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Abstract

There is significant discussion in planning theory regarding the need for a respect for
diversity in Canadian society. Despite this discussion there remains a lack of
information available to guide planners toward more inclusive practice. This paper
explores how to translate theories of diversity into practice for the field of

participatory planning.

A qualitative research strategy was employed, including a literature review and
interviews based upon a single case study. The case study examined is a
participatory planning and design process undertaken by the University of Winnipeg
toward the development of its campus and community development plan. Through
the participatory process, the University of Winnipeg attempted to involve members
of the diverse campus community as well as residents and business leaders in the

ethnically and economically diverse neighbourhoods that surround the university.

The paper provides a discussion of lessons learned and considerations when
undertaking participatory planning process with a diverse public. Lessons learned
include, location matters, time is limited, language is important, difference cannot be
brushed aside, personal relationships are key, and outreach and reevaluation are

continuously necessary.

Suggestions for future research are outlined in the final chapter. The documentation
of the work of practicing planners and urban designers when engaging a diverse

public is encouraged.
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1.0 Introduction

In the ideal democratic city, the walls have fallen...the vision is one of tolerance and
diversity, shared values and complexity, not all for one, but the many for the all
(Beauregard, R. & Body-Genrot, S, 2005, p.14)

1.1 Introduction

Richard Sennet (1994) said that cities are places of human settlement where
strangers can meet. Others muse of cities being social arenas where living,
working and playing intersect. Some describe cities as messy places filled with
conflict and resolution; of tribulations giving life and vitality to the city that can
never be fully contained (Amin, Massey, & Thrift, 2000; Sandercock, 1998, 2003;
Jacobs 1961). These romantic notions of the city form a utopian vision of what

the city can be, if their residents are given room to flourish.

Nowhere is the struggle for the full recognition of its diverse residents more fully
illustrated than in the modern multicultural city. Canada, in particular has
undergone a transformation within the last twenty to thirty years whereby the
major urban centres have become epicenters of multiculturalism. In 2001
Canada’s foreign-born population reached its highest level in 70 years, reaching
18.4% of the total population (Andrew, 2004). This new immigrant population
comes from increasingly diverse backgrounds, varying in concentration between
and within the regions of Canada (Statistics Canada, 2001). As well, according
to the 2001 census Canada’s Aboriginal populations are on the rise, with a

significant youth population (Statistics Canada 2001b). Currently, Aboriginal
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communities comprise 4.4% of the total Canadian population, up from 3.8% in

1996 (Statistics Canada 2001b).

These, of course are merely the ethno-cultural differences that are present within
our communities, they do not address the other changes and diversity of
households and lifestyles that continuously occur. This actuality of a diverse
nation has an impact upon the field of planning as well as the shape and form of
urban centres. What is provided or needed, as well how services are delivered
within the urban space, shifts and are altered by the presence of a variety of

ethnicities, religions and lifestyles living within a shared geography.

Despite this growing diversity and Canada’s federal commitment to
multiculturalism, our cities seemingly lack full and equal representation in the
shaping and guiding of our communities. We have created a mainstream
discourse that purports to value diversity, yet the tangible results are still
questionable. We need to move beyond ‘why’ cultural diversification to ‘what,
and how’ (Dang, 2003). For the debate and celebration of difference to be
embraced and move forward, planners need to take their place in the

development of cities of engagement.

1.2 Problem Statement
Within literature and anecdotally, there is significant discussion of Canadian cities
becoming increasingly multicultural. This indicates recognition, in theory, that our

diversity needs to be respected and harnessed for the realization of vibrant and

Inclusive Cities 2




inclusive cities. At the same time, citizen engagement or participation is
recognized as crucial to ensure policies and development projects are reflective
of and accepted by constituents. This creates a dynamic whereby planners are
charged with finding ever more creative measures to ensure participation is
feasible for all in the community. Despite this discussion there remains a lack of

information available to guide practicing planners toward more inclusive planning.

