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Changes in management
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Arizona Population, 1940 to 2025




-ll--.-.-.......llllll_l’}
- e ey 2




Cougart
Cougar 2
Cougar 3

Cougar 4

Cougar 5
Cougar 7
Cougar 8

Cougar 11




Known sites of cougar predation
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The “Normal” Regime of
Rule-Making &

Implementation
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O month season
No area limits

Until recently, no limit on type of animal
Hunter reports kill within 10 days

1 lion/resident/year, with some exceptions



Monitoring the lion population &
managing the harvest

Number of cougars killed

Number of permits sold




Monitoring the lion population &
managing the harvest

Number of cougars killed

Number of permits sold




A Regime Shift




ADLA and The Fund are upalterablv opposed to the sport hunting of any
wnldllfe speues Whlle the Commlssmn/AGFD admittedly do not share my

As is clear from the foregoing evidence, the AGFD has engaged in Famg
of jstical chic (by artificially increasing the estimate of hig
quality lion habitat and by using inaccurate lion density estimates) to
create "paper liong" that don't actually exist. Indeed, other than the
msheets, my clients are aware of no other data to
substantiate the alleged increase in the GMU-specific lion population
estimates. By purposefully manipulating the data to make it appear that
more lions exist in the state than actually do, the AGFD is able to: 1)
increase lion hunting opportunities and the number of lions killed while
claiming that the lion population continues to expand; 2) increase the
number of lions killed to reduce lion predation on more popular and
financially-valuable game species and livestock; and, 3) placate its
hunting constituents who consistently complain that lions are responsible
for the decline in certain big game species and who refuse to consider
other factors (i.e., drought, disease, over-hunting, harassment) that are
more probable explanations for the documented decline.

In short, the AGFD's statistical - is hkely a purposef
to increase lion hunt ities and and their
alleged impact on big game species and livestock while claiming that the
lion population is healthy and viable. In reality, the AGFD ha 0 earth
jdea how many lions live in Arizona, how many lions are Killed each
in Arizona (by sport hunters or under depredation policie or the

ological impa ion hunting on li lation he ecosys

in which lions live. By creating a_false §g?§g %‘ security by manufacturing
"paper lions," the AGFD is able to downplay the real impact of sport




Mt Elden — Flagstaff
2001-2002




“Opening the door to public
Input only gives voice to the
animal rights nuts who will
never be satisfied with less
than a complete no kill policy.”

“The governor Is
mightily displeased.”



Some symptoms

Existential
anxiety

Public
discontent

Incivility



Some symptoms

Great difficulty
Identifying & securing
the “common interest”



Problem orientation
Decision process
(Psycho-) Social process

Kellert's schematic of worldviews



World Views

(Kellert 1996, Ruther 2005)

Utilitartan/Dominionistic
Ecologistic/Scientistic

Aesthetic/Naturalistic

Humanistic/Moralistic



The Ingroup

The Dominionistic/Utilitarian
Subsystem




Wildlife watchers
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Non-hunter worldviews
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Directly from AZ hunters

(46%)

Federal government]
l + state matching




Commission

Set policy
Hire/fire the Director

Safari Club International

Yuma Rod & Gun Club
Safari Club International

Boone & Crocket records;
North American bighorn
sheep Grand Slam

Veteran of game
management agencies
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Wildlite 2006

The Arizona Game and Fish Department’s
Wildlife Management Program Strategic Plan
for the Years 2001-2006

The Department must manage Arizona's wildlife resources as a public_trust. through activities
that are efficient. effective. well-planned. collaborative, and appropriately funded. with ample

opportunities for public participation in planning, implementation, and evaluation.

In other words, a commitment to partnerships means that we will try our best to find “win-win”
solutions to problems, and we will be respectful, forthright, and honest. It means that if we do
fail to find common ground, it will not be for lack of effort on our part.
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Arizona Game and Fish Department
2221 West Greenway Road
Phoenix. Arizona 85023-4399

January 22. 2001




Wildlife 2006

Mission, Goals, and Objectives

Mission: Protect and manage game wildlife populations and their habitats to maintain the

natural diversity of Arizona, and to provide game wildlife oriented recreation
opportunities for present and future generations.

