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Introduct ion 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Public Participation and the Art of Embracing Complex Problems 
 
This guide is for people who wish to foster public participation and dialog in the context of complex 
problems.   The term “complex” means different things to different people and in different 
contexts.  Here, we understand a complex problem to be one that fulfills three characteristics.  First, 
a complex problem consists of dynamics for which there exist a significant amount of uncertainty, 
ambiguity, or unknowns.  While scientific knowledge and other forms of expertise are necessary for 
working through complex problems, the inevitable incompleteness of any model or expert system 
relative to a problems’ full complexity means that science and technical expertise alone are not 
enough.  Second, a complex problem is one that can be understood and interpreted from a diversity 
of social perspectives (organizations, disciplines, world-views, value-systems, etc.).   The existence of 
a diversity of perspectives on a given set of issues thus calls out for a dialog among people who 
understand the issues in different ways.  And third, a complex problem is one for which there exists 
unequal power available on the part of those affected by the problem – or proposed solutions – to 
frame the problem.  That is, while multiple perspectives may be legitimate; they do not all have equal 
weight in public spheres and/or existing decision processes.   
 
How can we think about, and begin to strategize, processes for supporting productive dialog in the 
midst of complex problems?   First, we can recognize that complex problems call for a “full 
spectrum” approach: that is, one that recognizes and allows for engagement with the different 
dimensions of a problem’s complexity as characterized above.   Second, we can begin to appreciate 
that selecting and applying tools, methods, and approaches to structure and facilitate participation is 
as much an art as it is a science.  As an art, it calls for attention to the specific context, for the 
willingness and capacity to use well-established tools in different and creative ways, and for a level of 
comfort operating in a realm where interpretation is as important as objectivity.    
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The Metaphor of a Palette 

To support the context-sensitive selection and use of tools, methods, and approaches for fostering 
participation and dialog in the context of complex problems, we offer the metaphor of a “palette” of 
colors, in which each color represents a particular mode of engagement, or entry-point for 
embracing complexity along a spectrum from technical expertise to empowerment.  This “language” 
of colors allows for a process of reflection prior to the selection of tools, methods, and approaches, 
as well as a continual reminder of ones’ intentions in applying the tool.  A given tool, after all, can be 
applied in multiple ways.  As straightforward a decision method as cost-benefit analysis can be used 
to open up new pathways to participation and even empower new actors, so long as the method is 
applied with this possibility in mind.  The goal of this guide is use the metaphor of an artist’s palette 
to assist in the type of reflection that would allow for tools, methods, and approaches to be selected 
and used in ways that support an expanded perspective on the range of complexities involved. 

Bibliography 
Arnstein, S. R. (1969). A ladder of citizen participation. Journal of the American Institute of planners, 

35(4), 216-224.  
Creighton, James. (2005). The Public Participation Handbook: Making Better Decisions Through Citizen 

Involvement. John Wiley & Sons 
Hirsch, P.D., et al. (2013). Navigating Complex Trade-offs in Conservation and Development  : an 

Integrative Framework.  Issues in Interdisciplinary Studies 31: 99 – 122. 
Innes, J., & Booher, D. (2004). Reframing Public Participation: Strategies for the 21st Century. 

Planning Theory & Practice, 5(4), 491–436.  
Parkins, J. R., & Mitchell, R. E. (2005). Public participation as public debate: a deliberative turn in 

natural resource management. Society and Natural Resources, 18(6), 529-540. 
Roberts, N. (2004). Public deliberation in an age of direct citizen participation. The American Review of 

Public Administration, 34(4), 315-353. 
Sarewitz, D. (2004). How science makes environmental controversies worse. Environmental Science & 

Policy, 7(5), 385-403. 
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Process Planning: Using The Palette To Take Initial Steps 
 
For a team of people interested in utilizing the palette to foster public participation and dialog in the 
context of complex problems, we suggest considering the following questions. 
 

• As a member of the planning team and based on your own previous experiences and natural 
inclinations, what colors of the palette do you bring to the table? Use the answers to this 
question to get a sense of what different colors are represented by the planning team. 

 
• What are the two to three key issues to focus on first within the planning process? 

 
• For each issue, which colors are called for and why? Does the planning team need to be 

expanded? For the case at hand, who specifically will fill these roles? Re-visit issues if 
needed. 

 
• What Tools, Methods or Approaches (TMAs) can be used to bring the needed colors into 

the picture? One way to approach this question is to run-through each TMA separately while 
highlighting each TMA’s strengths and weaknesses in relation to the issues you face.  

 
• What suite of TMAs would constitute a full spectrum approach (i.e. an approach that 

embraces the range of complexity as you’ve come to understand it)? 
 

• What needs to be kept in mind when applying these TMAs, and in the design of the process 
to apply the TMA, how do you ensure that the relevant colors are expressed?  
 

In the following pages we first feature three lenses to help guide our thinking about complex issues 
and building a more inclusive dialogue around these issues.  We then use the palette to navigate 
through a collection of some Tools, Methods and Approaches suitable to complex problems and 
public participation. Upon walking the initial steps listed here, we intend for readers to hone in on 
specific colors suited to their issues and from these colors, and then use this book as a guide to 
select TMAs suitable for a diverse array of complex situations requiring public participation.  
  
 



Values and Valuation Lens 
Keywords: interdisciplinary research, technical, technology, participatory, collaboration, data-driven, 

co-learning, co-creation 
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Overview 

 Gains and losses, also called trade-offs, can be accounted for in a variety of ways using a 
variety of approaches. Why? In order to make or co-create an environmental decision, the science 
and understanding of the situation must be reduced such that a situation can be appropriately 
managed. The nature of environmental decision-making and governance is fundamentally reduced in 
a way that is meaningful to the person or persons who are trying to understand the situation. For 
example, engineers might opt for tried and true formulas and equations for valuing components in a 
situation. Health professionals might trust a placebo to test the efficacy of a substance to help the 
people in a situation. Geographers might use a geographic information system and specific 
algorithms to understand the spatial and/or temporal context of a situation. 
 Regardless, how can we find and use commensurable values to assist decision making for a 
unique situation? Different individuals from different sectors, disciplines, and backgrounds will each 
have a different answer to this question. Thus, we encourage critical engagement with the values and 
valuation lens. How? The tools, methods, and approaches presented in this compendium will 
provide insight into creative and innovative techniques for creating a richer understanding of an 
environmental situation and a more robust formulation of a participatory process. In an effort to 
transcend privatism and narrow constructs of reality, we ask each person who turns these pages to 
think reflexively on his or her own background and knowledge in an attempt to gain, or at least 
acknowledge, the perspectives of others. As we each look through our own unique optical 
prescriptions laid out by our disciplines and worldviews, be mindful that there are other 
prescriptions out there and that none of us can view a situation with perfect 20/20 vision. 
 

Strengths and Limitations 
 

Strengths: 

• Acknowledge trade-offs between different 
models, approaches, and perspectives 

• Help collaborators view themselves, their 
work, and their point of view as a part 
rather than a whole 

• Creates an opportunity to set shared 
orienting principles 

• Development of insights (and insights 
juxtaposed to the insights of others) 

• Creates space for co-learning and co-
creating an improvement to a situation 

Limitations: 

• Potential to pool trade-offs exclusively in 
economic terms 

• It may not be possible (yet) to measure 
certain values, such as aesthetics 

• Some perspectives might, overtly or covertly, 
not be included or represented 

• Fundamental differences can create a 
staunch stalemate in a decision making 
process 

• Prioritizing values might get contentious 

 
 
 



Values and Valuation Lens 
Keywords: interdisciplinary research, technical, technology, participatory, collaboration, data-driven, 

co-learning, co-creation 
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Theoretical Foundations 
Complexity 

Theory 
Modes of Rationality Monism Pluralism 

• Multiple spatial, 
temporal, and 
institutional 
scales 
• Context 
matters and 
every situation is 
unique and 
dynamic 
• Uncertainty is 
inevitable in 
science, social 
and natural 
• Framing of 
decision 
problems 
requires the 
simplification of 
complexity 
• Reality is not 
divided up in the 
same way 

• Substantive rationality 
attempts neutral 
objectivity in evaluation 
likely outcomes and 
comparing them against 
goals; attempts to balance 
competing 
interests/values 
• Procedural rationality 
opts for a more nuanced 
approach through non-
partisan and facilitated 
dialogue that constructs a 
set of procedures to 
support reasoned 
deliberation 
• Critical rationality is 
even more nuanced in 
that it encourages 
emancipation from 
oversimplified policy and 
popular narratives 

• All phenomena 
are reducible to 
one form of 
valuation 
• Reality is one 
whole with no 
individual parts 

• Reality is composed 
of multiple, 
independent and 
interdependent 
components  
•Multiple values at 
stake (livelihood, 
survival, democracy, 
etc.) 
• Problems are 
perceived, valued, and 
narrated from 
multiple 
perspectives 
• Making space for 
diversity 

 
 

References and Additional Resources 
1. Hirsch, P. D. & Brosius, J. P. (2013). Navigating complex trade-offs in conservation and 

development: An integrative framework. Issues in Interdisciplinary Studies 31, 99-122. 



Process and Governance Lens 
Keywords: administration, decision makers, procedure, deliberation 
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Process and Governance Lens 
Keywords: administration, decision makers, procedure, deliberation!

!
Overview 

The focus of this lens is to determine the current structure of decision-making and the 
current processes used to facilitate the decision-makers. The process of any decision should involve 
and engage the public and take into account the public interest. The process should include an initial 
determination of who should be involved and how should the different perspectives be involved? 
Also to what extent should the perspectives be involved in the final decision? How do existing 
procedures, institutions and structures of governance shape the way problems are identified and 
negotiated?   

A leader in the field of public interest was John Dewey. Dewey noted that “[w]hen the 
public or state is involved in making social arrangements like passing laws, enforcing a contract, 
conferring a franchise, it still acts through concrete persons. The persons are now officers, 
representatives of a public and shared interest.” (Dewey, 1939.) Expanding on Dewey’s ideas, others 
have defined the public interest as “a contextual and pluralistics good, one constructed in each 
policy and problem context by a democratic public committed to the cooperative and deliberative 
process of experimental social inquiry.” (Bozeman, 2007, p. 110 thru Hirsch et al, 2010, p.11)   

With the introduction of the Internet and the ability to access information almost 
immediately – transparency and process have become increasingly important for the legitimacy and 
accountability of the decision-making body. A first step to utilize this lens is to account for the 
various roles of the various institutions involved and how they may potentially support or constrain 
the deliberative process and other negotiations among stakeholders. Only then can the governance 
structure prove meaningful.  

 
 

Strengths and Limitations 
 

Strengths: 

• Makes the process very efficient 

• Can highlight issues of accountability and 

legitimacy 

• Can encourage social learning 

 

Limitations: 

• Can limit the perspectives involved in the 

decision-making process 

• Can limit discussion of underrepresented 

groups 

• Can be a very contentious process 

 
  

 
 
 
 
 



Process and Governance Lens 
Keywords: administration, decision makers, procedure, deliberation 
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• Democratic methods encompass communication and collaborative inquiry 
undertaken by citizens within a community and against a rich background of 
supportive institutions 

• Social activity of evaluation are converted into publically shared values 
• The legitimacy of a democratic decision must be preceded by authentic 

deliberation 
• Deliberative discussion should include: 

o Informed (appropriate and reasonably accurate factual claims) 
o Balanced 
o Conscientious 
o Substantive 
o Comprehensive (equal consideration regardless of advocate) 

•  
Fishkin & Luskin, 2005 
  
 
 

References and Additional Resources 
 
Bozeman, B. (2007). Public Values and Public Interest: Counterbalancing Economic Individualism. 

Washington D.C.: Georgetown Press.  
 
Dewey, John. (1939) The Public and Its Problems: An Essay in Political Inquiry, S. Illinois Univ., p. 

45 
 
Fishkin, J. S., & Luskin, R. C. (2005). Experimenting with a democratic ideal: Deliberative polling 

and public opinion. Acta Politica, 40(3), 284–298 
 
Hirsch, Paul, Brosius, J. Peter. (2013) Navigating Complex Trade-Offs in Conservation and 

Development: An Integrative Framework. Issues in Interdisciplinary Studies, 31, p. 99-122   



Technology Lens 
Keywords: technology, digital communication,  
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Overview 

As our society has advanced into the digital age, technology has become an integral part of 
our daily lives. Technological innovation has impacted almost everything that we do, and public 
participation processes have not escaped the influence its many applications. The changes in 
participation processes are perhaps most apparent in new mediums of communication and 
information transfer 3. Historically education and knowledge has often been a privilege of the 
wealthy but communication and information technologies have leveled the playing field to some 
extent, creating more pluralistic dialogues on a variety of issues1. The Internet in particular has made 
our society immensely more information rich through platforms social networks, blogs, news 
sources, and message boards. This information transfer has become even more rapid as smart 
phones and other mobile devices have penetrated the marketplace, allowing many people to have 
almost constant access to the Internet and all the media it provides.  

Other technological innovations that facilitate participation are software that allow for 
greater depth of analysis and more robust development of alternative solutions for the social and 
environmental problems that are the concern of most participatory processes. These technologies 
include Geographical Information Systems (GIS), predictive computer models, design software such 
as AutoCAD, statistical packages, and database systems. These types of software allow for 
stakeholders to be better informed about decision making alternatives and potential outcomes, 
which in turn allows them to prioritize their valuation of the issues at stake. This may result in 
decisions that are more successful in the long term because potential pitfalls can be identified prior 
to implementation. 
 

Strengths and Limitations 
 

Strengths: 

• Can facilitate communication across multiple 
scales of space, time, and institutions, 
allowing information to reach much broader 
audiences. 