This leaves a central research question unanswered; how do we translate the
theories of diversity into practice? To this end, the research explores the
following key questions.
1. What methods or techniques are employed by planners and/or urban
designers to engage citizens across cultural differences?
2. What are the limitations and successes of these methods?

3.  What lessons can be drawn for the wider field of planning?

1.3 Objectives

Even a cursory scan of the contemporary composition of Canada reveals that we
are a diverse nation. Add to that a review of the literature which illustrates the
value in respecting diversity and states that meaningful participation is essential
to the success of any planning project, and yet with this knowledge there is still a
lingering question; NOW WHAT? What do we do about it? How do we respond?
Therein lies the central objective of this research; to understand how to translate

theories of diversity into practice.
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To begin, this research looks at the literature to provide context in multicultural
theory, and moves on to examine planning with diversity and participatory
planning techniques, as discussed in the literature. The review of these themes
within the literature provides some insight into the tools and techniques employed

by planners when engaging a diverse public.

The second phase of the research includes a closer look at the techniques of
planners and designers working to engage a diverse public in the process of
planning and design. This portion of the research includes interviews with leaders
and participants in a participatory design process with the University of Winnipeg
Community Renewal Corporation (UWCRC) toward the development of a
Campus and Community Development plan. The purpose of this case study was
to discover the successes and limitations of the process, as well as discover

potential lessons to be drawn for the field of planning.

1.4 Biases

From the outset it needs to be clear that | do not have personal experience with
living as a ‘cultural minority’. As a young white female raised in a predominately
Anglo-Saxon town, my early experiences did not reflect the diversity of Canada.
Though | have since lived in and amongst diverse populations my identity as a
member of the cultural majority has prevented me from fully experiencing the
reality faced by new Canadians and other minorities in Canada. As a result, the
lens from which | view the world may be seen as a hindrance for this project; as

not fully understanding the experiences of those | purport to study. However, this
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very criticism points to the need for this research project. As planners we need
to develop this competency, no matter the cultural background we bring to the
table. In any case, | am aware of the biases and worldviews that | hold, and
continue to examine those that may arise or lay hidden. | hope to utilize my
‘outsider’ perspective in a positive way, seeking to maintain an open mind and

learning from those | study.

1.5 Limitations

As is the case with most research projects, time and financial resources placed
restrictions upon this research study. These limitations reduced the amount of
time and depth from which the case study could be examined. In particular, the
research was unable to access community members who, though they were
aware of the participatory design process hosted by the UWCRC, chose not to
take part. This would have required significant canvassing of the community,
which was beyond the time available to this researcher. As a result of these
limitations some of the questions set out in the design of this research could not
be answered to it's fullest. These limitations are discussed further in the

concluding chapter.

In addition, given the distance the researcher was from the case study at the time

of the fieldwork, some interviews had to be conducted over the telephone. This

was also due to limited time and financial resources.
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1.6 Significance of Proposed Research

Having the tools to respond and work effectively in diverse communities is a
crucial aspect for practicing planners in our modern urban centres. In order for
there to be meaningful participation in the shaping and guiding of our cities,
planners must have the ability to successfully steer through difference.
Discovering and examining methods and techniques utilized by planners and
urban designers who have had experience facilitating participation in diverse
communities will provide guidance and lessons towards a ‘best practice’

framework.

Recognizing that each community will have a unique demographic that is
inevitably in flux, this research does not provide a ‘how-to’ manual but rather a
guiding framework of best practices. This practicum attempts to push beyond a
theory of and respect for difference, towards a more solid understanding of what
it means to work with difference. This understanding is crucial for planners and
community members who strive toward an inclusive society. It is hoped that the
knowledge gained through this practicum will aid in the development of
processes that will begin to effectively translate design and development
knowledge across language and culture. The ultimate vision is one where our
cities begin to represent and resemble the rich tapestry that inhabits their

borders.
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1.7 Organization of Practicum

This paper is organized into seven chapters. Following the introduction, chapter
two outlines the research methods employed for this practicum. It outlines the

rationale for the qualitative interviews undertaken as well the analysis conducted.