Maintain, enhance, and restore (when appropriate and economically feasible) populations
of game wildlife to provide for recreation opportunities, including wildlife viewing.

Minimize adverse impacts to wildlife and wildlife resources, and strive to resolve
human/wildlife conflicts.

Increase public awareness of Arizona's game wildlife, its management, and hunting and
viewing opportunities.

Objectives:

Provide hunting recreation for 190,000 or more hunters annually (190,000 combination
licenses and hunting licenses were sold to Arizona resident, junior, and non-resident
hunters in 1998, the most recent year for which records are complete).

Achieve a 60 percent satisfaction rating among Arizona's hunting public (i.e. 60% of
Arizona's hunters indicating they were satisfied with their hunting experience over the
past year).

Provide Arizona's diverse publics with information and education about game animals

and hunting.

Arizona Game and Fish Department
2221 West Greenway Road
Phoenix. Arizona 85023-4399

January 22. 2001




Game Management Subprogram

In America's past, hunting was a widespread recreational pursuit, and sometimes a necessity.
Today, hunting provides a unique link to our past. As our society becomes increasingly urban,
outdoor recreation patterns are changing. During the last quarter of a century, even though the
total number of hunters has increased, the percentage of the population that hunts has decreased.
An understanding of demographics and preferences of Arizona hunters is crucial to establishing
hunt objectives and guidelines. Equally crucial is offering diverse opportunities to all Arizona
residents to experience and appreciate Arizona’s hunting heritage.

/'4,\ (‘fq-)-m N %\.

Encourage participation by youths. females, and other under-represented groups in
hunting. fishing. other wildlife recreation programs. and shooting sports.

[ At &Nt — ]

Mountain Lion

Status and Use
Estimates for the statewide population in 1999 are as follows: 2500 mountain lions; 62.000 mi®
of occupied habitat, including 10.700 mi® classified as high quality habitat; and 6826 permits
sold and 246 animals harvested (Fig. 18).
Note: these estimates do not include tribal
lands or National Parks.

Manage the mountain lion population. its
numbers and distribution. as an important
part of Arizona's fauna. Provide mountain
lion hunting (including hunting with dogs)
and other related recreational opportunities.

Total Harvest

Objectives A

IL Maintain annual harvest at 250 to
300 mountain lions  (including
depredation take).
Provide recreational opportunity for
3000 to 6000 hunters per year.
Maintain existing occupied habitat and maintain the present range of mountain lions in
Arizona.

Year

Figure 18. Mountain lion harvest by year.




Game & Fish
Managers

Game & Fish
Commission

GAME & FISH
BUDGET

| HUNTERS . ..

Legitimacy and wealth are largely
generated within the subsystem through
provision of the “wildlife product.”




MODELS OF
GOVERNANCE &
MANAGEMENT

2 A Government Manager's Guide
to Quality Management

Doing what’s right isn’t the problem. It’s knowing

what’c viaht

Some critics worry about the new roles assigned to the empowered
co-worker in a quality management organization. Worker involvement

and continuous process improvement are the basic sources from which
quality flows. Every co-worker in a quality management organization
has one central and common purpose—that is, to improve the quality of
the organization’s services and products in order to satisfy the customer.

array of practices and techniques designed to implement these organizing
principles. In other words, quality management is both a comprehensive
0s

a radical
d tic focus
ol 1er than
i v nce that
the customer is best equipped to define the quality of your work.

Some critics worry about the new roles assigned to the empowered
co-worker in a quality management organizaton. Worker involvement
and continuous process improvement are the basic sources from which
quality flows. Every co-worker in a quality management organization
has one central and common purpose—that is, to improve the quality of
the organization’s services and products in order to satisfy the customer.