• Can enhance understanding of problems and 
solutions through visual media. 

• Ubiquity of digital media provides multiple 
new platforms for engaging publics. 

• Often is more successful at engaging younger 
populations that may not be as heavily 
involved in traditional forms of civic 
engagement. 
 

Limitations: 

• Digital communication can feel impersonal and 
negatively affect perceived level of influence 
and engagement. 

• Lack of tone and visual, non-verbal cues in 
communication can lead to misunderstanding. 

• Technological infrastructure can be expensive 
to develop and maintain. 

• Facilitators and participants may need 
additional training in use of novel technologies. 

• Danger of losing focus on goals due to 
emphasis on technology over process. 

• Potential disenfranchisement of people without 
access to certain technologies. 

 
 



Technology Lens 
Keywords: technology, digital communication,  
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Assessment of Potential for Technological Enhancement of TMAs 
TMA Potential Applications of Technology 

Adaptive Inquiry 
Summit 

Moderate. Communication technology would facilitate discussion between 
larger groups of participants and design software could enhance visualization 
of the community or organization’s desired outcomes. 

Charrette 
Moderate. While charrettes rely on personal interaction between the public 
and designers technology might enhance communication of ideas and 
understanding of wants, needs, and options in a variety of ways. 

Fishbowl 

Low. While participants may observe experts or officials utilizing various 
technologies in their work it is unlikely that technology could facilitate the 
learning process much beyond allowing for remote viewership. Even then, 
much of the experience would be lost if the shadowing activities were not 
done in person. 

Mediated Modeling 
High. Many environmental models reach the level of computer simulations, 
where parameters that were measured or estimated are used with 
programmed algorithms to make predictions about the system. 

Mind Mixer 

Necessary. Mind mixer is an online platform used for facilitating 
conversations between community members. There is potential for 
integration of other technologies to generate and communicate ideas for 
community development through the Mind Mixer website. 

Open Space 
High. This method could easily be converted to a digital platform that allows 
similar self-identification of participants, brainstorming, and commentary 
over an even wider range of stakeholders. 

Participatory Rural 
Appraisal 

Moderate. Communication technology can be used to engage rural 
populations that may be physically isolated, and planning and management 
options can be enhanced through the use of technology in the design 
process. The resources and technological expertise of the intended 
participants is a potential limitation to the effectiveness of these applications. 

Participatory GIS Necessary. While participants may use analog maps at some stages of the 
PPGIS process digitization is critical to full utilization of this tool. 

Public Service 
Announcements 

High. The distribution of PSAs over the internet will allow their messages to 
reach a broader audience and present information in innovative ways. 

Samoan Circle Low. The nature of this method requires face-to-face contact and dialogue. 
The nuances of the process would be lost in a virtual space. 

Social Media Necessary. Social media by definition is primarily an Internet phenomenon, 
and thus technology is integral to its function. 

Visioning 
High. Design software can be used to allow participants to rapidly prototype 
visions for their community’s future in a digital environment that encourages 
adaptation and revision of potential plans. 

References and Additional Resources 
Bimber, B. (2000). The study of information technology and civic engagement. Political Communication 

17: 329 – 333. 
Evans-Cowley, J. and Hollander, J. (2010). The new generation of public participation: Internet-

based participation tools. Planning Practice and Research 25(3): 397 – 408. 
Rowe, G. and Frewer, L.J. (2005). A typology of public engagement mechanisms. Science, Technology, 

& Human Values 30: 251 – 290. 
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Overview 

When considering the process of decision-making, one of the key components to consider is 
who the decision maker is ultimately going to be. In some processes, the responsibility and privilege 
of decision-making is shared among many people or parties. In others, a single person or single 
authority is the decision maker, while others may inform and influence the decision-making process. 
The role of individuals or groups in a public participation process can be viewed through a lens of 
power. Who has the power to make the decision? Who has the power to be involved in the process 
at all? Who has the power to define boundaries of knowledge and be considered and expert?  

One of the most well known frames for considering power in the context of public 
participation is Sherry Arnstein’s “Ladder of Citizen Participation” (1969). In this framework, citizen 
involvement is the vehicle for citizen power, and it presides at the top of the ladder of participation. 
At the bottom of the ladder is manipulation, or non-participation, where an authority such as policy 
makers or a government agency wield all decision-making power and impose their decision upon the 
uninvolved public. Within this framework, we get the impression of a spectrum of power, though 
one end of the spectrum is more desirable or “just,” within the eyes of Arnstein. However, this 
model has been critiqued for failing to recognize that power is not always equal among all parties 
involve in a decision-making process (Tritter & MacCallum, 2006). Additionally, Arnstein’s ladder 
has been critiqued for assuming that there is a linear relationship between citizen participation and 
citizen power (Collins & Ison, 2009).  

Even though the framework of Arnstein’s ladder is limiting, it is a starting point for 
conversations about power structures and how they impact public participation in decision-making. 
In this compendium, a variety of tools, methods, and approaches have the ability confront, engage 
with, and change existing power structures within a community. Each of these techniques 
approaches power in a different way and can have differing results. Because power is closely tied 
with autonomy, we must remember to approach power with careful consideration of ethical 
implications. 

 
 

Strengths and Limitations 
 

Strengths: 

• Can help advocate for disempowered 

groups 

• Can involve a greater range of types of 

expertise and knowledge 

• Can be a source of legitimacy 

Limitations: 

• Can be very difficult to restructure deeply 

entrenched systems of power 

• Can create very complicated systems 

• Can be a very contentious process 

 
  



Power and Empowerment Lens 
Keywords: advocacy, power differential, restructuration 
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Theoretical Foundations 
Democratic Elitism vs. Participatory Democracy 

• Not all citizens are equally qualified to 
participate in decision making, and 
therefore they should have the power to 
elect qualified representatives 
• Citizen power is derived from voting in 
democratic processes 
• Focuses on governmental decisions 

 
 

• Democratic processes are more 
successful when citizens are allowed to 
directly participate and become invested in 
decision making 
• Citizen power is derived from being 
directly involved in decision-making 
processes 
• Includes governmental and non-
governmental decisions 

 As described by Schafer (1974)  
 
 

References and Additional Resources 
Arnstein, S. (1969). A ladder of citizen participation. Journal of the American Institute of Planners, 35(4), 

216-224. 
 
Collins, K. & Ison, R. (2009). Jumping off Arnstein’s ladder: social learning as a new policy paradigm 

for climate change adaptation. Enviornmental Policy and Governance, 19, 358-373. 
 
Schafer, A. 1974. Citizen Participation. The allocative conflicts in water-resource management. Agassiz Center 

for Water Studies, University of Manitoba. 487-507. 
 
Tritter, J. Q. & McCallum, A. (2006). The snakes and ladders of user involvement: moving beyond 

Arnstein. Health Policy, 76, 156-168. 
 
 
 



Visioning 
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Overview 
Visioning is not a single technique, but rather an overarching process that can incorporate 

multiple tools for getting information to and from the public. The goal of visioning is to facilitate a 
process in which a community defines what it wants for its future, focusing on desired outcomes 
rather than current conflicts. The intention is to identify shared interests among community 
members in order to move forward from conflict. The time frame in focus should be short enough 
that participants can actually visualize the realm of possibility. Ideally, the group of participants 
would consist of a diverse cross-section of a community that represents several groups. 
 
 

Illustrative Example 
Issue:  

• Guadalupe-Nipomo Dunes Preserve management; Guadalupe, CA, USA 
• Installation of entrance gate by the Nature Conservancy; negative public response 

Characteristics: 
• Conflict over access to public land 
• Public participation undertaken to rectify negative response 

Process: 
• TNC organized individual meetings with various groups of stakeholders, such as 

Guadalupe’s mayor, the town recreation commissioner and the coordinator of the boys 
and girls club 

• Through a series of group meetings, TNC and the community of Guadalupe developed a 
vision for public use of the dunes 

• Experts from TNC and community members both informed the process of designing a 
management plan for the dunes 

Actors: 
• The Nature Conservancy, mayor of Guadalupe, recreation department of Guadalupe, 

independent recreation organizations in Guadalupe, and the broader community  
Result: 

Visioning allowed all parties to openly talk about their visions of the future and goals for the 
preserve. By incorporating the community of Guadalupe into their management plans, TNC was 
able to design a comprehensive management plan. Additionally, the visioning process allowed TNC 
to repair previously damaged relationships within the community, creating a new parternship. 
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In practice: In this illustrative example, the initial events that spurred 
the visioning process did not involve the community members, and 
therefore disempowered them. The community members were 
empowered through the visioning process because it allowed them to 
have equal input into the development of a management plan for the 
local dunes preserve.  
 
In theory: Rather than following a set plan for community 
development without stakeholder input, visioning allows a diverse 
group of members of the community to come together and define 
their goals and pathways for the future. 
 
 

 
 

 

In practice: In this example, the visioning process was used to 
inform the policies and practices of the Nature Conservancy. TNC 
undertook the process in order to formally inform their framework 
for managing the dunes preserve. 

In theory: Visioning can be undertaken by formal legal and 
administrative structures in order to inform processes to develop 
strategic plans for a community.  

 
 
 

 In practice: In this example, visioning was used to critically reflect 
on traditional practices of management used by the Nature 
Conservancy. Visioning was used to broaden the types of knowledge 
and expertise needed to successfully plan for the management of the 
dunes preserve. 
 
In theory: Visioning fosters an environment where diverse 
perspectives are taken into account and incorporated into a broad 
vision for an entire community, ensuring disempowered groups are 
able to contribute to the same degree as those traditionally in power. 
Visioning also creates a space for critical reflection on current life in 
order to develop the desired future. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Legal and 
administrative 

frameworks 
 

Critical 
thinking & 
reflexivity 

Advocacy & 
Empowerment 
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Strengths and Limitations 
 

Strengths: 

• Designed to incorporate diverse 
perspectives 

• Can be used to use conflict productively or 
mend tense relationships 

• Can provide a set of recommendations for 
future action 

• Does not require much technology or 
infrastructure  

Limitations: 

• Can be very time consuming 
• Recommendations may not be specific or 

descriptive 
• No guarantee that recommendations will be 

undertaken 
 

 
 

Process Design and Methods 
  
The visioning process typically occurs over multiple days with several sessions. Depending on time 
constraints, the process can be lengthened or shortened to fit the needs of participants. The general 
structure is typically as follows: 
 

1. Co-create ideas/visions for the future;  

a. This can be accomplished using various techniques such as future search, Samoan 
circle, or open space 

2. Formulate visions into future goals;  

a. This step can be completed by a smaller group, such as a steering group or task 
force, but it is important that the group as a whole has the ability to ratify or agree to 
the determined goals  

3. Identify actions steps to meet the goals; and 

a. The intention of this step is to identify real, tangible next steps for accomplishing 
state goals 

b. The step can be accomplished through tools such as public meetings, workshops, or 
task forces 

4. Implement goals; 

a. This can be the most difficult step in the process and typically has varying levels of 
success 

b. Depending on the goals and steps identified, the implementation may be the 
responsibility of governing bodies, individuals, community groups, companies, or 
any other stakeholder within the community. 
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Facilitation Neutral experts recommended 

Conflict tolerance High 
Participants All stakeholders who will be affected by the resulting decision 
Role of stakeholders High participation throughout; particularly definition of goals  
Decision type Consensus-building; goal definition 
Time Required Process dependent; ranges from days to months 
Support Required Medium; facilitation 
Cost Process dependent; depending on program length and available space 

 
 

References and Additional Resources 
 
Case studies and practitioner applications: 
  
Wondolleck, J. M. & Yaffee, S. L. (2000). Making collaboration work: Lessons from innovation in natural 

resource management. Washington, DC: Island Press. 
  
Academic resources:  

Cuthill, M. (2004). Community Visioning: Facilitating Informed Citizen Participation in Local Area 
Planning on the Gold Coast. Urban Policy and Research, 22(4), 427–445.  

Helling, A. (1998). Collaborative Visioning: Proceed With Caution!: Results From Evaluating 
Atlanta’s Vision 2020 Project. Journal of the American Planning Association, 64(3), 335–349.  

Millett, S. M. (2006) "uturing and visioning: complementary approaches to strategic decision making, 
Strategy & Leadership, 34(3), 43-50. 

 
 
 



Public Participation Geographic 
Information Systems (PPGIS) 
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Overview 

Incorporating local, spatial knowledge into a digital analysis environment using PPGIS provides a 
way for representing multiple perspectives and interests. In order to understand a situation, it is 
imperative that those involved have an understanding of the physical space as well as the underlying 
social, cultural, political and economic landscapes. The four main applications of PPGIS are as 
follows: 

1. Planning and implementing specific improvement initiatives; 
2. Assessing conditions and trends; 
3. Comprehensive strategic planning; and 
4. Partnering in city-wide initiatives and policy changes. 

 
Illustrative Example4 

Issue: 
• Gaining perspective on the various perceived histories of land use and where there is the 

greatest perceived land potential; Mpumalanga, South Africa 
• History of forced removals and forced urbanization under colonialism and apartheid 

Characteristics: 
• Extreme social and ecological variation 
• Water access skewed towards large-scale commercial, white-owned farms 

Process: 
• Populated a database with data from the following sources: the government, private 

providers, scanned/digitized land cover maps 
• Gathered qualitative information from half-day workshops, eight to ten people lead by a 

facilitator, focused on their perceptions of the following areas: 
o Historical geography of forced removal 
o Identification and comparison of expert and local understandings of land potential 
o Perceptions of socially (in)appropriate land use 
o Access to natural resources 
o Community views about where land reform should take place 

• People traced over existing maps and were asked to answer the questions outlined above 
• Resulting maps were digitized and given attribute information 
• Maps created using a GIS 

Actors: 
• West Virginia University, South African Department of Land Affairs, Mpumalanga 

community members, government representatives 
Result:  
 The resulting maps allowed for visualization of differing perceptions on forced removals. 
Through this process, spatial overlap in perceptions of high-quality land for agrarian reform was 
recognized. Thus, the process provided an opportunity to acknowledge different perceived histories 
and common, high-quality areas for future land development. The sharing of knowledge through 
mapping was a rich and valuable contextual method for data collection and decision making. 
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In practice: Through the use of both quantitative and qualitative 
information, provided by collecting existing data and new data 
through the workshops, PPGIS incorporated diverse and complex 
realities of the participants through the co-production of spatial 
knowledge and final map product.  
 
