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ABSTRACT

using qualitatíve research methods, forty-eight individuals were interviewed to

gain their insight on public participation for a major þubiic developr.nent project, now

referred to as 'The Forks', in Winnipeg, Manitoba, Canada. The purpose of the study was

fourfold: ( 1) to gain insight into the complex interactions of powerholders and

stakeholders in the planning and development of public development projects, (2) to

identify different belíefs and values regarding public participation in the planning of a

public deveiopment project, (3) to examine how the process that evclved affected the

outcome, and (4) to identify any implications for the planning profession

The results of this study demonstrate that there are significant differences among

the powerholders and stakeholders concerning perceptions of appropriate roies and

expectations of public participation. A typology representing the diffelent pelceptions of

public participation is presenfed in this paper as a continuum; the two poles of this

contínuum are elaborated in detail as the 'Proponents' and 'Chailengers' of the Fofks

Renewai Corporation's consultation activities. The Proponents and Challengers each

have distinct views of the role and ¡easons for public participation, in addition to

'differing levels of power and influence over the decision-making process that cleated the

opportunities for public input into the development of The Forks.

This reality of different pefspectives concerning public participation, and different

degrees of power associated with each perspective, is a reality that is valueladen and

must be embraced by the planning profession as they create and manage public

pafiicipation processes. The Proponent - Challenger continuum provides lor pianners a

framework with which to reflect on both their own practice and on the actions and beliefs

of others.
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Activist - An activist is an individual who publicly voices her,/tris opínion in an attempt to
change and challenge decisions that have already been made.

Actor - Actors are part of the dramaturgical metaphor employed in this study. Thel-are
the people in The Forks 'production' who must respond to the directíves of the
Diréctois and Producers. They may, from time to time, raise their opinion on the
nature of the production, but rareiy carry a great deal of influence on the
Producers and Diiectors' decisions, The majority of Actors are Positíve
Explainers; none are Challengers.

Challenger - The Challengers are one the cultural themes that emerged from the study.
They hold an extreme position that contends that the public participation process
empioyed by the FRC was closed and served the interests of Winnipeg's
economic elite.

Citizen - Citizens are people who are members of the general public. As individuals,they
may or may not desire to be part ofpublic participation processes.

Director - The Directors are second in command in the dramaturgical metaphor employed
in this study. Directors are primarily Proponents and Positive Explainers of The
Forks. Théy have a lead role in making decisions about The Forks. They must
respond to the direction given to them by the Producers. The Directors consist
primarily of Proponents and Positive Explainers. A few Directors are Negative
Explainers.

Extra - In the dramaturgical metaphors used to describe the different players in The Forks
development, the'extras'are the marginalized players. Extras are excluded from
the Producers' and Directors' decisions about the dírection the production will
take, and are constantly trying to make their voice heard. The majority of extras
are Negative Explainers and Challengers.

Greening the Forks - A tobby group formed to prevent commercial develoþment on The
Forks site, and ensure that a public participation process was used that would
aliow citizens to make decisibns regarding The Forks. Members of Greening the
Forks that were interviewed for this study were Challengers.

Negative Explainer - Negative Explainers in this study had many 9f tþ s3rye qualities of- 
the Challengers, however, thei¡ insistence on challenging the FRC, its structure
and its public participation model was iess persistent, Negative Explainers
acknowledge iome positive aspects of the FRC's activities.

Observe¡ - Observers were individuals who did not take a position about The Forks or the
FRC. They either chose not to take a position, or were unable to comment
because of a lack of familiarity with the FRC's public participation model.

Outsider - Outsiders are stakeholders who are not powerholders. In effect, tlieir name
says it all: they are excluded from decision-making that affects them'

GLOSSARY

XI



Player - A player is an individuai who was somehow involved in or affected the decislons' maå" by the Producers and Directors of the FRC and its activities. Powerholders,
such as-political leaders are players, as are stakeholders who attempt to influence

' decisions. Actors and extras are also players, howevet the audience, or observers,
are not players,

Positive Explainer - The Positive Explainers have many of the same qr:alities of the 
^ .

Profonents, however the diffèrence lies in the Proponents' insistent. support of the

FRö and its activities. Positive Explainers acknowiedged areas of improvement,
i.e. things they would do differently if given another chance.