ﬁuxyuull Tl e iy b e e A L

Total Quali
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Scientific Management

MODELS OF
GOVERNANCE &
MANAGEMENT

The over-riding goal of this Strategic Plan is to best meet the needs of the biological resource.
while remaining in balance with many different. often conflicting. public desires and the
Department’s limited resources. Not everyone’s desires or comments will result in changes to
this plan, but everyone’s comments were fully considered before the final plan was adopted.

“Let Arizona Game & Fish manage wildlife, using scientific and

statistical methods, rather than having to be concerned about
the public, political, and media reaction.”

“No commissioner should ever have to bow to the wishes of
emotional masses when science proves them wrong...politics
should never interfere in their decisions.”

“Problems” are of atechnical &
biophysical nature to be defined and
solved by the experts (i.e., AZGF)



Virtually no concept of governance
related to liberal democracy & civility.

Essentially no way to conceptualize
“management” as fundamentally about
Identifying & securing common interests.



A Dynamic
Environment




World Views

(Kellert 1996)
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World Views

(Kellert 1996)

Animal Rights
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Social Capital &
Public Trust

Capacity
for Civility

Organizational Involvement Club attendance

Active organizational involvement, 1973-1994 Club meeting attendance dwindles, 1975-1999

o

organization in the past year

Sy
53
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32
53
i
£t
it
it

Mean number of club meetings per year

Trust Philanthropy

Four decades of dwindling trust Adults and teenagers, 1960-1999 The rise and fall of philanthropic generosity, 1929-1998

Total giving by living individuals
as a fraction of national income

0.005

Percent who say "most people can be trusted”
instead of “you can't be too careful
in dealing with people.”

0

1960 1965 1970 1975 1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 1920 1930 1940 1950 1960 1970 1960 1990 2000

»-- Adults (multi-survey average) & High school students



Social Capital &
Public Trust

Capacity
for Civility

Social Capital
W very high (4)
B = g;](3)
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H High

Low

(5)
very low (6)




Social Capital &
Public Trust

Capacity

for Civility

Attentiveness o»f‘g»oals
to emerging values = ™
TN ; ‘

) 15 ‘ '_ {Index of social capital®
A

(Putnam 2000) -




Social Capital &
Public Trust

Capacity
for Civility

Potential for conflict
over state wildlife
management

{ % ‘Mutualists’

™ j.e., disenfranchised

% who feel interests are
not represented

% who do not trust
name & fish agenc

15t Principal Component




Social Capital &
Public Trust

Capacity
for Civility

Potential for ;c'::onflict
over state wildlife |
management




Animal Rights &
Animal Welfare Activists



.e

0.8 1 Bountied predatorE
0.6 -

.
.
sea®

0.4 -
0.2

0.0

08 1 Unbountied predatof...

0.6 A

0.4 -

Utilitarian attitude (%)

0.2 -

0.0

ey Big game

0.6 4 No protection of kittens

0.4 -
0.2 A

0.0
0.8 -

Big game
0.6 4 Protection of kittens

0.4 -

7))
<]
Q
=
>
o]
B
Q.
o3
7]
Q
.
©
s
7))
[T
(o]
c
O
=
o]
Q.
o]
T
o

bl AL MOV

0.2 -

0.8 1 Big game
Protection of kittens
No hound hunting

0.6 -

0.4 -

28

OO a |1||I|ll||l||1|ll||l||llli|”llll|l||l|||llll||1|l|||||||||1I|1||l||l|||I||||Flli||lllll||ll‘l.l'.ll.l|-H-.‘|l||l||l||l||l
D oS oD oS o ® B 1O 1D O 1D 2D 15 1S 15 S 5 D D AO 4D S b oD B O B
RGO LA SIC C I ORI I I G ORI IR

Year




I~
>»
e
=
82
%8
e

—
T3
N =
Es
T
= o

0
Y <

S
B G
-
= G
RS
%D
alis
oy Ay
S
M
O X

Bununy jo ,uoddns,, Bunesipul sal00g




[Xo] o
I~ w

s)siAjoejuonendod Jo jJuaalad s)siAoejuoneindod jo jJuadiad




“...areligious fervor...”



