatives for planning 

and management are frustrated with the delays involved. Thus, this CRM process 

supported the claim (Southern Utah Wilderness Association, 1994) that participatory 

decision-making processes can drag on indefinitely without resolution, wearing out 

participants without resulting in input to agency decision-making. 

Decision-making Authority 

The San Pedro CRM process clearly failed to achieve shared decision-making 

authority. When the group was unable to come to consensus on an acquisition 

decision after a year of meetings, the BLM made its decision unilaterally. Although 

BLM's decision was clearly influenced by the CRM process, CRM participants did 

not share ownership in it. The inability of this group to reach a shared decision was 

due to (1) the lack of a clearly defined decision-making mechanism and (2) failure to 

define the scope of the group's authority. 
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Public forums like CRM need clearly defined decision-making rules in order 

for the group to make decisions and move forward. In this case, the group chose a 

consensus decision process, but had no way to determine when consensus had been 

reached. The group could achieve unanimous agreement on an issue at one meeting, 

but participants who were not present at that particular meeting could later oppose it. 

Even people present at that meeting could later deny that consensus had been reached, 

because there was never a process whereby the group articulated its decisions. By 

clearly defining a point at which decisions were binding, the group might have moved 

beyond 'problem' people who throw wrenches in decisions agreed upon by the group 

as a whole. 

Although the adoption of a clearer decision-making structure might have 

helped this group reach collective decisions, the fact that group participants failed to 

agree on the extent of the group's authority meant that they were working at cross-

purposes. Some participants clearly hoped that CRM group decisions would guide—or 

even supersede-agency actions. Others wanted group decisions to be used to lobby 

agencies and elected officials. BLM gave up no discretion, and agency 

representatives generally saw CRM as an improved forum for receiving public input, 

without any shift in decision-making authority from government to the public. 

Because it did not clearly give the CRM group authority to make decisions that 

would be binding on the BLM, this process failed to meet the shared decision-making 

authority criterion of participatory democracy theory. Ultimately, the only real power 
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that participants in this group had to affect the BLM's decision was derived from the 

traditional planning process—the threat of a lawsuit. On the other hand, this group 

could not have achieved the level of shared decision-making authority that some 

participants desired without major legal and administrative reforms. 

The problems encountered by this CRM group underscore the need to clearly 

define the limitations placed on the participatory process by law and by the policies of 

the agencies and organizations involved. Under existing federal planning directives, 

for instance, agencies must sometimes move forward on their plans, whether or not 

the group is ready to provide them with direction. 

Summary 

This process failed, to some extent, to meet each of the criteria of the 

participatory democracy approach. The divisiveness and outright hostility that is still 

felt by some participants—and has even been exacerbated by this process—is evidence 

of its overall failure. Yet it could be argued that the revised acquisition policies of 

the agency, from full fee acquisition to working with landowners to protect their 

resources, are much more reflective of the range of interests represented in the San 

Pedro basin than was its previous policies. Furthermore, the CRM process did rectify 

many of the problems associated with the traditional approach to public participation 

in public land planning and decision-making, such as one-way communication and 

lack of access to agency administrators. Overall, the San Pedro CRM process may be 
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viewed more as an improvement on the traditional process than an application of the 

participatory democracy approach. On the continuum of public participation 

techniques (Arnstein, 1969), CRM moved the public participation process away from 

simple agency conformity with its self-defined regulatory mandates toward, but not as 

far as, participatory democracy, which requires a redistribution of power. As 

Gericke, et al., (1992) note, 

the full cost of the 'infrastructure' of citizen and agency mutual education 
should not be amortized solely in the first round of planning, but over future 
rounds of planning as well. ... [Public participation's] effectiveness cannot be 
assessed apart from the subsequent land management decisions. 
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CONCLUSION 

Participatory democracy theory offers a basis for an alternative to the 

traditional model of public participation in public land planning and decision-making. 

The alternative approach would provide more acceptable decisions through broad 

representation of all affected interests, better access to agency decision-makers and 

decision-making materials, open forums for multi-directional information exchange 

and learning, continuous involvement of affected interests in the planning and 

decision-making processes, and shared ownership in decisions. In addition, the 

alternative approach would result in a decision that reflect the interests and concerns 

of all affected and interested groups and individuals. To a large degree, this approach 

to public participation in public land planning and decision-making can take place 

within the existing mandates for the BLM and the Forest Service, yet questions 

remain regarding the logistics of providing such broad access and achieving 

continuous participation and the legality of giving interested parties authority in final 

decision-making. 