In theory: Popular community participation through PPGIS creates 
an opportunity for important community issues to be addressed. The 
nature of PPGIS is political, thus, it is important to understand the 
complex historical and current realities of the community 
participants.1, 4, 7 

 
 

 In practice: Access to GIS software and experts with experience 
using the software was pivotal. West Virginia University was able to 
collect digital-spatial information and had access to a GIS and people 
who were trained in using the software and interpreting the results. 
 
In theory: Observation, data collection and GIS analysis are the crux 
of PPGIS. When expert knowledge is complemented by qualitative 
and quantitative aspects of local knowledge, a more robust analysis 
can be conducted.4 

 
 

 In practice: Local, social, and spatial information was gathered that 
allowed diverse groups of people to participate and share their social 
histories. The questions that the participants were asked to engage 
with provided an opportunity for reflection on the historical context 
of forced removals, an individual’s understanding of the land 
potential, and what constitutes as appropriate or inappropriate land 
use. 
 
In theory: PPGIS emerged from the GIS wars of the 1990s1 when 
technocratism, positivism, and subjectification were being called into 
question, thus, it acknowledges social constructions and assumptions 
inherent in the process. Furthermore, regional political ecology has 
provided a lens through which reflection can shed new light on the 
lived experiences of individuals and the politics of the situation at 
hand. 
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Strengths and Limitations 
 

Strengths: 

• Maps can be powerful tools for showing 
different contextual knowledge at a variety 
of scales 

• Maps and PPGIS allow for the 
communication of spatial stories 

• Maps can clarify uncertainties and 
politicize issues relevant to the 
communities who participate 

• States might be more willing to share 
power with citizens through collaboration 
with a credible partner 

Limitations: 

• The software, such as ESRI ArcGIS, can be 
expensive – upwards of $1,000 and more 

• PPGIS initiatives are reliant on an 
organization or agency that has the resources 
available and is willing to share access 

• PPGIS can only represent the perspectives 
of those who participate 

• A GIS is limited in how much information 
can be visualized appropriately 

• Accessibility and reliability of data 

 
Process Design and Methods 

 
There is a wide range of diverse PPGIS practices (urban planning, social work, landscape 
architecture, etc.). However, the goal of the process is to improve participation in policy making 
with an emphasis on marginalized populations and to empower citizens through the use of 
technology. There oftentimes are material or discursive outcomes. A normative PPGIS equation: 
 

𝐸𝑞𝑢𝑎𝑙  𝑎𝑐𝑐𝑒𝑠𝑠  𝑡𝑜  𝑡𝑒𝑐ℎ𝑛𝑜𝑙𝑜𝑔𝑦 + 𝑙𝑜𝑐𝑎𝑙  𝑖𝑛𝑣𝑜𝑙𝑣𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 + 𝑈𝑠𝑒𝑟𝑓𝑟𝑒𝑖𝑛𝑑𝑙𝑦  𝑡𝑜𝑜𝑙𝑠 
 
The four main elements of PPGIS are6: 

1. People and place: Who’s involved? Who are the stakeholders and actors? What are the 
multiple perspectives that could be involved? What is the context (specific location, scale, 
etc.)? 

a. Web-based approaches, such as ArcGIS Online or Google Map Engine 
b. Be mindful of the generalizability, implications for the local communities, and the 

greater regional/national/international scale 
2. Technology and data: Who has access to GIS software? Who has collected data? What data 

still needs to be collected? 
a. Must find accessible software and data, while being mindful that open source data 

has reliability issues 
b. Make sure that there is metadata for the data 
c. Experiment with mapping qualitative data; How to map physical and psychological 

barriers 
3. Process and participation: How can the process be implemented internally within the 

organizing body? Will the process be iterative? 
a. Systematic implementation within an organization, agency, and/or other entity 
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b. GIS resources are external to the community and under control of university and 
public agencies; Some may be better able to participate than others 

4. Outcomes and evaluation: Who will produce final products? What are the measures of 
success? Who conducts the evaluation? 

a. Assess the process and the outcomes (maps, individual empowerment, policy 
changes, etc.) 

 
 
Methods of construction & analysis Quantitative and qualitative data collection and 

visualization of temporal trends and spatial patterns 
Potential sources of 
information/Participants 

Public agencies, community organizations, university-
community partnerships 

Role of stakeholders Informational input and/or hands-on learning how 
to manipulate data and use a GIS 

Technology Paper/hand-drawn maps; ESRI/similar software or 
web-based 

Goal Comprehensiveness and reduction of complexity 
Cost High; depending on what software is utilized 
Support Required High; Self-guided or facilitated 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Map	  Types	  
Tangible	  

Reference	  

Thema4c	  
Qualita4ve	  

Quan4ta4ve	  

Single	  
Variable	  

Mul4ple	  
variable	  Virtual	  Mental	  

Diagram showing map types2 (adapted) 
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Overview 

A public service announcement (PSA) is a non-commercial, brief digital message distributed 
to radio and television stations. It can be produced very simply with a single actor reading a message 
or more complex with multiples actors/ figures, video, and music. Most often, the message is 
created by a nonprofit organization or a government agency.  
 
 

Illustrative Example 

PSA: “Prevent Pollution: Karyn Parsons” 
Issue:  

• Urban air pollution  
• Environmental justice, low-income and minorities who are effected  
• Health issues 
• Getting involved to help mitigate harmful pollution 

Characteristics: 
• Attempting to spread awareness of an environmental issue through media (one-way 

communication channels) 
Process: 

• Develop PSA message  
• Select a well-recognized celebrity (Kathryn Parsons) who can also serve as a local expert 
• EPA sends PSA to various media outlets in markets across the country 
• PSA plays as various intervals  
• EPA monitors any behavior change in response to PSA message 

Actors: 
• Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Kathryn Parsons, the television stations that 

aired the message 
Result: 

In an effort to improve awareness the EPA recruited an easily recognizable celebrity to serve 
as a spokesperson and public communicator for the PSA and subsequent anti-pollution campaign. It 
is likely that an African American (female) actor was selected for the position because – as the video 
articulates – minorities and low-income individuals are often the ones most directly impacted by 
urban air pollution. The one-minute PSA, includes many pollution-related images (smog, cars in 
gridlock, chemical plants, etc.) to appeal to the viewer’s senses and trigger a sense of discomfort. 
When Parsons describes the things that people can do to help reduce pollution, the images become 
green, happy, optimistic (hands holding a budding plant in a pile of dirt, people picking up litter, 
etc.). The EPA offers no follow-up information in regards to the effectiveness of the PSA  
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In practice: The PSA takes the audience through a four-step 
process that they need to observe in order to “join this movement.” 
The actor makes it clear that anybody can get involved and make a 
difference. 
 
In theory: A PSA is produced by a group seeking to advocate for 
their organization, the organization’s issue of focus, or a particular 
action to be taken by the public audience. The PSA empowers the 
audience by giving them options of how for how to take part in the 
group’s cause and help instigate change (ie. donate money, call a tip 
line, talk to your kids). 

 
In practice: The PSA justifies public action by informing the public 
about personal and general energy usage statistics.   
 
In theory: PSA’s are created with the primary objective of 
informing the public about a particular issue they might not be 
aware of. The PSA will often direct viewers to a source of further 
information or advise them on an action they can take to address 
the issue. 

 In practice: While the female actor is not identified as an expert 
directly, the PSA begins with the appearance of the EPA seal, which 
immediately suggests to the audience that the following information 
is supported by a reputable, government agency. Additionally, the 
actor says, “Here at EPA’s Energy Star program, we have 
everything…” The “we” suggests she also has some level of 
personal knowledge or expertise 
 
In theory:  Individuals with special (scientific, medical, academic, 
government, local, etc.) knowledge or expertise may deliver a PSA 
message, adding legitimacy and creditability to the issue at hand. In 
some instances, a celebrity or even an anonymous actor will 
dispense the PSA message and reference expert information. In 
other instances, a narrative voice will speak to the audience, or no 
voice or actor at all and the message will be communicated just 
through text. 
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Strengths and Limitations 
 

Strengths: 

• PSA’s are relatively inexpensive since the 
actual airtime is donated  

• Can be utilized at various temporal and 
spatial scales 

• PSA’s  tend to be effective at inciting 
people into action by calling a phone 
number or visiting a web site to learn more 
information 

• PSA’s can raise awareness of an issue to a 
wide swath of the public 
 

Limitations: 

• The numbers of channels that a PSA can run 
on are limited because the airtime is donated 
Time and participant limitations  may lead to 
paralysis or over-simplified uncertainty 

• PSA’s are not often run during primetime 
again because the airtime is donated and is 
thus usually used as a filler in the middle of 
the night or early morning hours. 

• Limited available time means that there is 
significant competition between various 
non-profit groups  

• Television stations avoid airing highly 
controversial PSA’s, so depending on the 
issue that a group wants to address, it might 
have a difficult time gaining airtime 

• While PSA’s can be effective at raising 
awareness, they are less effective at 
influencing policy. 

 
 
 

Process Design and Methods 
 There are several steps that go into the dissemination and publication of a public service 
announcement. The outline below illustrates a recommended process sequence, but in no way 
bounds the potential or possibilities of activities, timelines, or process methods. 

1. Production 
a. Establish message  
b. Determine spokesperson or actor to communicate PSA message 
c. Gather statistical data and other relevant research 
d. Produce PSA 

 
2. Prepare Media Relations 

a. At this stage, you need to decide which media outlets you plan to submit your 
PSA to and how to convince them to run it  

• Identify eligible media outlets and their target audiences 
• Create media list 
• Prepare pitch letter  
• Prepare PSA kit 
• Set planned techniques to evaluate PSA effectiveness after campaign 
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3. Distribute 
a. Once the PSA has been filmed or recorded, and the target media have been 

established you must 
• Send  PSA kit 
• Make follow-up calls to ensure that targeted media have received PSA 

kits and plan to run it 
4. Evaluation 

a. Once the PSA is running on various media outlets, evaluate effectiveness of 
campaign and share results 

• Monitor local outlets for PSA use 
• Gauge effectiveness of PSA based on the predetermined evaluation 

criteria 
• Share results with your organizations and make adjusts to next PSA 

campaign based on results 
  
Facilitation None 

Conflict tolerance Low 
Participants Spokesperson, Affiliated organization, 

Broadcasting station 
Role of stakeholders High participation throughout 
Decision type No decision made 
Time Required Weeks to months (depending on length of 

circulation) 
Support Required High; media 
Cost Med; production costs, no media buy costs 

 
References and Additional Resources 

Case study: 
  

1. United States Environmental Protection Agency, Public Service Announcements 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=EVBnHf1SImw 

 
Practitioner applications:  
 

2. Guidebook for Successful Public Service Announcement (PSA) Media Placement  
http://www.mentoring.org/downloads/mentoring_392.pdf  

3. The Community Toolbox, Kansas State University http://ctb.ku.edu/en/table-of-
contents/participation/promoting-interest/public-service-announcements/main  

 

 
Academic Source: 

4. Hagar, L. (2011). Tools for Teaching Cognitive Psychology: Using Public Service 
Announcements for Education on Environmental Sustainability. Teaching of Psychology, 38: 
162-165.
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Overview 
Mind Mixer provides communities with online engagement tools that allow them to have 

more productive, collaborative conversations. It is designed for two-way communication between 
public and agencies. And let whole communities work together closely through the widely used 
Internet. 
 
 

Illustrative Example 2 
Issue:  

• Public facilities planning, Orlando 
• How local people want public facilities built 

Characteristics: 
• A lot of ideas are posted on website 
• People can join into discussion anytime and anywhere 
• There is a time limit for each topic 
• People’s ideas are being reviewed by government 

Process: 
• Agency set specific topics for people to leave message  
• People could share links or post pictures, leave comments or just simply rate others 

comments. 
• Classify the ideas from public and highlights those belongs to more concerned categories 
• Agency set certain people responsible to review the comments and collect as a final data 

Actors: 
• Local citizens, interested individuals, experts and other stakeholders 

Result: 
City of Orlando got some data from their already ended topics. For a future public facilities 

planning, people pay more attention on the transportation to different area, public recreation area 
and access to local food. To clarify detail, the city gradually put on more specific topics, such as 
where citizens like trails are built or how they like trails look like.  
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In practice: Agency set certain people responsible to review the 
comments and collect as a final data, which can reflect the amount 
of people, involved or interested. And agency set up time limit to 
control the progress and decide what is the next step by reviewing 
the comments.   
 
In theory: Agency will update implements for issues, which 
encourage public participation. When some issues are more 
concerned, agency can realize that with bigger number of comments 
or active discussions. So results from the topics can affect agency 
focus. 

 In practice: People with better understanding of the issues would 
share the opinions and help explain. And they could share personal 
experiences to gain attention from public or consonance. 
 
In theory: By sharing information of community issues, Mind 
Mixer help people learn about other’s interests or concerns and 
remind overlooked things. People will learn their voices could lead 
the community to the way expected and get more involved.  
 