Animal Rights &
Animal Welfare
Activists
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Constitutive Process

Deligitimize opponents

Cougars as special

Promotfion Change people
Anti-lethal

Pro-lethal

Nat hist/research

Incidents
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|

Appraisal
Implementation
Prescription

0.00 0.05 0.10 015 0.20 0.25
Proportion of newspaper articles

Foci of articles in the Flagstaff, AZ, Daily Sun
during “normal” periods, 1999-2005



Animal Rights &
Animal Welfare
Activists

Animal rights
advocates
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Perturbations

(continued)




Mt Elden — Flagstaff
2001-2002

Sabino Canyon
2004




Mt Elden Sablno Canyon
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Constitutive Process
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Deligitimize opponents =

Cougars as special:
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Incidents
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0.00 0.05 0.10 0.15 0.20
Proportion of newspaper articles

Foci of articles in the Flagstaff, AZ, Daily Sun
during perturbations, 1999-2005



ECOLOGISTIC/SCIENTISTIC

Governor

Democrats
-| (Legislature)
"N L BEEEER L

Game & Fis

‘ Director
Game & Fish
Commission AR

‘...'- (:}_.

“The governor Is
mightily displeased.”



AZGF defends its legitimacy...

...who said AGFD was doing a good job.
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“The Problem”

0.0

Average distance between clusters

0.5 1.0 1.5 2,0

ANIMAL RIGHTS

ACTIVISTS

: ENVIRONMENTALISTS

DEMOCRAT
LITICAL ELITES
n

INDEPENDENT

Ny
Ny
ny 8

AZGF is over-reacting, not being
responsive or creative, & is serving
the special interests of hunters.

RESEARCHERS =
|
il

GENERAL PUBLIC |

HUNTERS

REPUBLICAN

People are irresponsible, for example
by having dogs off leash; unbridled
development is also a problem.

POLITICAL ELITES =

NEWSPAPER :

EDITORIALISTS .
| ]

C am
0 am
T mE
O

REST SERVICE :
PERSONNEL

|
|
AZ GAME & FISH.

PERSONNEL

|
AZ GAME & FISH -

Cougars are a threat to human safety

COMMISIONERS :

VICTIMS OF ATTACKS




“The Problem”

0.0

Average distance between clusters
0.5 1.0 1.5

2.0

ANIMAL RIGHTS

ACTIVISTS

: ENVIRONMENTALISTS

DEMOCRAT
LITICAL ELITES
n

INDEPENDENT

Ny
Ny
ny 8

BLAME: AZ Game & Fish
INTENT: Intentional

RESEARCHERS =
|
il

GENERAL PUBLIC |
I
|

HUNTERS |
|
|
|

REPUBLICAN

BLAME: The Public; developers,
recreationists
INTENT: Intentional & Inadvertent

POLITICAL ELITES =

NEWSPAPER :

EDITORIALISTS .
| ]

C am
0 am
T mE
O

REST SERVICE :
PERSONNEL

AZ GAME & FISH
PERSONNEL

]
AZ GAME & FISH -

BLAME: Cougars
INTENT: Intentional & Inadvertent

COMMISIONERS :

VICTIMS OF ATTACKS




“The Problem”

0.0

Average distance between clusters
0.5 1.0 1.5

ANIMAL RIGHTS

ACTIVISTS

: ENVIRONMENTALISTS

DEMOCRAT
POLITICAL ELITES
.