A comparative analysis of participatory democracy theory and this case 

provides insight into the efficacy of more participatory approaches to public 

participation in public land planning and decision-making. The outcome of a 

traditional decision-making process was challenged on the grounds that it did not 

provide the public with adequate avenues for review of and comment on the BLM's 

decision regarding proposed acquisitions. BLM had followed the traditional process 
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of public hearings and review of the district's draft Resource Management Plan, but 

the Plan's statements regarding acquisitions were so general that the reviewers were 

unaware of the scope of the decision, which only became evident to them upon its 

implementation. At this point in the traditional public participation process, the only 

remaining avenue for public input is litigation. Therefore, CRM was undertaken in 

large part to avoid a lawsuit. While the CRM process was an alternative to the 

traditional method of public participation, it was also an exercise in post-planning 

conflict resolution. 

The San Pedro CRM process did not result in a decision that all interests felt 

was reflective of their needs and concerns. Nevertheless, some participants felt CRM 

was a more satisfactory exercise in public participation than the traditional process of 

hearings and comments on agency plans. This CRM process did respond to many of 

the criticisms of the traditional approach to public participation in public land 

planning. It achieved broad representation and improved public access to agency 

representatives by providing an informal forum for people to voice their concerns and 

interests. It provided a forum for interactive dialogue and collective learning. 

Furthermore, it provided more opportunities for public participation in identification 

of and selection among alternatives. On the other hand, the group never reached 

agreement on issues and goals, and never achieved shared decision-making. While 

the CRM group may have influenced the policies and actions of the various groups 

and individuals involved, particularly the BLM and TNC, it failed to achieve its 



109 

primary objective: to articulate and implement a collective decision that all would 

support. 

It is difficult to draw definitive conclusions about the effectiveness of a 

participatory democracy approach to public participation in general, since the case 

used, the San Pedro coordinated resource management process, failed to meet all of 

the criteria for participatory democracy. Nevertheless, the problems encountered by 

the San Pedro CRM group highlight a few of issues that need to be clarified regarding 

the participatory democracy approach to public participation. 

First, this case study strongly supports the argument that providing forums for 

social deliberation does not in itself ensure that decisions will be acceptable to all 

participants. It may be impossible to overcome deep-seated philosophical differences 

among participants. 

The second major lesson of this case study is the importance of explicitly 

setting out rules of operation. Lack of meeting structure and decision-making rules 

led to considerable confusion in this CRM group. An explicit decision-making 

mechanism would have allowed the group to move forward and avoid circular 

arguments. Organizational structure can help build trust, in that if everyone knows 

the rules, then it is easy to see whether or not they have been breached by specific 

groups or individuals. In this case, participants had different perceptions of what 

constituted acceptable behavior, particularly in terms of when it was appropriate to 

take action based on group discussions. 
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Thirdly, this study showed that explicitly shared decision-making authority is 

essential to the participatory democracy process. If the participants in the planning 

process do not believe that their input will be reflected in the final decision, the entire 

process will be undermined. Participants will continue to feel deceived by promises 

of shared decision-making when agency representatives refuse to give up some 

discretion. 
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APPENDIX A: QUESTIONNAIRE 

1. Please indicate the month and year when you first became involved in this 
CRM group. ( Month Year). If you are no longer involved, please 
indicate the month and year when you stopped attending. ( Month 

Year). 

2. Which of the following do you represent in the San Pedro Watershed CRM 
group? (Check all that apply). 

local resident 41% 
resource management agency 38% 
environmental organisation 32% 
rancher or farmer 27% 
agricultural organization 8% 
local government 3% 
other (please specify). NRCD 11% 

real estate agent 3% 
non-resident landowner 3% 

University 3% 

3. This CRM group encourages participation of everyone with an interest in 
natural resource management in the San Pedro River Watershed. 

strongly agree 32% 
agree 59% 
disagree 5 % 
strongly disagree 3% 

4. Some interests are excluded from the San Pedro River Watershed CRM group 
because of lack of access (e.g., financial or time constraints). 

strongly agree 24% 
agree 46% 
disagree 22% 
strongly disagree 5 % 
no response 3% 
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5. The San Pedro River Watershed CRM group encourages all participants to 
express their needs. 

strongly agree 22% 
agree 51% 
disagree 14% 
strongly disagree 3% 
no response 11 % 