 

In practice: Comments are left not just under certain topics, also 
between people and in order to make it easier, people can just 
choose like or dislike. To some extend, it help weaken the character 
of social roles so that the conversation can be more unrestrained. 
 
 
In theory: People leave comments under each topic, as a result of 
that people collaborate integrated opinions and agency routinely 
collect responses. 
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Strengths and Limitations 

 
Strengths: 

• Easy access to the website 
• Clear function distinguish social media 
• Immediate reflection and efficient reaction 
• Build trust between stakeholder and 

agency 
• Apply to high density of population 
• Weaken authority of experts 

Limitations: 

• Average age of using mind mixer is 
comparably young 

• Cannot provide the opinion from whole 
society 

• Potential less objective comments can 
distract attention 

• Very few people realize its exist 

 
 

Process Design and Methods 
  

Mind Mixer is a new tool for public participation. It can bring in efficient collaboration 
between stakeholders and agency and has most characters of social media, but there are still 
distinguishes. To get a good methods design, elements of Mind Mixer should be clarified.1 

1. Project 
• Identify related area and clarify project elements 
• Open a website and determines challenges 

2. Topics 
• Determine topics and ask for opinions 

3. Ideas 
• Posting ideas 
• Uploading photos 
• Writing comments 

4. Share 
• Sending links to friends 
• Posting on social media 

5. Action 
•  Review by agency and get data 
• Give feedback and implement 

 

 

 

 



Key words:  
technical, uncertain, contentious,      Mind Mixer 
diverse stakeholders,  
consensus-building, co-learning  
   

  31 

Method overview 

Participation Level High capacity 

Comprehensiveness High 
Technic Support Experts; interested/relevant stakeholders 
Duration Medium; time limitation setting 
Organizer Agency 
Cost High; depending on software availability 
Support Medium; website building and maintaining, 

data collection 
 
 

References and Additional Resources 
 

1. http://www.mindmixer.com 
2. http://engage.cityoforlando.net 
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Overview 

 
The Internet offers a wide range of tools to facilitators of collaborative processes. 

Information is easily shared and spread, and relatively small expenditures can provide large returns 
on time and money invested. Setting up a website or blog with interactive comments sections 
and/or hosted files gets easier every year, although costs mount based on the amount of traffic to 
your website. The internet provides a versatile and powerful platform for marginalized or minority 
voices, and sometimes avoidant personalities become highly engaged through this medium. 
Occasionally subtle underlying issues surface that would not have in an in-person setting, making 
internet media useful in coordination with a larger collaborative effort to provide outlet to otherwise 
under-represented voices. 

There are significant security concerns with the use of the internet for collaboration; 
information shared through images or text can be easily duplicated, and third parties can 
intentionally disrupt online activities by “trolling,” or through other more sophisticated means. The 
most important consideration in the use of the internet is access on the part of your participants2, 
access to computers and computer and internet knowledge still have not penetrated certain sectors 
of society, especially for the disadvantaged and elderly. 
 

  
Illustrative Example 

Issue:   
• Participatory forest planning in Finland 1  
• Need to clarify public opinion on the use of local forested lands 

Characteristics:  
• Conflict between perspectives; land use management  
• Open access to information about forest data, rapid public feedback to planning and  
   policy proposals 

Process:  
• Locally organized with a bottom-up approach  
• Provide interactive touch-screen computers in frequently visited public places 
• Provide browser-based interactive program access 
• Update interactive program as decisions are being rendered 

Actors:  
• Local publics 
• Computer and internet support team 
• Local and regional government 

 Result:  
Through the implementation of an online feedback process, decision makers were able to 

get rapid feedback from the public as they conceptualized and proposed different policy alternatives. 
High levels of participation were achieved through considerable planning of location and access to 
internet terminals as well as independent browser search. 

Additionally, some degree of public education was achieved, as participants had to click 
through pages of information about the forest lands before providing feedback via the electronic 
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system. While the amount and quality of information conveyed to the public was not evaluated 
directly, the process did effectively consolidate important information about the issue into one easy-
to-access place immediately preceding the comment and feedback process.  
 

 
 In practice: By providing a structure that can interact with existing 

administrative or legal bodies, internet-based resources can provide 
direct access to organizational resources 1.  
  
In theory: Internet media and internet communication can support 
effective and timely public engagement on central policy and 
planning issues. Where access to internet resources can be 
guaranteed, democratic engagement with issues can be enhanced 1. 
  

 In practice: When provided with easy access to decision criteria, 
current empirical data and use patterns, the Finnish public were able 
to successfully engage with the issue and provide timely, meaningful 
feedback to decision makers.  

  
In theory: By providing as much relevant information to 
participants as possible through digital access, integration of internet 
media in a deliberative process can ensure that feedback is more 
likely to be relevant and useful to decision makers and/or 
facilitators. 
 

 

In practice: Professional experts can be welcomed into the internet 
side of a deliberative process, providing useful and highly 
informative responses to participant feedback or requests for 
information2.  

  
In theory: By integrating experts into the online collaborative 
process, participants can direct their specific technical or 
informational concerns towards those parties most likely to provide 
a relevant response. This helps to facilitate expert understanding of 
the issues, and participant understanding of the need for experts 
and the roles they play. 
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In practice: Internet media allows participants who are too shy to 
speak up or are unable to physically attend deliberative meetings an 
avenue to engage with the deliberative process. It can quickly and 
cheaply act as an organizational catalyst, making information about 
the process, its objectives, and important issues easily accessible to 
the public2.  
 
In theory: By providing a neutral intellectual space for interaction 
between facilitators, experts, participants, and other concerned 
parties, any participant can advocate for any position. By providing 
this even playing field, internet processes can help advocate fringe 
issues and provide a level of interaction and feedback not usually 
enjoyed by the general public. 

 
 

Strengths and Limitations 
 

Strengths: 

• Central clearinghouse for important 
process information 

• Can bring together decision makers and 
those affected by decisions  

• Can magnify marginalized voices 
• Enhances transparency, adding legitimacy 

to the process 
• Provides timely feedback in time-

constrained deliberative processes 

Limitations: 

• Potential expense of very high traffic   
• Vulnerable to leaks, “trolling,” 

uncooperative behaviors 
• Physical access to computers can be a 

serious limitation 
• Amount of data or feedback generated may 

be prohibitive 
• Requires some degree of internet and 

computer savvy from facilitation team 
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Methods Overview 
 

Facilitation  Online facilitation required  

Conflict tolerance  High  

Participants  Open  

Role of stakeholders  Varies  

Decision type  Consensus-building  

Time Required  Little to extensive  

Support Required  Depends on # participants; technical  

Cost  Free to very high  

 
 

References and Additional Resources 
Academic References and/or Case Studies:  
 

1. Kangas, J., & Store, R. (2003). Internet and teledemocracy in participatory planning of natural  
resources management. Landscape and Urban Planning, 62(2), 89-101. 
 

2. McIvor, R., McHugh, M., & Cadden, C. (2002). Internet technologies: supporting  
transparency in the public sector. International Journal of Public Sector Management, 15(3), 170-
187.



Citizen Lawsuit 
 
 
 

Key words :  litigation, administration, law 
 

  36   

Citizen Lawsuit 
!
!
!

Key words :  litigation, administration, law 
!

!
!

Overview 
No participation tool has a more definitive outcome then that of a citizen bringing a lawsuit against an 
organization or governmental entity. The result is actual law that can only be overturned by a higher 
court ruling or by congressional legislation. 
 
A major roadblock to a citizen bringing a lawsuit in an environmental setting is standing. Standing is 
the legal right to initiate a lawsuit. To do so, a person must be sufficiently affected by the matter at 
hand, and there must be a case or controversy that can be resolved by legal action. Often in 
environmental cases the citizen (plaintiff) could not meet the requirements necessary to maintain 
standing until Lujan v. National Wildlife Federation, the Senate Committee used forceful language "[s]ince 
Federal agencies have been notoriously laggard in abating pollution ... " The Committee concluded by 
saying "[t]he Courts should recognize that in bringing legitimate actions under this section citizens 
would be performing a public service…” 
 

Illustrative Example 
Lujan v. National Wildlife Federation I & II 

Issue:  
• In the case,62 plaintiffs claimed that the determination of the Department of the Interior to 

make over 160 million acres of federal land available for commercial use violated the Federal 
Land Policy Management Act (FLPMA) and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).  

 
Result (of Lujan I):  

• The Court stated that the plaintiffs' affidavits claiming to use land "in the vicinity" of the 
affected land failed to show injury in fact, since they did not show that they used the affected 
land itself.  

 
Summary (of Lujan II):  

• In their second attempt,66 plaintiffs alleged that the failure of the Secretary of the Interior to 
require heads of agencies to consult with the Secretary of the Interior under the Endangered 
Species Act (ESA) for projects performed in foreign nations violated the ESA. 

• The plaintiffs, an environmental public interest group, alleged standing through two members 
who visited foreign countries where the United States funded various industrial projects. They 
stated in their complaints that they had visited the habitats. Of several endangered species and 
that they planned to return at some unspecified point in the future. 

Result (of Lujan II):  
• The Court denied plaintiffs standing because they could not state that they had "definite" plans 

to return to the areas in question on particular dates and thus experience aesthetic or 
professional harm. This made the harm too "speculative" for the Court to consider it an injury 
in fact. 

Implications of the Lujan decisions:  
• The opinion then makes a distinction between cases where the plaintiff is the "object" of the 

regulation and cases where the plaintiff merely suffers due to the government regulation (or 
lack of regulation) of a third party. In the latter case, "much more is needed “to show standing. 
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 lack of regulation) of a third party. In the latter case, "much more is needed “to show standing. 
Under this new rule, the burden of showing both redressibility and causality increases in such 
cases.  
• The decision “essentially requires environmental plaintiffs to prove an issue of fact in the 

pleadings to survive summary judgment.” 
 

 
Strengths and Limitations 

Strengths: 
• Outcome  = law 
• Emphasis placed on the issue (notoriety)  
• Gives citizens power to address the 

issue(s) 

Limitations: 
• Procedurally tedious – lawsuit may take 

years/decades for a final resolution 
• Possible issues with ability to bring suit 
• Costly 

 

 
 

 
 

Process and Method 
 

 
1. Cause of Action 

a. Articulate the issue to be redressed by the court 

2. Jurisdiction 

a. Identify the proper legal authority to hear the cause of action 

b. Establish standing by the party to bring the cause of action 

3. Pleadings 

a. A listing of the elements of the plaintiff’s case and the defendant’s response. 

4. Discovery 

a. Issuance of interrogatories, requests, etc. to find evidence from the other party and 
other entities that may be involved in the action  

 

Cause	  of	  Action	   Jurisdiction	   Pleading	   Discovery	   Motion	   Trial	   Verdict	   Judgment	   Appeal	  

Standing	  is	  the	  biggest	  hindrance	  to	  many	  environmental	  lawsuits 
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5. Motions 

a. Based on information received from discovery, apply various rules of law to enhance 
a party’s position in the action 

i. Examples include: 

1. Summary Judgment 

2. Motion to Suppress 

3.  Motion to Dismiss 

6. Trial 

a. Presentation of the facts and theories of each party to the finder of fact (judge, jury, 
panel) 

7. Verdict 

a. The decision from the finder of fact based upon the information presented at trial 

8. Judgment 

a. Once the verdict is determined by the finder of fact, the law is applied to determine 
what outcome results from that decision 

9. Appeal 

a. A party’s ability to seek a reprieve from the judgment as a matter of law, by a higher 
legal authority.  
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Additional Resources 
 
Case Study: Lujan v. National Wildlife Federation, 112 S. Ct. 2130 (1992) 
- http://www.martenlaw.com/newsletter/20140210-greenhouse-gas-citizen-suits 
- http://www.gideonlaw.net/news/CitizenSuitsInChina.pdf 
- http://www.huffingtonpost.com/sidney-shapiro/chemical-industry-takes-a_b_4745379.html 
 
Academic Source:  Feld, Harold. Saving the Citizen Suit: The Effect of Lujan v. Defenders of Wildlife and the 
Role of Citizen Suits in Environmental Enforcement. 19 Colum. J. Envtl. L. 141 1994.  
 
Practitioner Source:  Plater, Zygmunt J.B. Law and the Fourth Estate: Endangered Nature, the Press, and 
the Dicey Game of Democratic Governance. 32 Envtl. L. 1 2002.  

 

In practice: The process allows stakeholders/citizens to bring 
concerns in environmental issues through the legal system.   
 
In theory: Allows citizens to bring a lawsuit against the 
government or its agents in both Federal and State civil courts. .  
 

Governance and 
Administrative 

Framework 

In practice: The process allows stakeholders/citizens to bring 
concerns in environmental issues through the legal system. 
 
In theory: The citizen lawsuit gives the citizens the power to 
address issues with the government and its agents by notifying 
the agency of suit and their concerns in the cause of action.  
 

In practice: The process allows stakeholders/citizens to bring 
concerns in environmental issues through the legal system. 
 
In theory: A lawsuit brought by citizens allows individuals with 
local knowledge, NGO’s and other non-profits with expertise in 
the particular issue a chance to formally bring their concerns to 
the government and its agents. .  
 

Advocacy & 
Empowerment 

Engages 
Expertise 



Participatory Rural Appraisal 
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Overview 

Participatory Rural Appraisal (PRA) is an approach used by NGOs and other agencies involved in 
community development. PRA aims to incorporate the knowledge and opinions of rural people in 
the planning and management of development projects and programs. PRA is a way to assess the 
needs and resources of a community before planning projects start. PRA uses qualitative methods, 
such as interviews, and focus group discussions, and quantitative methods, such as asset mapping. 
 