Chapter three explores the available literature relevant to this research. It begins
by exploring the concept of multiculturalism, its pitfalls as well as the emerging
discourse on post-multiculturalism. The review goes on to examine
communication and dialogue in planning through the dominant planning theory of
collaborative planning. From here the review moves towards more practical ends
through the exploration of participatory planning literature. It follows this section
up with a discussion of the practice of planning in multicultural communities.
Finally, it concludes by tying these sections together and discussing some of the

challenges faced by practicing planners when working with diverse publics.

The description of the case study is laid out in chapter four. This chapter
provides the reader with an understanding of the planning and design process
that led to the Campus and Community Development Plan. In addition,
background and demographic information for the University of Winnipeg and the

surrounding neighbourhoods are discussed.
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Chapters five and six provide an analysis of the case study and lessons learned
for the field of planning. Chapter five provides a review of the interview findings
and a discussion of key themes. Chapter six discusses several lessons drawn
from the literature and case study for practicing planners working in ever-growing

multicultural communities.

The final chapter provides a summary of the research. The concluding chapter
discusses some of the limitations of the research and offers suggestions for

future research.
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2.0 Research Methods

This study is intended to delve deeper into a subject that has received
some previous attention. For this reason, qualitative research was determined to
be the best orientation or approach. Janesick (2004) explains qualitative work as
holistic, attempting to “understand the whole picture of the social context under
study” (p. 7). Miles and Huberman (1994) note that qualitative data focuses upon
people’s lived experiences and connects these individual meanings and

perspectives to the wider social world (p. 10).

Given the aims of this research to understand more fully how to translate the
theories of diversity into practice, interviews were determined as the most
effective research instrument. Semi-structured interviews, in particular allow for
the exploration of personal thoughts and experiences of the participant, while the
interviewer provides direction. Zeisel (1984) adds that interviews in particular
allow for an in-depth examination of a situation, from the perspective of the
interviewee. In addition, interviews enable the researcher to fill in the gaps of
knowledge and dig in deeper to investigate complex issues, as well as explore a

variety of experiences and opinions (Dunn, 2000).

2.1 Data Collection

In order to answer the research questions outlined in the introduction of this

thesis, the research involved multiple stages. The first stage consisted of a
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literature review followed by primary data collection derived from two different

sets of interviews.

The literature review focuses on examining various theories and perspectives in
the context of participatory planning theory in diverse communities. These
perspectives are summarized and considered for the development of lessons
and guidance to be utilized for more effective participatory methods in diverse
communities. The literature review also provides a basis to inform the interview

questions.

The interviews focus on a single case study from Winnipeg. The exploration of
this case study allows for an in-depth look at a specific process designed to
engage a diverse community in the planning and design of a neighbourhood
redevelopment plan. Taking this closer look through the involvement of various
stakeholders in the research study allows multiple perspectives to emerge (Slim
and Thompson, 1995). The aim of this case study research was to discover how
well these techniques are or could be applied to participatory planning at the

neighbourhood level in Canadian cities.

The first step of this case study was to interview university officials and
consultants who led the participation process. This set of interviewees included
two lead consultants as well as two members of the planning and design

committee who, by virtue of their role in the university, bridged the leadership and
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participant roles. They were included in this set of interviews based upon their
identification as leaders more so than participants in the process. The intent of
this set of interviews was multiple. First it examined how conscious these
university officials and consultants were of cultural and other differences that may
have influenced the participation process. It also explored what if any techniques
were utilized to engage across these differences, as well, whether the
participation process was able to address conflicting viewpoints and/or values
between and among university officials and consultants and the participants.
Finally, the interviews examined any efforts to ensure participants possessed the

necessary capacity to take part in an informed and equitable manner.

Interviews with the participants in the University of Winnipeg Campus and
Community Development Plan centred on their experiences with the participatory
planning and design process. Participants included five members of the planning
and design committee as well as three identified participants who took part only
in the large public charette, referred to as the ‘collective design process’. Areas
of inquiry focused upon participants’ feelings about the public participation
process as well as their ability to participate; impressions on the representative
nature of the event; and finally, a discussion about the cultural relativity of the

public participation process.

