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  I distinguish two different kinds of harmony:
 (1) The state that exists among a group of congenial individuals telling each other what all of them already believe (traditionally described as “preaching to the choir”)
 (2) The process of making potentially discordant voices sound good together (similar to the choir-master getting the basses & altos, the tenors & sopranos to sing the same tune)

I have one simple request of you as environmental educators: 

try to be a choir-master rather than a preacher.  
There are four principles that will help you if you keep them in mind (to keep them in tune):
 (i)  Know who is who;
        include them when appropriate to them 

(not merely when it is convenient to advance your own agenda)

(ii) Treat them with respect 

(i.e., as though they have a valid point of view/set of preferences);
        

And if you treat them with respect, you will naturally work to understand their point of view and the reasons for their preferences.

(iii)  Build a foundation of facts on which all parties can agree; 


this usually requires distinguishing preferences from facts, a distinction not always as 
easy as it sounds.

(iv)  Look for solutions 

that include as many points of view as possible and 

that satisfy as many preferences as reasonable.

 
That’s all I’ve learned in 50 years of experience so I don’t have anything else to teach you.  But I would like to give you all a homework assignment.  Perhaps you can learn a little more from it.  The assignment consists of three questions, or rather three scenarios, three problems.
First, for the "confrontation" in the trails communities among hikers, bikers, horses and motorized sports, know who is who.  And how you should treat them all with respect.  What are their various divergent (and convergent!!!) preferences?  Know what facts are relevant to each point of view, and to all points of view.  Finally, consider what you need to do to optimize solutions that satisfy the most points of views.  I don’t know all the answers but I suspect in this case, clear thinking about how preferences diverge or converge is needed and some reasonable “separate but equal” conclusions will be helpful (despite the bad name that “separate but equal” has earned for itself).
Second, in the ecological restoration community, most voices equate exotic species with invasiveness and “bad” effects.  On the other hand, some few claim exotic plants are a restoration tool.  Two apparently contrary and incompatible points of view!  Most of you are probably in the first group.  I lean somewhat toward the second.  Why do these two “sides” disagree?  On what approaches to determining facts could they agree?  And how does everyone get what they want?  The previous example may require emphasis on who the actors are and what preferences they have.  In this case, I suspect an unbiased examination of facts will be more enlightening.  Give it a try.
Third, a perception exists of antagonism between "tree-hugger" environmentalists and the hunter-fisher conservation communities.  That divergence is most pronounced at present in the controversy over how many deer there are in Pennsylvania forests (the facts) and how many there should be (the preferences).  In this scenario, who are the relevant parties?  What do they want?  How do we determine what are the facts?  How can we make everyone happy?  I can’t give you a hint on this one; you’re on your own.
I’m willing to bet that as environmental educators, every one of you will have some need to deal in at least a small way with at least one of these issues.  Some of you may be confronted in a major way with more than one of them.  So do your homework, and think about how your work can contribute to harmony rather than divisiveness.  All it takes is for you to know:

who is relevant,


what do they want,


where can they all agree on facts, and 

how do you give all of them some of what they want or some of them all of what


 they want.
 