Illustrative Example 

Issue:  
• Disparities in the distribution of healthcare services in developing countries, such as 

Kenya, have led researchers to study what rural peoples perceive about the importance 
of preventive healthcare and their health needs in general.  

• Friendlier, participatory relationships and a better understanding of communities’ health 
problems and socio-cultural practices are needed among nursing personnel. According to 
the article, these will lead to more efficient and effective nursing services. 

• The study population for this case is a nomadic, Somali community of north-eastern 
Kenya.  

 
Characteristics: 

• The researches applied PRA techniques to health needs and planned nursing services 
with and for the community. 

• The researchers were required to acknowledge and appreciate the fact that the Somali 
participants have the necessary knowledge and skills to be partners in the research 
process. 
 

Process: 
• A qualitative, descriptive research design focusing on PRA technique was used. 
• Researchers wanted to collect data on overall timelines for Somali activities on a daily 

basis and throughout the year. 
• Research techniques and methods used included: mapping, Venn diagrams, seasonal 

calendars, and daily work schedules. 
 

Result: 
Results of the study have been used by the Garissa District Health Management Team where they 
have incorporated the recommendations and the health services to the community have greatly 
improved. The data provided a community perception that will fit appropriate healthcare services 
with the Somali nomadic lifestyle.  
 
 
 



Key words:           Participatory Rural Appraisal 
Community perception,         
group discussion, incorporate local knowledge 
   

  41 

 
 
  

 
 

 
 
 

Fosters 
dialogue & 
deliberation 

In practice: Somali participants held dialogue groups describing 
patterns of common diseases. This brought participants to 
conclude that this information could be used to counteract 
outbreaks if used preventatively.	  
 
In theory: PRA enables local participation in the deliberative 
planning and dialogue process that demonstrates the importance 
of a deeper understanding of cultural meaning and political 
identity through discussion, dialogue groups, and interviews. 
 

Advocacy & 
Empowerment 

In practice: Despite the low literacy among the Somali tribe full 
participation was achieved and data was generated using 
methods including drawing and sketching. For the first time, 
these nomads were able to communicate their own health needs 
to professionals. 
 
In theory: PRA focuses on approaches and methods that enable 
local people to share, enhance, and analyze their knowledge of 
life and conditions; to plan and to act. New local confidence is 
generated, or reinforced, regarding the validity of their (rural 
peoples/participants) knowledge. 

Critical 
Thinking & 
Reflexivity 

In practice: One of the key techniques (methods) used of PRA 
was having the participants map their seasonal movements. The 
participants thought and proposed that this information could 
be used for planning mobile outreach health services for the 
community.  
	  
In Theory: Argues that rural poor and exploited peoples “can 
and should be enabled to analyze their own reality” (Robert 
Chambers). 
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Strengths and Limitations 

 
Strengths: 

• Involves a wide span of tools and 
methods that can be used to incorporate 
community knowledge, preferences, and 
values into decision making 

• Can be used in almost all disciplines 
• Encourages group participation and 

discussion 
• Allows information (data) to be processed 

and collected by the group members’ 
(participants) themselves 

• Transparent process (which allows for  
cross-checking and verification 

• Reflects the community’s perceptions 
and opinions rather than outsiders 

Limitations: 

• Requires a lot of time 
• Requires hard to find resources, such as 

highly skilled facilitator (bi-lingual a major 
plus) 

• Usually differing world-views and culture 
then where PRA originated (western society) 

	  
 

Process and Method 
There are hundreds of PRA tools and techniques. To simplify, they can be categorized into four 
sections. 
 

1) Group dynamics (e.g., feedback sessions, role reversals) 
2) Sampling (e.g., transect walks, social/community mapping) 
3) Interviewing (e.g., focus group discussions, triangulation) 
4) Visualization (e.g., venn diagrams, timelines) 
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Overview 
Samoan circle is a leaderless meeting technique that bridges negotiation in controversial issues. The 
objective in using this tool is to stimulate active participation of all parties that are interested or 
affected by an issue. 
 

Illustrative Example 
Issue:  

• A serious discussion about road widening in U.S. 119 Pine Mountain Road, Letcher 
County, Kentucky. 

• After the unfortunate death of a bus driver on U.S. 119, the serious argument became 
heated. 

 
Characteristics: 

• A serious discussion between residents who were in favor of widening the road and 
residents who were concerned about the environmental impact of road widening.  

• Even though the KYTC (Kentucky Transportation Cabinet) performed many studies 
since the 1960’s, none of these studies provided a solution to the problem.  

 
Process: 

• KYTC initiated a series of six monthly meetings and two days of workshops, invited a 
wide range of residents, environmental groups, and other stakeholders. Together they 
determined both process and technical requirements. 

• After the first two meetings KYTC introduced the Samoan Circle public participation 
technique. This way they could redirect the conversation towards the future. 

• Together they agreed on a way to improve safety and cause little or no impact on the 
environment. This was put on paper and send to KYTC.  

 
Result: 
These participants put forth a couple of immediate improvements amounting to approximately $51 
million in federal appropriations and state funds. A tunnel through the mountain, listed in the 
Appalachian Development Highway System (ADHS) Corridor F, is the long-term solution for the 
current problems.  
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Fosters 
dialogue & 
deliberation 

In practice: Because of being able to hear the reasoning behind 
everyone's viewpoints, constructive interactions between KYTC and 
among others was achieved. Before that, all participants were very 
suspicious of each other. 
 
In theory: Samoan Circle encourages participants to respectively 
listen and build dialogue that engages each other. 
 

Advocacy & 
Empowerment 

Engaging 
Expertise 

In practice: The process promoted local ownership, leadership, and 
cooperation that manifested in the solutions produced (solutions were 
successful in diminishing the conflict that were present before the 
Samoan circle was introduced).  

In theory: Samoan Circle encourages participants to identify or 
analyze their power and opportunities related to the situation they are 
facing. This tool also encourages participants to use their power for 
productive dialogue and deliberation. 

In practice: A series of six monthly meetings, as part of the Pine 
Mountain Public Task Force in which Governments, residents, 
environmental groups and other stakeholders participated, aided the 
community to find new angles in order to approach the problems. 

In theory: Samoan circle is helpful to identify uncertainties in difficult 
situations and challenges participants to jointly identify solutions.  

 

Critical 
Thinking & 
Reflexivity 

In practice: Participants that were previously suspicious of others’ 
motives were able to finally hear the reasoning behind opposing 
viewpoints. This breakthrough led to more constructive interactions 
with both KYTC and one other, and led the stakeholders to jointly 
identify the key problems and come up with solutions agreeable to all 
stakeholders. 

In Theory: Samoan Circle encourages the participants to criticize the 
current situation and identify a potential solution(s), while also 
allowing participants to jointly envision their future. 
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Strengths and Limitations 

 
Strengths: 

• Works best with controversial issues. 
• Allows a large number of people to be 

involved in discussing a controversial 
issue. 

• Can avoid severe polarization. 

Limitations: 

• Dialogues can stall or become monopolized. 
• Observers may become frustrated with their 

passive role. 

 

Process and Method 

 
 The Samoan circle has people seated in a circle within a circle, however only those in the inner 
circle are allowed to speak. The inner circle should represent all the different viewpoints present, and 
all others must remain silent. The process offers others a chance to speak only if they join the ‘inner 
circle’ (Aggens, 1983 and Australian DSE webpage, 2013).  
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Samoan circle setting  
(Source: http://clobrda.files.wordpress.com/2011/09/dsc_3661-small.jpg) 
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Resources required:  

1. A room that allows a central table with concentric circles 
2. Roving microphones 
3. Staff 
4. Facilitators 
5. Recorders 

 
Steps:  
1. Set up the room with a center table surrounded by concentric circles of chairs. 
2. Arrange roving microphones. 
3.  Select one or two representatives for each of the views present to constitute the core of the 

Samoan circle. 
4. Seat these people in a semi-circle surrounded by two to four open chairs. 
5. Clarify that once the discussion begins, the facilitator may withdraw and watch as a silent observer 

or facilitate the discussion. 
6.  Before the discussion begins, arrange for the facilitator to announce the rules and ask for 

agreement from all: 
• People in the larger group can listen, but there is no talking, booing, hissing or clapping 
• Anyone from the larger group who wishes to join the conversation may do so by coming 

forward at any time and taking one of the ‘open chairs’ on either end of the semi-circle. 
7.  Indicate that the discussion may begin with a brief statement from each representative and then 

proceeds as a conversation. Representatives discuss issues with each other as the larger group 
listens. 

8.  Record viewpoints expressed, commonalities identified, and agreements or outcomes reached. 
 
 
Method overview 
 
Organizer 2-12 people 

Audience 10-more than 30 
Time Required 6 weeks-6 months 
Support Required High 
Cost Low-Medium 
Participation level Low 
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Planning and Realty. http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/livability/case_studies/letcher/index.cfm  
 

 



  Open Space 
 
 
 

Key words: Used for a wide variety of circumstance, facilitate large number of people. 

  49   

 
 

Overview 
Open Space is a large group facilitation technique for up to 1000 participants which has been used in 
a wide variety of circumstances including peace-making between factional groups, strategic 
redirection of companies in crisis, innovation and visioning sessions, knowledge sharing and 
community development. 
 
 

Illustrative Example 
Issue:  

• Current approaches from National Rural Health Mission (NRHM) on addressing the critical 
problem of malnutrition in India are inadequate and therefore are in need of refinement.   

 
Characteristics: 

• The stakeholders such as M.S. Swaminathan Research Foundation (MSSRF), Indian Council 
of Medical Research (ICMR) and United States Agency sponsored the National Nutrition 
Conclave for International Development (USAID), along with support from the Ministry of 
Health and Family Welfare (MHFW) and the Ministry of Women and Child Development 
(MWCD) were trying to facilitate new and creative thinking, produce a short list of priority 
actions for improving nutrition security in India, re-energize the expanded nutrition 
community, increase collaboration and commitment to take the selected actions forward. 
 

Process: 
• The stakeholders conducted a three day National Nutrition Conclave (NNC) at the M.S. 

Swaminathan Research Foundation (MSSRF), Chennai, India. 
• The conclave based on a participatory meeting with open space technique. 

  
Result: 

• The open space technique resulting in the Chennai Declaration calling for a “Nutrition 
Revolution” in India. 
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Advocacy & 
Empowerment 

Engages 
Expertise 

Fosters Dialogue 
& Deliberation 

In practice: The process allows all participants with different 
views to listen to each other and give a space to anyone who 
wants to share their opinion or introducing a topic that he/she 
thinks important.   
 
In theory: Open space gives opportunity to each participant 
who wants to discuss a topic that important for them, let other 
participants to listen and have discussion on the topics that other 
participants present.  
 

In practice: The process led to a new and creative thinking; 
produce a short list of priority actions for improving nutrition 
security in India. The process also re-energized the expanded 
nutrition community and increased collaboration and 
commitment to take the selected actions forward 

In theory: Open space encourages participants to speak up their 
opinions and lead a discussion about a topic that they think 
important to discuss. The process makes participants realize 
their value or knowledge is important to share.  

In practice: Over 100 professionals attended the conclave from 
Government service, non-governmental organizations, 
academia, the corporate sector, and multilateral/bilateral 
assistance agencies and designed and facilitated by Emily Page 
of E. A. Page Consultancy and Steven Alston of Split Screen 
Consulting.  

In theory: Open space is helpful to identify the current problem 
and the most important issue that need to be solved, allow 
experts facilitate the discussions. 
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Strengths and Limitations 
 

Strengths: 

• It can tackle a broad range of issues. 
• It allows the emerging of a bottom-up 

agenda.  
• It allows new alliances to form across 

social barriers.  
• All participants have an equal opportunity 

to have their say. 
• It inspires ownership and action.  

 

Limitations: 

• Focusing on action, rather than issues. 
• The group may not be representative. 
• A large amount of data is collected and 

consideration needs to be given to data 
collection, analysis and reporting. 

• Relatively time consuming. 
• Sometimes it can be difficult to sustain the 

energy from the workshop in order to 
generate longer term outcomes. 

 

Process and Method 
  Open Space Technology is based on the idea that people will take ownership of issues they 
feel strongly about. Participants set the agenda, decide the length of the event (generally between 
one to three days) and the outcomes. 
 
Principles of engagement for Open Space forums based on SVDSE (2005): 
1. Whoever comes are the right people. 
2. Whatever happens is the only thing that could have. 
3. Whenever it starts is the right time. 
4. When it’s over, it’s over. 
 
In addition to these four principles, the law of two feet applies. This simply means that people have 
the right and responsibility to walk away if they are disinterested. 
Participants write on a piece of paper the issues that are important to them and that they are willing 
to work on by convening or contributing to a workshop. All issues are placed on a wall or matrix for 
everyone to see. Other participants then ‘sign up’ for workshops, which they are interested in to 
discuss and agree further action. 
 
Resources required  

1. A large room with sufficient space for numerous breakout meeting in the same room or 
numerous breakout rooms nearby. 

2. Facilitator. 
3. Flip Chart.  
4. White board marker. 
5. Microphone. 
6. Desktop computers.  
7. Printers. 
8. Chairs. 
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Steps (based on Creighton, 2005). 

1. The meeting facilitator opens by setting the theme of the meeting. Typically this is done in a 
way that will be evocative or even provocative as a way of stimulating some passion about 
the subject. 

2. The facilitator asks members of the audience to identify issues or opportunities related to the 
theme about which they care deeply. The idea is that people identify ideas for which they will 
take personal responsibility, not ideas that “someone else ought to do something about it”.  

3. Each person who has an idea writes a short title for the idea on a flip chart an idea sheet, 
using a marker, and signs his or her name. Then each person who has an idea comes to the 
front of the room and says, “My name is…, my name is…” then the individual hangs a flip 
chart sheet on the wall.  