The combination of interviews with leading university officials and consultants as

well as participants in the participatory planning and design process provided
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multiple perspectives for this case study. The findings from the interviews were
examined in the context of the literature to better understand the dynamics of

participatory planning in diverse communities.

Before each interview participants were required to sign an informed consent
form, explaining the purpose of the research and asking for permission to audio-
record the session. The form also indicated that the information collected
through the interviews will be treated anonymously and securely stored. Each

interview was approximately one hour in length.

2.2 Analysis

The interviews were transcribed soon after taking place to ensure reliability.
Initial analysis of the interviews were based upon participant and leader groups

and analyzed in these separate groupings.

Guided by Miles and Huberman (1994), the transcripts were read through several
times and notes made of new ideas and developing themes that emerged across
sessions of data analysis. The first reading was conducted at the literal level with

subsequent readings at an interpretive level (Mason, 2000).

Through the readings, transcripts were coded based upon the areas of inquiry.

This coding process resulted in the development of categories and themes.

Once the categories and themes were established within each group, a cross-
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examination and comparison of the two interview sets were analyzed in light of

the literature review.
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3.0 Literature Review

3.1 (Post) Multicultural Theory

In recent years leading planning theorists have been calling for a more diversified
approach to planning theory. Leonie Sandercock (1998, 2003) in particular has
brought the issue of multicultural planning to the forefront. She has argued that
culture must be a category of analysis within planning theory. Developing this
central category of analysis is crucial to the quest for social justice and the
embrace of diversity. Primarily the argument made by Sandercock and others is
that the rational model utilized by planners “universalizes a particular white, male,
European experience...” (Beauregard, 1998, p. 98) and thereby oppresses and

marginalizes citizens that do not meet this criteria or description.

These arguments have grown out of a theory of multiculturalism as well as a
reality of multiculturalism in Canada. To provide context, this section briefly
explores the roots of multicultural theory in planning and considers the emerging
discussion of a new way to think about planning with diversity, a sort of ‘post-
multiculturalism’. Later sections will take a closer look at urban planning

experiences in multicultural communities.

3.11 Springboard for a Paradigm Shift

The belief in and movement towards a more open and diverse planning practice
finds its roots in post-modern and post-colonial schools of thought (Burayidi,

2000). Post-colonial scholars have revealed the effects of discrimination and the
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politics of race, while post-modern scholars claim society to be fragmented and
particularistic; as such there cannot be any normative attributes or values

ascribed to all societies.

It is from these schools of thought that multiculturalism has derived its
foundations. At its crux, multicultural theory is the discussion of cultural diversity
with a stated goal of the plurality of cultures co-existing. It was born out of a
realization that following a model of ‘colour-blind’ does not allow for real equality -
that ignoring differences in culture or race does not create a situation of
cooperation, but instead one of homogeneity (Barry, 2002). Advocates of a
multicultural perspective in theory believe that race is everywhere, that it is
central to all issues in particular personality development (Barry 2002; Mier,
1994; hooks, 2000; Sandercock, 1998). In effect, the issue of diversity has to be
addressed because not doing so would neglect the variety of ideas that are
present within a region or nation, thereby silencing those outside of the
mainstream. For this reason, it is argued that other ways of knowing and other
ways of living must be considered in public debate. The alternative of
maintaining homogeneous policies and standards leaves out a variety of people
and experiences and is thus only half of the story (Sandercock, 1998, 2000;

Dang, 2003).

In the planning profession, multicultural theory challenges planners to pay

attention to “how culture impacts, and is in turn impacted by, planning practices”
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(Burayidi, 2000, p. 44). It claims to favour no worldview and respects the notion
that people have formed their own ways of knowing through different life
experiences and spaces. It proposes that any evaluation of policy be considered

in light of each specific circumstance.