INDEPENDENT

POLICY, “normal” & constitutive

RESEARCHERS =
|
il

GENERAL PUBLIC |

HUNTERS

REPUBLICAN

PSYCHO-SOCIAL

|
|
|
|
|
|
|
n
POLITICAL ELITES =
[

NEWSPAPER :

EDITORIALISTS =

REST SERVICE :

C am
0 am
T mE
O

PERSONNEL |

AZ GAME & FISH.
PERSONNEL

|
AZ GAME & FISH -

BIOPHYSICAL

COMMISIONERS :

VICTIMS OF ATTACKS




“The Solution”
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“The Solution”
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“The Solution”

Average distance between clusters
0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0

jJEEEEEEEEEEENENF
ANIMAL RIGHTS
ACTIVISTS 4 |

ENVIRONMENTALISTS

INDEPENDENT MODIFY PEOPLE’'S BEHAVIOR
RESEARCHERS 0 -
thru formal & informal policy
GENERAL PUBLIC

NEWSPAPER

EDITORIALISTS
EEEEEEEEEEEER

US FOREST SERVICE
PERSONNEL

VICTIMS OF ATTACKS : |

AZ GAME & FISH
PERSONNEL

KILL ANIMALS

HUNTERS

AZ GAME & FISH = |

COMMISIONERS =
EEEEEEEEEEEE N

DEMOCRAT
POLITICAL ELITES

REPUBLICAN
POLITICAL ELITES




“The Solution”?

100

~
(&)

Percent of respondents
N (0]
(0] (@)




Learning
(& Change)?




Workshops to develop a
standard protocol for
responding to “incidents.”

(Stabilize expectations)



REPORT OF THE MOUNTAIN LION WORKSHOP

_Education | )

Several major clusters emerged from participant discussion during the four
sessions: (1) The communication/decision making process of Game and Fish, (2)
networking and collaboration with interested stakeholders, (3) educational outreach, and
(4) funding efforts. These categories and their sub-themes are detailed below and in
Chart 12, p. A-19). Several additional recommendations and next steps are outlined in
Chart 14, p. A-25).

Agency Communication and Decision-Making Frocess

Many participants felt AGFD mishandled the communication and decision
making process during the Sabino Canyon incident that inspired this public workshop.
Participants agreed that there may have been an increased effort to educate people about
the agency’s protocol but that it was done too close, even after, the decisions were made.
Some participants highlighted the need to create a new relationship with the media that
will get education and decision processes to the public with plenty of notice. There is
currently a communication gap between the public and the agency, although workshops,
similar meetings to be held in the future, will close the gap.

Many participants did not fully understand the role of AGFD and stressed public
misunderstanding about the agency’s roles and responsibilities. A theme in this
discussion was the need for AGFD to reach a larger constituency. Participants rgpeatedly

Suggested AGFD expand their constituency and adjust to take in the views of all (see
below). Many participants stressed that AGFD needed to expand its constituency from a
Erimar_'x ocus on hunters and anglers o the larger population that has an interest in
wildlife and the outdoors,. Game and Fish officials, when asked by participants, agreed

on the need to incorporate anyone who enjoys wildlife in their educational outreach.
Participants discussed a possible name change for the agency to reflect this larger

constituencz.




REPORT OF THE MOUNTAIN LION WORKSHOP

May 1, 2004

The Commission Legislation ?

There is much passion on this issue from both the consumptive and non-
consumptive communities. The key points of debate are around representation and
whether public-user groups are or are not represented. Participants generally disagreed
about Commission members’ expertise, experience, and accountability. The non-
consumptive community feels like they have no voice on the Commission at the present
time (Chart 18, p. A-32).