4. Each person who has identified an idea then takes responsibility by specifying a time and 
place for a small group discussion on the topic. Typically there are wall charts available to 
simplify assignments to meeting rooms.  

5. Participants go to sessions on whichever topics are of interest. They are encouraged to move 
around from group to group as they wish. 

6. Each group prepares a summary of its discussion, and a bank of desktop computers and 
printers is available for people to prepare the summary from their group meetings. The 
summaries are submitted electronically to a central database, and any participant can read the 
summary.  

7. The entire audience reassembles periodically (such as one each morning and at the end of 
the day) for announcement and news.  

8. There is some sort of grand finale or closing session.  
  
 

Method overview 

Organizer 2 or more people 
Audience more than 50 
Time Required 1-3 days 
Support Required Low-medium 
Cost Low-medium 
Participation level Medium-high 
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Overview 
Appreciative Inquiry Summits (AIS) are multiday events, which typically run for 2-5 days that are 
designed to incorporate large groups of people to agree on changes needed in an organization or 
community. This TMA was designed to bring about whole system changes to communities or 
organizations, and at the core of this approach is a focus on the positive or existing strengths, 
capabilities, and feelings of the participants (Creighton, 2005).  

 
 

Illustrative Example 
Issue:  

• Members of the US Navy have struggled to understand their sense of place and identity 
within the organization, and power struggles/dynamics between ranks has led to conflict 
and feelings of resentment. 

Characteristics: 
• Conflict between ranks within the US Navy  
• Lack of communication and dialogue has left those who are considered to be new in the 

community with little drive to participate since they lack a sense of place and identity 
within the Navy 

Process: 
• Discover phase: conduct appreciative interviews, stakeholder discussions about moments 

of pride or accomplishment, creation of pennants to identify and represent the 
community’s positive core 

• Dream phase: use of a creative map to discuss 65 different ideas 
• Design phase: establishment and self-selection within thirteen different groups, each 

with different goals, for continued work after the AIS 
Actors: 

• US Navy members of all rank 
 

Result: 
  
Members within the US Navy gained a sense of place within the smaller groups established during 
the AIS, and were able to identify their main interests and goals to others within similar future plans.  
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In practice: The case study illustrates a whole system change process 
that specifically engages multiple stakeholder groups in creating 
policies and programs that directly affect an organization's strategy 
and cooperative capacity. 

In theory: AISs engage dialogue between participants and is present 
throughout the entire event. Participants work on designing an 
organization once the ‘positive change core’ is discovered, and ideas 
are discussed between individuals and small groups throughout the 2-
5 day event. These ideas are later implemented into strategies, 
processes, and systems for the organization. 
 

 In practice: The case study illustrates the power of learning through 
inquiry and discussion during the duration of the AIS process. 

In theory: AISs engage education through the act of brainstorming 
and analyzing present and future circumstances that the organization 
may face. Each stakeholder contributes their thoughts on the issues 
at hand, and these issues are then discussed further in smaller groups. 
 

 In practice: The case study illustrates the breakdown of current 
structure to allow for officers to determine new, innovative ways of 
handling affairs that are different that the status quo. Through the 
development of sub-organizations and reassignment of power roles, 
officers were able to challenge the traditional structure of the US 
Navy. 

In theory: AISs engage legal and administrative frameworks through 
the restructuring of an organizations’ boundaries, and AISs 
completely re-map how organizations conduct business and plan for 
the future. Generally, AISs lead to a whole system change within an 
organization. 
 

 In practice: The case study illustrates that when employees have 
voice in designing and monitoring their tasks, they feel more 
ownership of their work and commitment toward outcomes. 

In theory: AISs engage power because the participants within the AIS 
are restructuring an entire organization, or similar structure, through 
their own ideas and planning processes. 

     
 

Facilitates 
Education 

Engages legal 
& 

administrative 
frameworks 

Fosters 
dialogue & 
deliberation 

Engages 
power 



Key words:                   AIS 
multiday event, positive change core,  
envisioning, designing                        
 

  56 

Strengths and Limitations 
 

Strengths: 

• Focuses on positive aspects, rather than 
negative aspects of existing organization 
and those participating within the AIS 

• Typically involves 100-25,000 people, 
which means that a lot of stakeholders are 
present or available to discuss the situation 

• Public participation involvement is limited 
to several, very important days, and is not 
drawn out over too long of a time frame 

• Envisioning aspect of AISs allow for many 
different scenarios to be considered and 
discussed 

Limitations: 

• Requires funding and strong planning skills 
• Might be difficult to keep participants solely 

focused on positive aspects of existing or 
future organizations 

• If the AIS incorporates as many as 25,000 
individuals, it may be difficult to find an 
arena that will fit everyone, or it will be 
difficult to find appropriate technology that 
will allow for all stakeholders to 
communicate 

• If the AIS incorporates a large amount of 
people, it will be difficult to incorporate or 
even acknowledge each stakeholders’ views 

 
 

Process Design and Methods 
Based on a 4-day AIS 

  
Day 1: Identify the “positive change core”, which are the positive characteristics of the organization  

or community. Activities to do this could include: one-on-one appreciative inquiry interviews 
between participants, the creation of visual maps or illustrations, small group discussions, 
etc. The main point of these activities is to illustrate the strengths, competencies, hopes and 
aspirations, and feelings of the organization or community.  
 

Day 2: The second day is spent envisioning the organization’s or community’s’ highest potential for  
positive influence/impact on the world. This day may include activities such as: 
brainstorming potential future scenarios, small group discussions determining the scope of 
potential future activities for the organization or community, presentations or skits that 
illustrate potential future scenarios, etc. 
 

Day 3: Participants design an organization or community highlighting the positive change core  
identified on day 1.  
 

Day 4: Small groups brainstorm possible actions and then share ideas with a large group. Individuals  
will also declare their support and intention for action. Small groups are organized based on 
the implementation of specific programs.   
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Facilitation Neutral experts recommended 
Conflict tolerance Low to medium 
Participants High volume of participants; any involved in 

the US Navy 
Role of stakeholders High level of participation throughout AIS, 

and continues after the AIS concludes so that 
goals agreed upon can be developed and 
implemented 

Decision type Based upon group decisions and/or goals 
Time Required Days for the event, possibly years for 

implementation 
Support Required High; technical roles, facilitation roles, high 

volume of participants requires support 
Cost Low or high; dependent on goals and projects 

determined 
 
 

References and Additional Resources 
 

Case study: 
  

• Powley, E.H., Fry, R.E., Barrett, F.J., Bright, D.S. (2004). Dialogic democracy meets 
command and control: Transformation through the Appreciative Inquiry Summit. Academy of 
Management, 18, 67-80. doi:10.5465/AME.2004.14776170 

 
Practitioner applications:  
 

• Creighton, J. (2005). The public participation handbook: Making better decisions through citizen 
involvement. San Francisco, CA: John Wiley & Sons. 

• Ludema, J.D., Whitney, D., Mohr, B.J., Griffin, T.J. (2003). The Appreciative Inquiry Summit: A 
practitioner’s guide for leading large-group change. San Francisco, CA: Berrett-Koehler Publishers, 
Inc. 
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Overview 
Charrettes are multi-day planning events where the public interacts and works with professionals to 
address a single issue or come up with a design in a limited time frame. While there are several types 
of charrettes, each kind or variety is highly dependent on well-planned public relations effort and the 
variety of skills that the design team brings to the table, especially when it relates to incorporating 
the publics’ input into an implementable project (Creighton, 2005). 
 
 

Illustrative Example 
Issue:  

• In rural Mexico, most local authorities lack relevant resource data to develop community 
plans, even though this is where the majority of planning and development decisions are 
made  

Characteristics: 
• Conflict between planners, government officials, and citizens  
• Different values for land use among different stakeholders 
• Decisions aren’t made through educated and informed actions 

Process: 
• Create a process that involves community engagement, supplemented with landscape 

analyses, classification, and mapping 
• Conduct a site analysis across the case municipality (Tapalpa) to identify major landscape 

units and environmental and socioeconomic issues  
• Conduct interviews with community members 
• Conduct participatory charrette so local and institutional stakeholders can discuss issues 

uncovered by during the landscape analysis and interviews 
• Create a set of sustainable development recommendations and visualizations 

demonstrating potential outcomes  
Actors: 

• Local communities, landscape planners, ecologists, GIS professionals, local law 
enforcement/authorities, public participation specialists 

Result: 
The community members of Tapalpa were pleased with the environmental and 

socioeconomic issues that the charrette uncovered. The use of community engagement in the 
planning process proved to be an effective means of informing and impacting local policy.  
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In practice: A design brief was created for discussion/dialogic purposes. 
Landscape units (identified/created by researchers) were introduced and 
explained, along with development recommendations linked to each. These 
recommendations were a combination of ideas spawned from the semi-
structured interview process, the expertise of the project researchers and 
research partners, and best management practices that had potential to be 
legislated and implemented. 

 
In theory: Charrettes allow for small and large groups of interested citizens 
to work together to formulate potential plans, discuss these plans with 
professionals, and continue to work on and edit potential plans during the 
multi-day event. At the end of the multi-day event, the results are discussed 
with the design professionals, and there is a dialogue between the 
stakeholders and those with technical knowledge about feasibility and 
implementation. 
 

 In practice: Semi-structured interview script was designed for three 
different groups of stakeholders (local communities, developers, and 
tourists), and was designed in such a way that it elicited participants’ 
knowledge, views, understandings, interpretations, experiences, and 
interactions that were meaningful to their social reality. 

 
In theory: The stakeholders learn from the design professionals (and vice 
versa) about the technical aspects of a design project, the feasibility or 
effectiveness of a proposed idea, and the values that other interested 
individuals bring to the table. As a multi day event, this allows for 
stakeholders to have time to learn more about other stakeholders’ 
viewpoints, and potentially adjust their own views based on different 
expertise, opinions, or values that they had not originally considered. 
 

 In practice: Researchers spatialized landscape features, patches of urban 
and rural development patterns, and other landscape health problems such 
as erosion, disrupted water flows, and deforested ecosystems through the 
use of GIS and by mapping landscape units. 

 
In theory: Charrettes can employ the use of design professionals/design 
teams to assist the interested stakeholders in coming up with feasible and 
implementable plans for a project they are passionate about. These design 
professionals can help limit or broaden the scope of what the citizens or 
stakeholders are envisioning and bring focus to the most reasonable 
plans/ideas. 
 

Facilitates 
Education 

Engages 
expertise 

Fosters 
dialogue & 
deliberation 



Key words:  
Multiday, workshops, design, design teams, dialogue,                Charrettes 
diverse stakeholders 
 
   
 

  60 

 In practice: Participatory methods were designed to empower local 
people in the development process through the incorporation of local 
knowledge and perspectives, priorities, and skills. They are widely being 
used to bridge science and policy, and to strengthen the resource 
management capabilities of rural communities. 

In theory: At the end of the multi-day event, citizens can choose (during a 
public meeting) whether or not the designed proposal gets approved or 
disapproved, or gets turned away for further editing. Charrettes allow for 
those who may not have had access to the decision making process to have 
a voice (empowerment).  

     
 

Strengths and Limitations 
 

Strengths: 

• Very effective at informing stakeholders and 
decision makers 

• Since charrettes (and the planning that occurs 
with them) take between several days and 
several years, there is room for discussion and 
dialogue about pressing issues in the design 
and implementation plan 

• Charrettes empower citizens in the 
participation process  

• Allows for stakeholders to have access to the 
decision making process 

Limitations: 

• Very time consuming and costly – 
volunteers are almost a necessary 
component 

• Gap between local and expertise knowledge 
which may not be able to be bridged 

• May discover some very useful ideas that are 
implementable, but may also uncover ideas 
that are not reasonable or implementable 

• Citizens and decision makers have equal 
opportunity to delay the decision making 
process  

 
 

Process Design and Methods 
  
1. Assemble the appropriate design team for the project at hand.  

a. This may include several varieties of professionals, such as: landscape architects, GIS 
professionals, biologists, etc. 

2. Invite stakeholders to participate within two public meetings, scheduled on separate days. 
a.  Allow and encourage the stakeholders to visit the charrette studio, where the design 

team is actively working, because this design space is supposed to function as a space for 
dialogue between experts and stakeholders.  

b. Encourage the experts to make very visual displays of the designs they are working on, 
so the public can get a good picture of what is being worked on.  

• The first public meeting should be a kick-off meeting followed by a hands-on 
workshop. 

Engages 
power 
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• The second public meeting should be when the design professionals develop 
alternative designs and plans based upon stakeholder feedback from the first 
meeting.  

3. The design team continues to work on and refine potential plans until they have developed a 
proposal ready to present to the community. 

4. The design team continues to refine the proposal, and can conduct interviews with stakeholders 
to aid them in this process.  

5. A final meeting is held where the professionals present the proposal to the public, and the public 
decides whether or not the proposal needs further editing and refinement. 

 

 

Facilitation Neutral experts recommended 

Conflict tolerance Low to medium 
Participants Experts, interested/relevant stakeholders 
Role of stakeholders High participation throughout charrette, but 

not throughout entire process 
Decision type Based upon a combination of 

citizen/interested stakeholders and experts 
ideas 

Time Required Months to years 
Support Required High; technical, many different platforms of 

engagement. PR is also a must. 
Cost High; involvement and time of many 

stakeholders 
 
 

References and Additional Resources 
 

Case study: 
  

5. Valencia-Sandoval, C., Flanders, D.N., Kozak, R.A. (2010). Participatory landscape 
 planning and sustainable community development: Methodological observations 
 from a case study in rural Mexico. Landscape and Urban Planning, 94, 63-70. 
 Doi:10.1016/j.landurbplan.2009.07.018 

 
Practitioner applications:  
 

6. Creighton, J. (2005). The public participation handbook: Making better decisions through citizen 
involvement. San Francisco, CA: John Wiley & Sons. 