6. The San Pedro River Watershed CRM group has generated trust among 
participants. 

strongly agree 0% 
agree 38% 
disagree 32% 
strongly disagree 24% 
no response 5 % 

7. Some participants in the San Pedro River Watershed CRM group are not 
committed to resolving conflicts. 

strongly agree 38% 
agree 49% 
disagree 8% 
strongly disagree 0% 
no response 3% 

8. Lack of communication and negotiation skills have hindered the San Pedro 
River Watershed CRM process. 

strongly agree 19% 
agree 62% 
disagree 16% 
strongly disagree 0% 
no response 3% 

9. The San Pedro River Watershed CRM group provides a mechanism for public 
involvement in identification of natural resource management objectives. 

strongly agree 14% 
agree 62% 
disagree 14% 
strongly disagree 3 % 
no response 8% 
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10. The structure of San Pedro River Watershed CRM group meetings encourages 
communication among participants. 

strongly agree 14% 
agree 57% 
disagree 27% 
strongly disagree 3% 

11. The San Pedro River Watershed CRM group plays an important role in 
identification of local natural resource management problems. 

strongly agree 0% 
agree 54% 
disagree 32% 
strongly disagree 8% 
no response 5 % 

13. The San Pedro River Watershed CRM group has an agreed-upon position 
regarding land acquisition alternatives. 

strongly agree 11% 
agree 30% 
disagree 46% 
strongly disagree 11 % 
no response 3% 

14. The San Pedro River Watershed CRM group lacks adequate information to 
make natural resource management decisions. 

strongly agree 8% 
agree 38% 
disagree 49% 
strongly disagree 5 % 

15. This CRM group is involved in implementation of natural resource 
management decisions in the San Pedro River Watershed. 

strongly agree 0% 
agree 24% 
disagree 62% 
strongly disagree 8% 
no response 5 % 
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16. The San Pedro River Watershed CRM group has collectively identified goals 
and objectives. 

strongly agree 3% 
agree 62% 
disagree 24% 
strongly disagree 8% 
no response 3% 

17. The absence of a group structure has impeded the San Pedro River Watershed 
CRM process. 

strongly agree 32% 
agree 38% 
disagree 14% 
strongly disagree 11% 
no response 5% 

18. The goals of the San Pedro River Watershed CRM group have changed over 
time. 

strongly agree 16% 
agree 54% 
disagree 24% 
strongly disagree 0% 
no response 5 % 

19. Decision-making by consensus hinders the San Pedro River Watershed CRM 
process. 

strongly agree 27% 
agree 49% 
disagree 24% 
strongly disagree 0% 

20. Decision-making by consensus is a necessary requirement of the CRM process. 
strongly agree 8% 
agree 43% 
disagree 32% 
strongly disagree 14% 
no response 3% 
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21. The CRM process is an improvement over other methods of public 
participation in natural resource decision-making. 

strongly agree 11% 
agree 51% 
disagree 22% 
strongly disagree 14% 
no response 3 % 

22. The CRM process provides a mechanism for improving participants' 
understanding of natural resource decision-making. 

strongly agree 16% 
agree 62% 
disagree 8% 
strongly disagree 14% 

23. The San Pedro River Watershed CRM group has failed to address my 
concerns. 

strongly agree 16% 
agree 24% 
disagree 43% 
strongly disagree 11 % 
no response 5% 

24. I am committed to the success of the San Pedro River Watershed CRM 
process. 

strongly agree 14% 
agree 46% 
disagree 27% 
strongly disagree 5 % 
no response 8% 

25. Participation in the San Pedro River Watershed CRM group has been a 
valuable experience for me. 

strongly agree 19% 
agree 65% 
disagree 8% 
strongly disagree 5% 
no response 3% 



116 

26. I would participate in another CRM group. 
strongly agree 16% 
agree 57% 
disagree 16% 
strongly disagree 3% 
no response 8% 

27. Participation in the San Pedro River Watershed CRM group has been a waste 
of my time. 

strongly agree 8% 
agree 8% 
disagree 51% 
strongly disagree 27% 
no response 5% 

28. What, in your opinion, is the primary goal of the San Pedro River Watershed 
CRM group? 

(open-ended) 

29. What do you think the primary goal of the San Pedro River Watershed CRM 
group should be? 

(open-ended) 

30. What aspects of participating in the San Pedro River Watershed CRM group 
have you found most valuable? 

(open-ended) 