Powerholder - A powerholder is an individual who is in a decision-making,position, or in
a position to clearly influence decisions. Powe¡holders are stakeholders.

Producer - As part of a dramaturgical metaphor, the producers are the individuals who
represeìt the federal, provincial and municipal levels of go-vernment' who funded
thè FRC, are the FRCshareholders, and gave the FRC its fundamental operatíng
principles.

Proponent - Proponen{s are a category of informant that em,erged from rhis study-. They- 
support fhe public participãtion activities of the FRC, and maintain that ali that
wâi done wãs moré than sufficient, On a continuum, proponents are at one end,
and the challengers at the opposite end

Public - The 'public' refers to ali citizens as a whole, Many informants refened to the
'public will' as a reflection of the collective desir'es of the public

Stakeholder - Stakehoiders are those that have a stake in the decision being made. They
may or may not have power; powerhoiders are all stakeholders, but a1l

stakeholders are not necessarily powerholders.

x11



CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

It is contended by many that the goals for public participation in public decision-

making, and the toles played by participants vary to a great extent (Arnstein 1969, Connor

1988, Friedmann 1987, Potapchuk 1991, Thornley 1971). In teirns of the goals of

participation, two extremes emerge from the lite¡ature, One extreme purports a 'top-down'

plocess where accornmodating the needs and desires of elites is the primary concern. I¡

opposition to the first extreme is a second that is often characterized as'bottom-up', where

respecting the needs and the desires of citizens a1e the primary concern. These two poles

appear to place powelholders and stakeholders in opposite camps. Thornley (1977)

presents two opposing theories, consensus and conflict theory, which highlight another

significant pair of extremes. The former places an emphasis on stability, and places a 1ow

degree of importance on participation and social change. The latter, conflict theory,

emphasizes change; and places a high degree of importance on participation and social

change. Using the narratives of people who participated, or attempted to participate

according to their terms, in the planning of a major development in Winnipeg, this study

identifies and describes two opposing perspectives on public participation.

This chapter will first introduce The Forks, the development project used as a point

of reference lor the study, and the Forks Renewal Coqporation (FRC). the tri-level public

agency responsible for its development. The second section of the òhapter introduces and

elaborates on the purpose of the study, while the third section elaborates on the research

methodology employed for the study. The fourth section presents the results of the

research in b¡oad terms;



1. 1. B ackground

To date, the development and revitalization of cities has been considered primarily a

task to be undertaken only by the expert in real estate development. Members of the

general public are mæginalized because they do not have the ability or knowledge to

participate in decisions that alfect them. Local knowledge and interests are voicing their'

criticisms and demanding the light to participate in decisions that affect them (Etzioni 1993,

1968; Jacobs, 1992,l96l;Nozick 1992). Perks and Jamieson (1991) identify an

evolutionary character of public participation in the planning process in Canada:

eventually a formal incorporation of citizen participation into the Canadian public
planning system was obtained, It was no longer sufficient, or legitimate,_ for
þlanners to produce plans and present them fait accompli to the public; urban. 

.

iesidents were heard and allowèd to provide direction to the development policies
that affected their neighborhoods and the city in general (p. 505-6)

The result of such a trend is that the role of professional planner is challenged to become

more sensitive, and the planning process more democratic: "democratic politics or planning

requires true consent, and such consent grows out of uncoerced collective criticism,

political argument, and diaiogue, not from silence or a party line (Forester 1989, p. 141)."

This evolution indicates that there seems to be u great". 
"-phasis 

on process, and in

accommodating the needs of people affected by change, not simply those who eff9c1 rt.

The development project employed in this study to serve as a focal point to examine

public participation is The Forks, a former railway yard at the confluence of the Red and

Assiniboine rivers in downtown Winnipeg (Photo 1; Map 1). The site is now popularly

known as 'Winnipeg's meeting place', a continuation of the theme of the use of the site by

the Algonquin, Cree and Saulteux as far back as 500 AD.r Nozick (1992), of Winnipeg,

'describes the rich history of the site:

The Forks is a very special and unique place, notjust to Winnipeggers
Canada and North America. What makes it unique is that the Red and

but torall of
Assiniboine

"The Fo¡ks Wall Through Time Histo¡ical Fact Sheet" no date.. The Fo¡ks Public
Archaeological Association.
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Photo 1.--Rail use of The Forks in 1986
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Rivers come together here and nowhere e1se, right in the heart of the continent.
Eecause of the óonfluence of these two rivers, the forks became a natural meeting
place for humans as far back as the receding of the glacier:s. In fact, this site is the
birthplace of all westem North American exploration and settlement and the

clossloads of native North Amedcan and European cultures in the region
Arctraeological finds date its use back 6,000 years. The site was the centel of
native tribál politics and struggles in the West; tho location of five fur trading forts;
a settlers' villãge; the first experimental aglicultural farm in western Canada; the
original railway teminus for: the Northern Pacific Railway; the transfer point for
new immigrants to Canada moving West (p. 189).

-!' Deveìopment of the 85 acre site to date includes mainly ledeveJopment of existing buildings

on the site, dating as far back as 1889, to create a shopping and rec¡eational experience that

includes a market, shopping, a plaza and boat basin, restaurants, and a Children's

Museum. ,Adjacent and complementary to the lands referred to as The Forks is 8.8 acles

developed by Parks Canada into a National Palk, and the Rive¡walk, which extends from

the Manitoba Legislature, aiong the Assiniboine River, to the Amphitheatre on the nofih

end of the Parks Canada site on the Red River.

A sgqe-s-oj-p-ropqsaþfor development g! The Fqrks site, from both the privatç- ap-d

public sectors, were developed from 197-4 !q 1-986.-llhey,includedp.Ioposgls for park

office space, and mixed use, It was the early Core Area Initiat!¡re (CAI)

discussions that filally led to the cunent development of the site.

The CAI was a major initiative funded by the federal, provincial and municipal

govemment to ¡evitalize Winnipeg's inner city. Operating from 1981 to 1991, the then

East Yards was a target for redevelopment for the CAI from the start; in 198I a..CAI

document targeted the CN East Yards as a possibility fór development (Winnipeg CAI

1981,p. 12). In the spring of 1986, a tri-level 19¡\ fotce was established to complete the

plelimrnary steps that would lead to the redevelopment of the CN East Yards. ln Decembe¡

of i986, their report was made public, and a Preliminary Concept and Financial PIan was

approved by Canada, Manitoba and Winnipeg by the Spring of 1987. Map 1 illustrates the

land holdings of the Forks Renewal Corporation (FRC) at the time of its c¡eation in the

sunrÌler of 1987 (Winnipeg CAI 1987b, p.76) as a subsidiary of North Portage

4



Development Corporation (NPDC), another atms-length-from-govel'nment organization

that emerged from the CAI in 1983.

Map 1.--The Forks

Fig. I

Source: The Forks Renewal Corporation, 1987, p, 11, Figure I

The creation ofboth the NPDC and the FRC illustrate a t¡end in Canada highlighted

by Kiernan (1990): "fhe real planning in Canadian cities roday terrds trot.to be donqby city

planning departments al all bul by the new public corporations, which are generally not

even creatures of local government in thq fint place (p 70-1)." Undeniably a public

EAST YARD AREA

EXISTING BIJILDINGS :

1 G,AÌ.dGl

2 TRÀINING / FITNEçS

3 JoHNsoN TER'lflNAr

4 ¡ assulotNc .

I LAND OWNED BY THE FORKS RENEVÀL CORPORATION

Ë tÀND RETAINED"BY CN

ffil PÀRKS CANADA SITE

æ CN MAIN ÍINE

- - 
EASî YÀRD ARXA
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undortaking, the Forks Renewal Corporation has been both praised and cliticized fot its

paÌticipatory model.

1.2. Pulpose

The purpose of the study ìs to examine the palticipatory model employed by the

FRC for the development of The Forks. There are fout'specific goals ofthis exploration:

(1) to gain insight into the complex interactions of powerholders and stakeholders in public

development projects, (2) to identify different beliels and values regarding public

participation in a public development project, (3) to examine how the process that evolved

affected the outcome, and (4) to identify any implications for the planning profession.