 

7. Walters, D. (2007). Designing community: Charrettes, master plans and form-based codes. 
Burlington, MA: Elsevier Ltd.



Social Media 
 
 
 
 

Key words: technology, asynchronous, user-generated 
 

  62   

 
Overview 

Social media is the collaborative creation and exchange of media content by virtual 
communities. As technology and the Internet have become integral pieces of our society many 
groups have adopted social media tools for use in participatory processes.  Social media has been 
effectively used by grass-roots movements to organize, by advocacy groups to educate, and by 
government agencies to engage their constituencies. The constantly evolving nature of social media 
suggests that new uses of this technology for participation purposes will continue to develop.  
 
 

Illustrative Example 
Issue:  

• Developers planned to convert the Northcross Mall in Austin, TX into a Walmart 
Supercenter. 

• A grass-roots movement of local citizens concerned with the loss of local businesses and 
the negative impacts of increased traffic and decreased walkability. 

 
Characteristics: 

• Conflict between residents who wanted to maintain their community’s character (“Keep 
Austin Weird”) and local officials and developers concerned with economic growth and 
development. 

Process: 
• A citizen group, Responsible Growth for Northcross (RG4N) formed to organize 

community members against the proposed development. 
• RG4N utilized social media such as Facebook groups and blogs to educate community 

members and publicize protests, community meetings, and public hearings. 
Result: 
Community members were able to negotiate a compromise with the developers to build a much 
smaller store that would have less detrimental impact on their community. 
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Advocacy & 
Empowerment 

Engaging 
Expertise 

In practice: Social media gave organizers the opportunity to 
educate community members on the costs and benefits of 
different development options. 
 
In theory: Social media allows a two-directional flow of 
important information from agencies to the public and vice-versa. 
 

In practice: Social media allowed citizens to create their own 
participation process by conducting polls, town hall meetings, and 
press conferences that put pressure on government planning 
boards and the private developers. 

In theory: Social media can establish an equal playing field for 
participants of diverse backgrounds and can give a voice to under-
represented groups. 

Critical 
Thinking & 
Reflexivity 

Fosters 
dialogue & 
deliberation 

In practice: Social media created a space for community 
stakeholders to discuss different options for their community and 
negotiate a compromise. 

In theory: Social media enables diverse publics to communicate 
their viewpoints on those issues that are significant to their 
interests. 

Educates 

In practice: Participants were able to share their knowledge of 
the local area and how proposed development would impact their 
community based on personal experience. 

In Theory: Social media creates platforms for holders of 
specialty/niche knowledges to share their expertise with a broader 
audience to better inform decision making. 
 

In practice: The participation process caused stakeholders to 
think critically about the needs of their community and what 
aspects of the development process they were willing to 
compromise on and what aspects were non-negotiable. 

In Theory: Social media aids in expanding an individual’s 
understanding of an issue beyond their own local experiences. 
 



Key words:          Social Media 
technology, asynchronous,      
user-generated 
 

 64 

 
Strengths and Limitations 

 
Strengths: 

• Does not require coordination of location 
and time of online activities. 

• Time is less of a constraint, allowing 
participants to create and comment on 
content simultaneously and repeatedly, 
leading to the potential for dynamic, 
adaptive processes. 

• Platforms are typically cheap or free to 
develop and maintain. 

Limitations: 

• Participants must have access to and 
proficiency with computers and the 
Internet. 

• Processes may be derailed by “trolls”, or 
anonymous participants whose goal is to be 
inflammatory and disruptive. This may 
require additional moderation or controls on 
participant access. 

• Lack of physical for a can reduce an 
individual’s actual or perceived investment 
in the process. 

 

Process and Method 
 
The category of social media covers a wide variety of tools, methods, and approaches that are 
suitable for facilitating public participation. As such, there is no one process for engaging 
participation with social media. As a generalization of a possible process, a practitioner could: 
 
5. Preparation 

b. At this stage organizers develop a social media platform that encourages citizens to 
become involved or add their comments on a particular issue. 

6. Content Generation 
a. Participants work together to: 

• determine desired outcomes from the participation process 
• generate content relevant to the issue 
• publicize content to a broader audience to educate or gain support  

7. Action 
a. Actions taken depend on the purpose of the process and the needs of its participants. 

 
Method overview 

Organizer One to Many 

Audience Tens to Thousands 
Time Required 1 Day – Several Years 
Support Required Low 
Cost Low 
Participation level Low to High 
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Overview  

Fishbowl processes bring the general public in to observe experts, public officials, or other 
specialists while they are at work, usually deliberating over a plan or policy choice. They can be field 
trip exercises for deliberative groups that desire greater understanding or legitimation of technical 
issues in the larger deliberative effort, and this can be achieved by visiting with a group of 
appropriate and involved experts to see how they work. By allowing members of the public to view 
and interact with specialists at work, this may help to lend legitimacy, build trust, and increase 
access and standing for both parties by acknowledging public concerns through provisioning of the 
process, while giving specialists a chance to justify their involvement. This tool is best used to aid a 
deliberative process; to allow process participants the opportunity to see, first person, and begin to 
understand the motivations, recommendations, and role of the aforementioned specialists. 

 Additionally, this tool can be used to help experts better understand other experts; fishbowl 
processes can work in any process group configuration, regardless of participants’ backgrounds or 
levels of familiarity with subject matter. No previous education or basis for understanding is 
necessary, though in highly technical situations some level of participant familiarity is to be desired 
in order to avoid exhaustive questioning of specialists or impractically lengthy explanations. 
Fishbowl processes are limited by the structure and protocol of the specialists’ place(s) of work, 
security concerns, privacy and research integrity concerns, and the time and resource constraints of 
the participatory process. Fishbowl processes may not be appropriate in highly contentious 
situations or in abbreviated, minimally funded scenarios. 
 

Illustrative Example 
Issue:   

• Residents of the Seattle-Tacoma region suffer a damaging flood, and controversy 
develops about the after-effects of building a dam to address future floods. 

• Expressed public need for updates and interactivity in the planning process.  
Characteristics:  

• Mediators developed a large “fishbowl” process that focused on transparency in the 
individual working groups. 

Process:  
• Mediators maintained constant updates of project information through brochures and 

telephone accessibility, allowing sub-groups to hold their own meetings but keeping the 
larger public informed through the brochures and hotlines. 

• Final round of meetings were held to discuss the developments from the various sub-
groups, process group audience grew larger due to transparency; more stakeholders 
wanted involvement. 

Result:  
• While the original large dam proposal was rejected, and no clear consensus emerged out 

of the fishbowl processes, a level of mutual understanding had been reached which 
allowed for planners to implement smaller river flow controls, avoiding a large dam and 
thereby helping to preserve the character of the community as expressed in the fishbowl 
meetings. 



Key words: co-learning, discovery,      Fishbowl Process 
education, expert, cooperation,  
participatory, observation 
  

  67  

  

 

In practice: Helps to highlight the importance or existence of critical 
expert roles in a process, community, or project, and allows direct 
interface between the audience and experts. 
 
In theory: By allowing participants to observe the work processes of 
specialists, fishbowl processes help to provide some grounding, 
justification, and understanding for expert testimony and 
involvement 

 

In practice: Allows observers to question the specialists who are 
being observed. Specialists may even be able to use their work 
environment to demonstrate significant aspects of a problem 
definition or solution, to enhance and support understanding and 
mutual learning.  

In theory: Through the two-way interface of the fishbowl process, 
the audience can advocate for their position and explain why they 
might ask experts to defend their own recommendations. Experts 
can do the same thing, allowing a useful deliberative space to form 
while still focusing on the role of experts in the process. 

 

In practice: Allows observers to question the specialists who are 
being observed. Specialists may even be able to use their work 
environment to demonstrate significant aspects of a problem 
definition or solution, to enhance and support understanding of the 
problem and possible solutions. 

In theory: The two-way format of fishbowl processes allow for the 
audience to engage directly with experts, allowing experts to share 
their knowledge and recommendations; ideally accompanied by 
adequate explanations. 
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Strengths and Limitations  

  
Strengths: 

• Excellent tool for mutual learning and 
understanding 

• Good way to educate the whole process 
group about the capabilities and role of 
experts 

• Good way to educate the group about 
the issue 

• Allows both the audience and experts to 
interact in a two-way process that helps 
emphasize mutual understanding 

Limitations: 
 

• Not a good way to introduce a highly 
contentious issue; must prep participants 
to focus on the issues and mutual 
understanding rather than open argument 

• Can require quite extensive preparation; 
either to bring experts to the deliberative 
space or to bring participants to the 
experts 

• Can be difficult to coordinate 

 

Process and Method 
  

1) Assess whether the role of experts will be centrally important enough to justify the time and 
effort of bringing everyone physically to the deliberative space 

2) Assess whether your process participants are interested in learning more about specialist 
testimony, specialist knowledge, and involving technical or other experts if they are not 
already 

3) Ensure that the specialists in question have adequate notice so that any ongoing confidential 
work can be protected and safety procedures can be put into place (in the event of a visit to 
a worksite or lab) 

4) Set up a meeting date and time far in advance, in order to allow the maximum number of 
participants to attend the fishbowl session, in order to maximize results for the effort 
involved 

5) Ideally, engage with specialists at the beginning or even before deliberation and problem 
definition are undertaken in order to integrate a fishbowl dialogue in the most efficient way  

6) If your deliberative process is already underway, fishbowl processes can be used to 
legitimate specialists’ involvement, if there is doubt about specialists within the group; 
provided the level of hostility is very low, fishbowl processes can help to involve specialists 
in an ongoing process 

7) In highly contentious situations, extra precautions may be needed for safety, and extra 
structure may be needed in order to prevent open dialogue from becoming open argument; 
they are primarily a mutual learning tool. Fishbowl processes need to be structured in 
such a way that dialogue focuses on understanding and education, and only supports or 
invokes deliberative processes while avoiding intensive deliberation; fishbowl processes are 
supposed to enhance the quality of other, primary deliberative activities in more appropriate 
deliberative spaces 
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Method overview 
  

Organizer  One to Many  

Audience  Small group of experts, any size audience  

Time Required  Hours, possibly over multiple days  

Support Required  High  

Cost  Varies  

Participation level  High  

  
 

References and Additional Resources  
  

Case Study:  
 

Seattle-Tacoma Flood Response: http://www.cpn.org/topics/environment/fishbowl.html 
  
Academic sources:   
 

Fruchter, R. (2005). Degrees of engagement in interactive workspaces. AI & SOCIETY, 19(1), 8-21. 
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Overview 

 A news conference, also known as a press conferences or press briefing, is an event where 
the media is invited to be informed and in update on an issue or event. They are, in turn, expected to 
relay the information to public. Traditionally, there is time allotted at the end for the media to ask 
questions. The topic of the announcement must be newsworthy in order to convince the media that 
it is worth attending. In some cases, the news conference is televised in real time, other times, the 
conference happens off-air and is later covered by various media outlets. Generally photographers 
and videographers are also invited to attend. The speaker serves as a representative of the 
organization, institution, or agency making the announcement – they are rarely the subject of the 
announcement. 
 

Illustrative Example 
Issue:  

• Risk of pollution to the Delaware River from industrial facilities in the region 
• Announcing legal actions being taken to halt environmental damage the river ecology 

Characteristics:  
• Coalition of separate interest groups sending a unified message to the public 

 
Process: 

• Send media alert2 with details about the upcoming news conference 
• Research issue and prepare statements 
• Deliver speeches  
• Answer media questions and inquiries 
• Follow up with media after event 

Actors: 
• Maya van Rossum, the Delaware Riverkeeper  
• Jeff Tittel, Director, NJ Sierra Club  
• David Pringle, Legislative Director, New Jersey Environmental Federation  
• Mark Martell and Dave Carter, Delaware Audubon Society  
• Dr. Amy Roe, Conservation Chair, Delaware Chapter of the Sierra Club  
• Attorneys Daniel Mulvihill and Nick Patton with the Delaware Riverkeeper Network  
• Members of the news media 
• Activists 

Result: 
 As a result of holding this press conference with representatives from several legitimate 
groups, and at on the New Jersey State House Steps, the group was able to attract reporters and 
photographers in order to make their announcement that a lawsuit was being filed against local 
industrial facilities for rampant fish kills and pollution of the Delaware River. Multiple news outlets 
in turn published stories highlighting the event, as well as scientific information about the harmful 
activities of the fascilities. 
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In practice: The pollution and fish kill issues were brought to the 
attention of the media – and in turn, the public – through the 
information distributed by the stakeholders holding the news 
conference. 
 
In theory: Press conferences are held by one of more people who 
are well-versed on all elements of the particular topic or issue being 
announced or discussed. These people are able to educate the media/ 
audience at length about an issue and generally allow time for 
questions to be answered that were not addressed in the planned 
statement.  

 

In practice: Each speaker represented a differ stakeholder group 
(the Delaware Riverkeeper Network, the NJ Sierra Club, Delaware 
Audubon Society, etc.) and provided factual data to support their 
claims that the quality of the Delaware River and surrounding 
watershed were threatened because of neglected regulation by a 
nuclear plant and refinery.  
 
In theory: If multiple people are facilitating a press conference, it 
generally indicates that each has a particular area of expertise to lend 
to the topic being discussed. If a spokesperson is delivering the entire 
message, they most likely have already been briefed by the experts 
and is prepared to reiterate the expert information and perspectives 
to the media/audience. The media themselves can also be considered 
experts in certain areas. Occasionally, a reporter will inquire about an 
element of the topic or issue that neither the spokesperson or 
affiliated experts are aware of. 
 