Regardless of its virtues, some believe that multicultural theory needs to be
revisited. Essentially, there are two main concerns: first that multicultural theory
allows other forms of discrimination to go unchecked; and second that it prevents
true dialogue from occurring in society. It is argued that multicultural policies
promote tolerance of diversity but that this is limited to cultural diversity (Huey,
2003; Fraser, 1997). Ultimately multiculturalism can lead to a situation of
privileging and in essence run counter to the aims of social justice (Huey, 2003,

Banneriji, 2000).

Huey (2003) cites a case in Richmond, BC. In this situation, neighbourhood
residents resisted the movement of a recovery home for individuals with drug and
alcohol and drug addictions into a middle class residential neighbourhood.
Residents complained to city hall, staged protests and created petitions to have
the home moved to another location. Despite this resistance, the home was
located in the neighbourhood. Although the protests held similar NIMBY qualities
and citations of property values and safety concerns, Huey (2003) notes cultural
opposition distinguished this situation. The neighbourhood has a large Chinese-

Canadian immigrant population, which was evoked in relation to the resistance.
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The opposition to locating the recovery house in the neighbourhood was framed

in terms of cultural values.

Huey (2003) states the discourse surrounding the dispute was framed in terms of
a “series of justifications for excluding others from full participation in civic life.
These justifications are variously offered under the banners of ‘multiculturalism’,
‘democratic values’, and ‘respect for tradition’ among others” (p.370). It is argued
that this essentially privileges the claims of cultural minorities over those in the
lower class, pitting them against each other. Huey argues therefore social issues
that are framed solely as cultural ones, effectively preventing a real discussion of
social justice in equity; allowing for discrimination to occur with the defense being

cultural relativity (Huey, 2003).

This criticism can be extended to the wider conceptualization of postmodernism.
Stein and Harper (2005) note that postmodernism’s prescription for a paradigm
shift can be just as universalistic as modernism’s. Specifically, that the quest for
pluralism can unintentionally prevent viewpoints such as liberal democratic ones
from emerging, thus preventing all discussion, or opinion beyond that which

purportedly allows for ‘other ways of knowing'.

In addition, it is pointed out that multicultural policies in fact contribute to an

‘institutionalization of ethnic diversity’. This in essence leads to the formation of
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ethnic elite who are said to be representative of their communities (Ugo,
Uitemark, & van Houtum, 2004). This downplays the diversity present within
ethnic groups and over-emphasizes differences between cultures (Ugo,
Uitemark, & van Houtum, 2004). It is claimed that those in the hegemonic
advantage essentially dictate what is and what is not a legitimate identity. This
thereby structures civil society in their image; “at the same time their ethnic
identities are recognized, their subordinate and isolated position is confirmed and

consolidated” (Ugo, Uitemark, & van Houtum, 2004, p.6).

To illustrate this reality, Arbor (1999) points to human-interest stories in the news
that often mark people by their culture. Discussing a story of a Christmas
celebration in Australia, a newspaper included a picture of an Australian born girl
of Chinese descent. The story was meant to depict a variety of cultures
celebrating together a festive, western holiday. The picture however, marked the
girl as Chinese, as somehow different. She also came to represent all Chinese
in Australia. “The very history and meaning of the concept of multiculturalism
has become distorted to suggest a new and frightening “cultural separatism™
(Arbor, 1999). As such, multiculturalism limits people’s identity by not allowing
for more fluid and multiple notions of identity to develop or evolve. Its main
downfall is that it does not allow for recognition of the many other ways in which
people form their identities, such as age, gender, education, class, etc. In reality
these factors cross ethnic lines and create a situation of plurality even within one