31. What suggestions do you have for improving the CRM process? 
(open-ended) 

32. If you are no longer involved in the San Pedro River Watershed CRM group, 
why not? 

(open-ended) 

33. Do you have any other comments about the San Pedro River Watershed CRM 
group process? 

(open-ended) 



APPENDIX B: INTERVIEW SCRIPT 

I didn't start sitting in on the San Pedro CRM meetings until February, 1993, 
so I'm unclear about the beginning of the CRM process. What can you tell 
me about the beginning stages? 

prompts: 
who initiated CRM 
who came to the first meetings (numbers, groups represented, groups not 

represented, level of representation) 
who wasn't involved who should have been? 
how did you hear about it? why did you get involved 
what was the initial purpose 
what were some of the early issues and conflicts? 

I've noticed from the sign-in sheets that attendance at meetings has dropped 
steadily since the beginning. What do you think about that? 

prompts: 
why do you think people quit (specific events or issues?)? 
when did they quit (specific time periods)? 
who left (groups, individuals)? 
have you talked with any of those who quit? what do they say? 
why have you stuck with it? 

Participatory processes like CRM are supposed to improve public access to 
agency decision-making. Do you think this process improved access to agency 
decision-making? 

prompts: 
was information easier to get? 
were administrators more available, receptive? 
did participants feel heard? 
an improvement over adversarial methods? 
do you think the public should be an equal partner in agency decision-making? 

how important is it that agency representatives have the authority to implement 
decisions made by the group? 

what are the implications of this for agencies? 
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4. This next question has to do with the continuity of participation in agency 
planning. According to the literature, participatory processes like CRM are 
supposed to involve the public throughout agency planning and decision
making, including goal-setting, problem identification, selecting alternatives, 
decision-making, and decision implementation and monitoring. How involved 
did this group get in the natural resource planning process? 

prompts: 
what stages of BLM planning was the CRM group involved in? 
why or why not more involved? 
how could continuity in planning be achieved? 
what are the necessary factors for improved participation in agency planning? 

5. It seems to me, from what I've heard at CRM meetings, that most people 
think this group didn't achieve its first objective—agreeing upon acquisition 
alternatives. What do you think about this? 

prompts: 
were alternatives identified? 
were alternatives acceptable to the group? 
was BLM's acquisition process changed because of this process? 

6. What other goals were achieved? 

prompts: 
was any policy decision reached? 
why or why not? 
can you see a change in natural resource planning in this region? 
agency representatives: did this process delay decision-making? if so, what 
are the implications of that? 

7. On the questionnaires, almost 50% of respondents said the CRM process was 
hindered by lack of adequate information. What are your thoughts on this? 

prompts: 
agree/disagree and why? 
was there an attempt to broaden the knowledge base of all participants? 
was there collective learning? 
what information was lacking? where and how should this info, be obtained? 
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8. Over 80% of the questionnaire respondents said lack of communication and 
negotiation skills was a problem in this group. What are your thoughts on 
this? 

prompts: 
agree/disagree and why? 
who needs these skills? 
were some groups or individuals at a disadvantage because of this? 
how should such skills be obtained? 
how about you—were you personally hindered by lack of skills? 

9. Generating trust is held up as a critical element of the CRM process. From 
the responses to questions 6 and 7, however, it seems pretty clear that trust 
was not generated in this CRM group. How do you feel about the trust issue? 

prompts: 
agree/disagree and why? 
what could have been done differently to build trust? 
others have told me they think some people were undermining the process. 
what do you think of this? 
how do you get rid of "bad apples"? 
how do you encourage "needs v. positions"? 

10. Decision-making by consensus is another cardinal principle of CRM, yet the 
results of the questionnaire show that people are pretty evenly split on whether 
or not consensus should be required, and a lot of people think it hinders the 
process. What do you think about this? 

prompts: 
what is the purpose of consensus? 
what are the problems with consensus? 
does consensus preclude a need for leadership? 

11. If you had to identify one major success of this process, what would you say it 
is? 

12. Do you want to see this group continue? 

prompts: 
would you participate? 
would you prefer a different process? 
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13. Have you been involved in other CRM groups, or similar partnerships? 

prompts: 
in what capacity? 
how does this one compare? 
did it operate in a similar manner? 

14. Who else do you think I should talk to to get information about these issues? 

prompts: 
key participants 
people who quit 
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