 

In practice: The news conference was held in accordance with 
traditional news conference format and all questions by the press 
were addressed following statements. 
 
In theory: While the format of a news conference can somewhat 
vary, the underlying order of operations is very much ingrained in the 
traditions of news media and observed by all participants. The 
speakers are identified by name and title, they are allowed to give 
their speeches uninterrupted and then the media is prompted to ask 
questions about the issue at hand, or other current issues that the 
speaker(s) are knowledgeable about. While there is no guarantee that 
members of the press will attend the news conference, these events 
are representative of a long history of American’s First Amendment 
rights to voice their opinions publically. 
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Strengths and Limitations 
 

Strengths: 

• Organization or individual delivering the 
message does not need to repeat 
themselves to several different reporters 
during different interviews 

• Announcement will have maximum 
impact because many media outlets will 
publish the information about the same 
time. 

• Reporters can share the burden of 
questioning the speaker. If one reporter 
forgets something, another will most likely 
think of it. 

• The public can have confidence in the 
messages delivered at the press conference 
since multiple outlets are covering the 
same event, there is less opportunity for 
taking sounds bites out of context. 

Limitations: 

• Can give false importance to the topic being 
promoted or discussed 

• It is more difficult for reporters to write 
unique stories out when everyone receives 
the same information. 

• Information is majorly being communicated 
in one direction (institution to public). 

• Little opportunity for dialogue or 
deliberation  

• Information dispensed at a news conference 
is filtered by the affiliated organization and 
the one speaking – only information that has 
been deemed appropriate for public 
disclosure is announced. (For instance, 
matters of national security are not discussed 
in White House press briefings) 

 
 

Process Design and Methods 
  

Holding a news conference generally (though not always) requires a considerable amount 
preparation time. Carrying out the event itself, can be quite brief (hence the term “briefing”). The 
design below illustrates a recommended process sequence, but in no way bounds the potential or 
possibilities of activities, timelines, or process methods. While the specifics of the event, topic, or 
issue being discussed with dictate the timeline and number of involved parties, this serves as a 
general guide to planning and conducting a news conference.  

8. Preparation 
c. Preparing for a news conference involves being completely familiar with the 

issue at hand and having a firm understanding of the message you wish to 
communicated 
• Research the topic (any regional implications, people involved, related 

issues) 
• Identify all key and interested stakeholders 
• Develop message in accordance with affiliated 

organization/institution/agency 
• Consider possible questions that reporters will ask 
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9. Setting the stage 
• Write and deliver a news advisory to media outlets 
• Reserve the venue where the conference will be held 
• Write the statement you plan to deliver at the news conference 
• Call reporters ahead of news conference to remind them of details 

10. Follow-up 
a. After the press conference is held you should 

• Send reporters who did not come a copy of press release and statements 
• Monitor media coverage of event 

 

Facilitation Conducted by information giver 

Conflict tolerance High 
Participants Spokesperson, Experts/Participants, Media 
Role of stakeholders Moderate participation from media and 

sponsoring organization/agency 
Decision type Autocratic 
Time Required Minimal, 2 hours – 2 weeks 
Support Required Med; media interest and cooperation 
Cost Low-high; depends on venue  
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Hopkins University Press, Baltimore. 

14. “How to Hold a Press Conference.” (2006). Western Organization of Resource Councils.  
http://www.worc.org/userfiles/Hold-a-Press-Conference.pdf  
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Overview 

Mediated (cooperative) modeling is an especially useful tool for contentious and uncertain 
issues with diverse stakeholders. Mediated modeling is a consensus-building process by which 
experts, the public, and other stakeholders work collaboratively to develop computer models 
representing an ecosystem of concern. Stakeholders work together to envision their desired 
outcomes for a particular policy or management action. 
 
 

Illustrative Example 2 
Issue:  

• Ground water quality management; Netherlands  
• Local concern about nitrate levels in the groundwater of a rural region 

Characteristics: 
• Conflict between perspectives; land use management and groundwater quality 
• National law favored public participation processes 

Process: 
• Locally organized with a bottom-up approach 
• Two days of workshops to jointly determine process and technical requirements 
• Series of meetings held over a 9-month period 
• Experts and stakeholders reviewed potential alternative land use solutions designed to 

improve local water quality 
Actors: 

• Provincial authorities, water boards, water companies, local citizens and other 
stakeholders 

Result: 
Models (maps and hydrological time series) allowed all parties to visualize the potential 

impact of decisions with key assumptions about land use and hydrology. As models were altered to 
represent various scenarios, stakeholders could see how different system complexities affected one 
another. Moreover, models clearly represented the competing interests that existed between 
agricultural and drinking water uses. Through this iterative process, stakeholders were able to share 
their perspectives and eventually perceive their interdependence as water users; and, as such, jointly 
redefined the problem and agreed upon a management solution. 
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In practice: Professional experts from water boards, water 
companies, as well as provincial authorities contributed technical 
knowledge about hydrological processes, groundwater contamination, 
and feasibility of the alternative land use management scenarios 2. 
 
In theory: Experts are integral throughout mediated modeling 
processes. Relevant experts: lead educational workshops for 
stakeholders to attain pertinent technical knowledge, help design 
models according to alternatives generated by stakeholders, and 
interpret and explain model predictions. 
(See: Thompson et al., 2010; US EPA, 2012) 

 

 

In practice: By viewing various models based on alternative land use 
scenarios generated by their group, stakeholders jointly learned how 
their own various inputs and actions, especially agricultural practices, 
impacted groundwater quality 2.  
 
In theory: Knowledge gained during mediated modeling processes 
facilitates informed stakeholder participation by increasing 
understanding of: the functionality of the system, data inputs and 
outputs, key assumptions made, and any known limitations of the 
models. Stakeholders are better prepared to generate feasible 
alternatives and develop revisions based on models’ predictions. (See: 
US EPA, 2012; van den Belt, 2004) 
 
 

 

In practice: By mapping their various perceptions into groundwater 
models, stakeholders were able to better understand their neighbor’s 
perspectives. Developing a shared understanding of the situation 
deescalated the conflict between stakeholders with different land use 
interests 2. 
 
In theory: Dialogue and deliberation are integral to all stages of the 
modeling process2, 4. Stakeholders participate from the beginning 
through the end of the process, contributing to: problem definition 
and scoping; iterative stages of model development; and plan 
implementation and evaluation3. It is by sharing their various 
perspectives and interests that stakeholders generate the alternatives 
to be modeled by the experts.  
(See: van den Belt, 2004; Thompson et al., 2010) 

 

 
 

Facilitates 
Education 

Fosters 
dialogue & 
deliberation 

Engages 
expertise 
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Strengths and Limitations 
 

Strengths: 

• Education and technical assistance 
designed as part of processes 

• Can bring together decision makers and 
those affected by decisions 

• Amenable to diverse perspectives 
• Models predict feasibility and effectiveness 

of alternatives 
• Key assumptions can be changed by 

stakeholders in real-time 
• Decisions are more likely to be 

implemented and complied with 

Limitations: 

• Potential expense of modeling software  
• Processes are likely to be lengthy 
• Some conflicts are too divisive to achieve 

consensus 
• Potential stakeholder mistrust of models’ 

predictions 
• Models’ predictions unlikely to be 100% 

accurate 
• Final decisions could be less stringent than 

regulations 

 
 

Process Design and Methods 
  

Creativity is critical to successful mediated modeling processes 4. The design below illustrates 
a recommended process sequence, but in no way bounds the potential or possibilities of activities, 
timelines, or process methods. Each mediated modeling process should be as unique as the diverse 
stakeholders it brings together, and designed to best address their needs. The three general sequence 
steps that should be followed are: preparation, workshops, and evaluation 1, 4. 

11. Preparation 
d. At this stage, the process planners considering mediated modeling as their public 

participation strategy should 1, 4: 
• assess the history and conflict level of the situation   
• identify all key and interested stakeholders 
• assess technical needs of stakeholders  
• develop a timeline based on stakeholder needs and urgency of the issue 
• determine the decision space and which decisions will involve 

stakeholder participation 
12. Workshops 

a. To inform the design of the workshop series, the process planners should 1, 4: 
• develop a set of goals developed for what the workshops should achieve 
• determine meeting schedule suitable to all parties 
• determine (jointly with stakeholders where appropriate) the modeling 

software/processes to use 
• design educational activities based on technical needs of stakeholders 
• design modeling sessions 
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13. Evaluation 
a. Following the modeling process, planners may wish for feedback from 

stakeholders, including:  
• perceptions of the process 
• satisfaction levels 
• suggestions and recommendations 

 

Facilitation Neutral experts recommended 

Conflict tolerance High 
Participants Experts; interested/relevant stakeholders 
Role of stakeholders High participation throughout 
Decision type Consensus-building 
Time Required Process dependent; typically weeks to months 
Support Required High; technical 
Cost High; depending on software availability 
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Overview 

Multiattribute Utility Analysis (MAUA) is an approach in participatory processes that aids decision 
makers in evaluating alternatives. MAUA is a way to prioritize solutions by focusing on scientific 
criteria and data with support and input from the general public. MAUA can input goals, objectives, 
data, and stakeholder preferences and interests into a systematic method. MAUA considers multiple 
options through various attributes which allows for facilitated, community-based, collaborative 
decision making. 
 

Illustrative Example 

Issue:  
• Community development projects incorporate local and expert knowledge to aid in decision 

making. Local knowledge can be based on familiarity with the history or geography of a 
place, whereas expert knowledge is treated as having a universal sense for ‘what is best’. 

• MAUA brings together both expert and local preferences, in this case for identifying areas 
and objectives for land conservation efforts 

 
Characteristics: 

• Cacapon Land Trust was interested in prioritizing areas of land in their watershed for 
future conservation easements. The area is under intense development pressure by the 
nearby Washington D.C. area. 

Process: 
• Evaluation criteria were derived by the Land Trust (Board and staff), local residents, and 

outside experts (regional resource managers, biologists, and scientists). 
• Surveys were administered in pair-wise comparison format, providing weights and ranks 

of the criteria.  Nominal values to measure the intensity of preference was also used (i.e. 
‘equal’, ‘somewhat prefer’, ‘prefer’, and ‘strongly prefer’. 

• Results were tested for statistical significance and weights were assigned for criteria 
based around these four themes: agriculture, forest, water quality, and rural heritage. 

• Weights were placed spatially into a GIS Model and areas for future conservation 
easements were mapped for visual analysis.  
 

Result: 
 Overall, MAUA proved an efficient and effective method at measuring participant preferences for 
land conservation criteria. Thirty-one participants were able to convey their preferences for thirty-
seven criteria in a relatively short amount of time. Results of the study have been used by the 
Cacapon Land Trust in deciding on where to place future acquisitions for conservation lands 
through the use of easements. 
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Engages 
Expertise 

In practice: Study found that expert and local preferences were 
significantly different. This indicates an information gap between the 
two groups and allows for experts to bring their higher knowledge of 
land conservation into the decision without overruling local 
preferences. MAUA also allowed for the use of technologies such as 
GIS, to be used in the decision making process. This is important in 
such a visual decision over where to place future conservation lands.	  
 
In theory: MAUA integrates expert and local knowledge. Experts 
such as landscape architects, GIS professionals, and biologists will 
input their ranking preferences alongside the general public. 
 
 

Facilitates 
Education 

In practice: Outside experts bring relevant (universal) knowledge to 
decisions but lack in place specific knowledge, which was exemplified 
in their preference rankings. This led to an information gap where 
outside experts informed local stakeholders of the importance of these 
criteria in land prioritization. This worked conversely for the local 
stakeholders rankings. 
 
In theory: MAUA facilitates education in that stakeholders are 
introduced to a more statistical and methodological approach to 
collaborative decision making, that includes learning new technologies 
and survey methods. MAUA also facilitates education based on the 
results of the analysis itself. Score outcomes can lead to alternatives 
participants are surprised at. This can lead to discussions where those 
in favor of the outcome educate others on its benefits and logic. 

Engages 
advocacy  

In practice: Preference weightings were used among the maps 
produced, including one for each of the four stakeholder interest 
groups: outside experts, local stakeholders, board members, and local 
residents. This shows that participants were able to input their interests 
and what they value into the MAUA and visually represent these in the 
outcomes/results produced. 
	  
In Theory: MAUA is an effective and efficient means at measuring a 
diverse range of stakeholder preferences, including their values and 
interests in the process from the beginning to end. 
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Strengths and Limitations 
 

Strengths: 

• Involves a wide span of tools and 
methods that can be used to incorporate 
community knowledge, preferences, and 
values into decision making 

• Can be used in almost all disciplines 
• Encourages group participation and 

discussion 
• Allows information (data) to be processed  
• Can maximize consensus and minimize 

conflict among interest groups 
 

Limitations: 

• Need facilitator who is experienced with 
specific participatory process 

• Into beliefs about what is good, so can be 
contentious and political 

• If the number and type of decision makers 
or those placing weights on alternatives is 
not diverse, than scores will tend to lean 
toward the interests of the majority group 

• Works best when criteria are locally 
relevant and measurable in some kind of 
spatial framework 

 

Process and Method 

 
6. Experts identify a set of values dimensions 
7. Rate how well the alternatives/options perform for each of these dimensions 
8. Participants assign a numerical weight (based on importance) to each value dimension. These 

weightings represent the degree to which alternatives/options may be preferred over another.  
9. Calculate the overall multi-attribute score. 
10. Experts/researchers compare the weightings with the rankings given to the alternatives, and 

together with stakeholder groups evaluate and choose options 
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