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Accompanying Note:

Hey Mike;

I couldn't resist making an essay out of the doctrine piece. Short

answer-- too much emphasis on doctrines and not enough on defective

decision processes--even though I like his idea of questioning the

dominant paradigm.

Hope this isn't too far off in my own personal space.

Keep the wooden side up and the copper side down

Charley
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The Document…

I’m not sure that the use of “doctrine” is correct in this context. Look at the dictionary meaning.

Main Entry: doc·trine 



1 archaic : TEACHING, INSTRUCTION
2 a : something that is taught b : a principle or position or the body of principles in a branch of knowledge or system of belief : DOGMA c : a principle of law established through past decisions d : a statement of fundamental government policy especially in international relations

“Foundational” doctrine is usually a set of religious beliefs (particularly Christian). They are accepted wholly and unquestioned by those within the sect, yet may appear illogical and unfounded to those without. I disagree that foundational doctrine is dynamic and responsive. Differing sects have bloody revolutions lasting millennia over small differences in doctrinal interpretation.

I’ll buy Hollenshead’s “belief system” argument that belief systems combined with indoctrination can drive individual behavior. However, deeply held core values do not necessarily lead to knee jerk dogmatism. Whether dogmatic behavior is effective or not in accomplishing missions is questionable. I suppose that there has always been a blunt Darwinian pressure to exterminate nonfunctional fundamentalism, however, a new age of reason should make dogmatism of most types superfluous.
The dynamic parts of organizations aren’t the doctrines, it is their management model, typically the set of: objectives, available options, the choice criteria and the resulting strategic policies based on them. The choice criteria are the value-based part of the system, but in a dynamic society, all of these components have to evolve, including criteria. 

The Forest Service was based on a slug of very old (>400 years) faith-based dogmas that kept it from evolving. Duerr
 listed 4 such deeply in-doctrine-ated dogmas: timber primacy, sustained yield, the long run, and absolute standards. The fire equivalent of a fundamental doctrine might be “suppression at any cost.” That doctrines were deeply held did make the organization resistant to change—and increasingly irrelevant--it couldn’t reformulate its decision model to accommodate a new society’s values. Outsiders, such as resource sociologists and economists have shown that most of Duerr’s doctrines were products of an inappropriate cultural importation and that they are either unnecessary or irrelevant in a modern society. The fire doctrine is equally suspect.
Although I disagree with the doctrinal rationalization of the argument, I do buy the author’s ultimate intent. It is high time for a review of fire management rules and policies, because operating rules and strategic policies are indeed subject to change. If any objectives, criteria or available options (eg technologies) shift, the rules and policies designed to guide institutional performance have to change also or the organization will be constantly aiming behind a moving target. 

Then when rules become constraints instead of guidelines, they can prohibit situationally appropriate options. Unthinking adherence to rigid rules in unique situations that they were not made to cover, in fact, usually leads to non-optimal and often counter-productive outcomes.
The 10 standard fire orders are long-standing simplistic rules that were easy to communicate and over decades have generally applied to many situations. Over time, meeting 7 or 8 out of 10 appeared to loosely bound fire management actions (mostly to achieve safety), but between them still allowed firefighters enough flexibility to select options that generally achieved fire management goals. 
The author might describe the “no risk-infinite safety” mandate of the fire organization as a new doctrine. It is not. Rather it is the interjection of a relatively new politically correct criterion--a self-protective bureaucratic expedience in the face of a litigious society. It is not a cheap criterion and is very likely counter-productive. 
When 10 simple orders become 156 strict rules, there is no give. Each rule has an individual cost as each one reduces the decision space for possible options smaller and smaller. If rules either conflict with or compound one another, highly constrained solutions become either infinitely costly or totally infeasible. The fire metaphor might be wielding a Pulaski wearing a blindfold, with your ankles hobbled, and both hands tied together behind you. But it could be safe enough if one of the other rules says your fire line must be miles upwind from any flames. I’m guessing that wildfires will get larger and more costly.
The solution is not so much to hang up on, or attack doctrine, as this author has but to refocus on the decision model: objectives, options, choice criteria, policies. The objective is fire protection. If multiple criteria (eg low expense and low human risk) are contradictory, trade-offs must be measured and choices compromised. Raising any criterion to an absolute denies optimality. Oh yeah, Duerr’s absolute standards doctrine rides again.
� Duerr, William. 1968. Role of Faith in Forest Resource Management. U of Vermont Zeltzerman Lecture. Reprinted in Social Sciences and Forestry.