ethnic group, and similarities across different ethnic groups (Amin, 2002, p.977).
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The second main concern with multiculturalism is that a lack of dialogue across
cultures inadvertently occurs as a result of the focus on difference. Huey (2003)
notes that multiculturalism, as practiced in Canada is, “rooted in a politics of
difference based solely on oppositional definitions” and thus tends to “increase
intolerance, largely because no room is left for dialogue” (p.11). This stems from
the above discussion regarding the downplaying of inter-cultural difference and
over emphasizing differences between cultures. While recognizing the difference
within people and cultures may allow for an expression of diversity, it can also
create a situation where identity politics are promoted. Mainly, it is said when
policies and public discussions concentrate on difference so highly they run the
risk of continuing the idea of the ‘other’, thus dividing people. Ultimately, the
discourse of multiculturalism and the identity politics based upon it has created a
situation of difference where the only commonality readily accepted is our
humanity (Huey, 2003; Buruyadi, 2000; Fraser, 1997, Young, 1999). In addition,
the relativity of identity politics can lead to further division and entrenchment if
both groups see their positions arising from fundamental identity — as an
‘essential truth’ (Huey, 2003). Sadly, the attempt to recognize and celebrate
difference may end up stifling dialogue and thus no position or worldview is

understood nor respected by those on the ‘outside’.

In the end, discussions of multiculturalism are about those in positions of power;
about how those in the hegemonic advantage define themselves and set

expectations of thought and behaviour and how the ‘other’ is viewed in relation.
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Specifically, it is argued that the hegemonic advantage tends to view those
outside the mainstream as fixed in culture and mark them by standards designed
by the elite (Amin, 2002; Arbor, 1999). Similarly, Sandercock (2003) maintains
that fragmentation occurs due to efforts to suppress or exclude individuals in the
process of engagement. It is not from too much diversity; rather it is based in a

struggle to maintain hegemony.

Ultimately, criticisms of multiculturalism are that it is limiting and allows for
exclusionary practices to continue. It runs the risk of pulling communities apart.
With its focus on differences, multiculturalism fails to consider how to reconcile
this separation beyond recognizing it. Subsequently it has left society

fragmented.

As a response to these concerns several authors have emerged to advocate for
a reconstruction of our fragmented, post-modern society. This is further

discussed in the following section.

3.12 A Reconstruction: Post-Multiculturalism
The challenge put forth by planners and others in the arena of post-
multiculturalism is the promotion of diversity, while still maintaining a level of
community. As such, we are at a place beyond multiculturalism, and we must
begin to operate in a space of ‘post-multiculturalism’. Along with other theorists,

Sandercock (2003) has begun to reconsider the impact of multiculturalism and
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recognize its pitfalls in practice. In particular, is the consideration that there is a
potential for multiculturalism to prevent true dialogue from existing by focusing so
closely on difference. This can result in people feeling unable to communicate
with one another and in essence dividing people. Although on the surface it may
appear as though multiculturalism has increased the acceptance of other
cultures, it can also be argued that the connection between cultures has not been
emphasized nor promoted (Dang, 2003). This is the starting point for a post-
multiculturalist agenda; that is, holding on to the basic principles of
multiculturalism, such as respect for difference and allowing for different ways of
being, while also promoting intercultural dialogue (Sandercock, 2003; Dang,

2003).

Stein and Harper (2005) believe that in a pluralistic society there must be room
for a liberal democratic viewpoint, that all cultures must accommodate each
other. They value the role of collective identity, but argue that collective rights
need to be tempered by individual freedom. There is a notion that we need to
push beyond the oppressive, exclusive systems that are present in all societies,
that respecting difference is not enough (Dang, 2003). For this reason Stein and
Harper (2005) believe that for a society to truly respect diversity and maintain a
progressive momentum internal as well external perspectives must be welcome.
Dang (2003) argues “all communities are considered works in progress for the
collective achievements of social justice and the liberation of individual

expression” (p.51). He also notes the need to move beyond discussions of
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multiculturalism to the social responsibility and action of society. Essentially there

is a growing impatience to move beyond critique to reconstruction.

At its core, post-multiculturalist literature “seeks to recognize cultural diversity but
at the same time tries to move beyond traditional multiculturalism by emphasizing
the multifaceted and dynamic nature of cultural identifications” (Ugo, R, Uitemark,
J. & van Houtum, H. 2004, p.6). As facilitators of urban process, it is incumbent

upon planners to integrate this fragmented theory into an inclusive practice.