Habitat Protection and Management

This issue was identified throughout the sessions as an area that needs more
attention and consideration in the context of wildlife in the urban interface, public safety
and wildlife management (Chart 19, p. A-32). Growth and development are tied to the
destruction/disruption of wildlife habitat, and habitat protection and management is
directly connected to the policy and practices associated with state land exchanges.
Several participants spoke for retaining high quality trust land for wildlife habitat, with




Change in hunting
regulations & development
of a management plan

(Stabilize expectations &
Increase legitimacy)



Learning(& Change)?
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ACTION CENTER

BY TELEFAX AND MAIL

Mr. Michael Golightly, Chairman
Arizona Game and Fish Commission
2221 W. Greenway Avenue
Phoenix, AZ 85023-4312

Mr. Duane Shroufe, Director
Arizona Game and Fish Department
2221 W, Greenway Avenue
Phoenix, AZ 85023-4312

Dear Chalrman Golightly, Commission Members, and Director Shroufe:

On behalf of the more than 200,000 members and supporters of the

* Animal Defense League of Arizona (ADLA) and The Fund for Animals (The

Fund), Includina ayr members who reside and recreate in Arizona. I
! Ubm, “ the fol win com n¢ its on the ). pc ie/ reco, w :nda ‘ol for | e
002- 003 hu iting sea= NS meewizona T Jt these o ... «fS A%
aln- submitt d we | afte *t aMarch 4 fea.' ne, 4™ ca d T, 2 F I as
that the Arizona Game and Fish Department (AGFD) consider these
comments prior to the Arizona Game and Fish Commission (Commission)
~===4ng “0 Ap=" *™ ar< ** In add*™ -~ as rv clie~ts int~nd *~ ~*ther
Ir restig 4 the is wes aised in tF s letter as w 'l a | the ' wil llife issues | v
tl e cor *-- vear, they vouid like © &« 19 =" ‘eel n '’ il 1/ srooffici s
tLdis_dss b = co_cern ~ recom, ~~~.al ans ¢ nljin _d1 er =

ADLA and The Fund are unalterablv opposed to the sport hunting of any

A \dlify spec.es. While t \ Co nr ssion,/A iFl ‘admit! «dly Jo not share my
cloats pe - 2 vewd f20.%] Wi ting, bol 1 e on Ouw, “tion to consider
the ‘nb. -est- of ha Q5| prey [0, 46> 07 15 vhndp ot ¥ Jnt, Including
the members and supporters of my clients, as they fulfill the public trust
responsibilities assoclated with the management of Arizona's wildlife, My
clients and their members/supporters In Arizona are your constituents
and, by law, you cannot arbitrarily dismiss or ignore their interests simply
because they do not partake in hunting, trapping, or fishing activities. For
far too long, the interests of the majority have been ignored in favor of
continuing sport hunting practices for the benefit of a small minority (l.e.,
Arizona's hunters).

While my clients oppose a sport hunting season for any animal, there is
ample scientific evidence demonstrating that hunting seasons for lions
and bears are not bi and are solely intended to provide
recreational es to hunters. The following comments are
primarily limited to mountain lion hunting and management. In addition, 1

have Included a few recommendations pertaining to black bear hunting
and management and the hunting of bighorn sheep and mule deer in GMU
22,

My clients are particularly concerned about the management of mountain
lions in Arizona. As described in greater detail below, the AGFD has,ng,
. = “ s :




Modal Value Profile of
Game & Fish Employees

SKILL
RESPECT
POWER



Demands by Animal
Rights Activists

e Stop all cougar hunting

e Stop hunting females
e Stop using hounds
e Curtail the hunting season
e Require inspection of kills

e Require closure of hunt in
GMUs meeting quota

e Prepare & implement
management plan

e Revise & justify cougar
density estimates



Demands by Animal
Rights Activists

*{ Symbolic rather
+ than substantive |

Designed to
conform state with
broader norms




Substantive reorientation toward
civility and liberal democracy will
require:

Restructured funding to represent a
broader spectrum of stakeholders.

Rules for Commission composition
that insure broader stakeholder
representation.

Change in agency culture to
engender democratic & civil ideals
of governance.

Change in societal norms &
expectations...?



Nearer term:

Develop parallel institutions of
wildlife management...

Involving a broad spectrum of
stakeholders...

dealing with concrete rather than
symbolic issues.