3.2 Collaborative Planning: Communication and Dialogue
Planning theory has progressively made a shift from a modernist planning school
of prescription and expert knowledge as rational and somehow infallible, to post-
modernist planning with knowledge viewed as relative and malleable. This is a
movement from a rational model that presumes universal knowledge and values,
to one that values ‘other ways of knowing'. It is a movement towards a planning
model that “puts values at the heart of the planning process” (Khakee, 1999,
p.371). As Sandercock (1999) writes this shift begins with recognition that an
increasingly diverse public requires a planning practice in which,
communication skills, including openness, empathy, and skillful and
attentive listening are crucial; in which we are alert to and respect class,
gender and ethnic differences in ways of knowing, and actively try to learn
and practice those ways in order to foster a more democratic and inclusive
planning. It involves learning to work with diverse communities, rather than
speaking for them (p. 14).

With this shift to a more post-modern style of planning theory, collaborative

planning has emerged as the dominant paradigm in theory, if not yet in practice.
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This form of planning theory begins with the premise that knowledge does not
have an objective existence. It cannot be ‘discovered’, but instead is fluid,
socially constructed and interactive (Healy, 1997). It also recognizes that
multiple forms of knowledge exist, from professional to layperson and from
scientific to emotional. Each embodies a different perspective of value to the
practicing planner. It also makes the claim that we cannot presuppose there to
be a ‘public interest’ for planners to work towards or defend. As such,
collaborative planning challenges planners to become more aware of the
experiences and interests various stakeholders bring to the table, as well as
ways in which these are expressed. In this way, planners are searching to

achieve more effective two-way communication with the public (Hillier, 1998).

A major component of collaborative planning is discursive analysis, which stems

from Habermasian communicative action (Murray, M & Murtagh, B, 2004).

Habermas advocates for procedural democracy based upon deliberative politics.

Participants are theoretically treated as equal and decision makers are expected

to communicate with citizens (Hillier, 1998). Taking from the ideas of Habermas,

Patsy Healy (1992, 1997) makes the case for communicative action as a basis

for a new planning theory. In this theory, continuous dialogue and debate is

placed at a premium in order to reinstall democracy in planning. It is argued that

for there to be any assurance that homogenous and dominant forces do not
continue to unilaterally shape the direction of cities, room must be made for

dialogue and debate about the vision and dreams of our cities. This is a
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continuous dialogue, with no real end point. As such, Healy (1992) argues
planning needs to slow down to allow for the messiness of communication,

discussion, and participation.

Within communicative action, planning processes are expected to give voice to
all interested parties. In a planning participation process nothing is considered
off agenda, and no claim can be dismissed until it has been explored. Healy
(1992) does acknowledge that this wide-open agenda and stakeholder diversity
will inevitably result in many divergent viewpoints and may create conflict. Hillier
(1998) reiterates this point and observes that the current reality has “led to
participants talking past each other rather than negotiating with each other.
Difference has lead to polarization and entrenched positions of opposition”
(Hillier, 1998, p. 15). To move past this both Hillier (1998) and Healy (1992,
1997) argue there needs to be a commitment to a planning process that allows
for the understanding of these various viewpoints as well as recognition of
common ground. As such communicative action “focuses on searching for
achievable levels of mutual understanding for the purposes in hand, while

retaining awareness of that which is not understood” (Healy, 1992, p.154).

It is at this point where communicative planning diverges from Habermasian
communicative action (Healy, 1992). Contrary to Habermas’ assertion that
communication or dialogue can result in mutual and sustained understanding,

Healy (1992) believes that we can only hope to have a temporal understanding
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and ability to ‘make sense together’ for a given time or issue. She claims that
communication and dialogue will not necessarily result in an ultimate mutual
understanding of each other, but rather we can only hope to have continuous
dialogue and effort towards that end. There is a recognition that differences
within which we are communicating are about more than social or economic
differences, but are in “systems of meaning” (Healy, 1992, p.152). As such,
Healy argues that although we may shift our ideas and learn from one another,
there cannot be a long-standing consensus on how we view the world but
‘merely a temporary accommodation of different, and differently adapting,
perceptions” (Healy, 1992, p.152). In this way the driving force behind
communicative action is to “work out what rules or codes of conduct we can
agree we need, to allow us to live together but differently in shared

environments” (Healy, 1992, p.156).

Communicative planning is about more than dialogue and communication, but is

about actively constructing new understandings, with a belief in the
transformative power found in ideas and language (Healy, 1992). Itis about
collective reasoning; that is ‘doing something’ or acting in the world through
engagement in debate and dialogue. In this planning theory, communication is
viewed as a form of action, and its form and content is important in its ability to
affect people (Innes, 1998). In this way the process is as important, if not more
so than the decision made or outcome arrived at (Innes, 1998). As well,

communicative planning stresses a need for continuous movement towards
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critique and demystification, creating the possibility of transforming power
relations (Healy, 1992). This theory also views communication as playing an
integral role in planning, as it is an interactive process with technical analysis as
only one form of discourse. Ultimately, in collaborative/communicative planning
the role of stories or narrative is towards informing action, as such value is

placed on narrative and telling stories in combination with analysis (Healy, 1992).

Yet while communicative planning is rooted in a post-modern sentiment, in its
quest for action it attempts to reclaim a commonality from the fragmented
society, to move from critique to reconstruction. Healy (1997) states, “the
challenge for public life in our present times is how to reconcile the individuation
of cultural identity with recognition of commonality between individuals with
different frames of reference, as well as different interests, in ways which do not
trap us in modes of thought and practice which suppress our individual capacity
to flourish” (p.44). Healy (1997) does recognize that this position is utopian if
merely because there will always be those in positions of power. However, she
does advocate for the construction of an evaluation system that has the
capability of judging that which opens up room for diversity and that which

narrows it.

Stemming from these ideas, but moving beyond to look more critically at power

relations, John Forester (1999) proposes ‘critical pragmatism.” This theory is

‘critical’ because it is concerned with ethics and justification “added to
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pragmatism, which is concerned with practical action, history and change” (p.
207). Basically Forester argues that the notion of ‘critical pragmatism’ is vital in
multicultural communities based upon its focus on ethics and justice, combined
with practical action. Forester (1999) pushes for a movement beyond
deconstruction. He suggests the need to move beyond the proclamation that
power corrupts; instead we should work towards reconstruction. Forester (1998)
claims that in a pluralist society we need to maintain an open dialogue and make
room for mutual accommodation. This is done with a hope to discover public

learning and reach some form of consensus.

Several critiques have emerged regarding collaborative planning theories,
particularly in the vein of responding to diversity. Hillier (1998) finds that
Habermas’ communicative action does not take into account how some
differences may be irreconcilable. She argues that the desire for a procedural
justice treats different people by the same standard, which can inherently be
unequal. Rahder and Milgrom (2004) also maintain that communicative action,
as well as Foresters’ critical pragmatism emphasis on deliberation both focus too
heavily on western notions of rationality. They maintain that this conception
contains universal assumptions about the nature of reason and rationality; that
the concentration on a procedural justice and the roots of liberal justice is a
western notion. This concentration essentially neglects different rationalities and

differences in institutional power. Benhabib (1996) also questions the neutrality
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of procedural justice, arguing that it presupposes and privileges an individualistic

way of life.

Hillier (1998) adds to these two major challenges with the deliberative vein of
collaborative planning. The first is centred upon the length of process, which she
claims could result in loss of interest among participants. In addition it may not
be possible to reach consensus or even compromise over some contentious
issues. Essentially, procedurally just, communicative procedures involve a trade-

off between efficiency and common ownership.

Secondly, there are inevitable inequities of power (actual and perceived) in a
participation process. For example, participatory planning processes often use a
‘common language’ (English) and using participation ‘rituals’ (written
submissions, public meetings), with which not everyone is comfortable.