Specifically, the study focuses on the powerholders and stakeholders, whete stakeholders

are those trying to influence the program for development of The Forks and may ot may

not have power, and powerholders are those who clearly dictate the decisions regarding

The Forks.2

The above objectives can be described as a search for the'drama' that occurred at

The Forks, i.e. defining the roles of the many actors, and the setting in which they

perform. Grant ( 1994) describes how the drama of democracy emerges from planning

disputes:

Proposals to change the use of land in . . . [a] community commonly trigger civíc
action from citizens concemed about their interests. The battles that ensue may turn
vicious and ugly. They offer fascinating insight into the way our society uses
planning activities to manage conflicts ovel resources. Planning disputes expose
episodes of the drama of democracy(p, 7).

To find and describe the'drama'of The Forks, qualitative research methods are employed

to aìlow naratives, or patterns, to emerge from informants' experiences and perceptions of

stakeholders and powerholders. The study represents a search for pattetns in the drama

2 The 'public' differs from 'stakeholders' in this study in that there is no basis in this study to
gauge what the 'public' wanted in telms of participation, while 'stakeholder' perceplions are easily gathered

and identified as individuals voice their opinions,

6



that.l.elate to the following question: What qualities of public particípation constitute

meaningfulness for the individuals involved and implicated?

Perks and Jamieson (1991) state that: "planning can be seen . . as a process of

thinking ahead to accommodate a city's growth and renewal, and then regulating

developments as they are about to occur (p. a90), " Planners have a significant role to play

in the regulation of land and property redevelopment. Perks and Jamieson continue:

planners now play an jnfluential part in managing a public planning process. In a)ì

iurisdictions oi Cãnada. public participarjon in planning is now requiled. although

þrior to the 1960s, plannTng wai mostly left to city politicians and their expert, 
.

itaffs. Canadian cities havé been very'successful in assuring that a1l parties with an

interest in planning issues of development proposals can make known their desires

and objections. Public participationtypically continues throughout the 'life' of the

plan-making project (p. 490-491).

This study tests whether the opportunities for participation are sufficient for those who are

not decision-makers, but a¡e interested in participating, as well as testing the perceptions of

those who allow participation. Politicians, govemment administrators, FRC officials and

citizens describe rhe piocess. identifu ìrs quaiities, and identify how it could, if deenred

necessary, be tr ansformed into their definition of a more meaningful means of involving

citizens in decision-making. Opposing perspectives regarding the involvement of the

public in ihe development of The Forks emerge as nar¡atives that reflect differing roles,

reasons and mechanisms for public participation. Forty-eight informants were given an

oppofiunity to define the role of broad-based city-wide community pafiicipation in a major

redevelopment of public property.

This study searches for explanàtions of why things happen the way they do. Grant

(1994) highlights the mystery of the planning drama:

This is the mystery of community planning: why do citizens in some communities
feel they havé so úttle control ovèi changes in the use of the land? As we seek to

solve this mystery, we find the drama of community planning compelling.
Sometimes ihe niystery takes unusual twists. No whrte knights and v-illains here.

Good guys have ékeleions in lheir closets, Bad guys have alibis. Following our
leads, wé discover a complex cultural drama emerging (p. 4)

The dramaturgical metaphor that Grant uses to describe planning in her work can also be

used to describe the public participation process employed by the FRC. Using a

7



dlamaturgical metaphor, it is possible to identify producers and directot's of public

participation processes. Similarly, it is possible to identify âctors who spend a lot óf time

on stage, and the extras who remain on the frjnge.

In essence, the search for the drama is a refinement of Schon's 'reflective

practitioner' ( 1983). lt provides for prolessional practitioners -- for those affected by the

professional practitioners, for politicians and for the three levels of govelnment's

representatives of the FRC -- a series of reflections of a development process that allowed

public participation, The study higirlights the presence of different goals and expectations

of public participation, and the conflicting planning ethics that emerge as a result.

1.3. Chapter Outline

This paper is divided into three parts. Part I sets the stage for the research. Chapter

Two provides a background to the ovents at The Forks, including the natural and cultural

heritage ofthe site, the events that led to the creation of the FRC, and also documents the

consultation activities of the FRC. Chapter Three elaborates on the research methodology

empioyed for this study. It presents the reasons for the choices of method and describes

the procedures applied. Chapter Four presents a review of pertinent literature that framed

the study questions and informed the analysis of the data gathered during the study. It also

describes and defines the consultation methodologies that are refered to throughout this

paper. Part II presents the findings of the research. Chapter Five presents the broad

findings of the research, while Chapters Six and Seven elabo¡ate on the nanatives of the

Proponents and the Challengers, the two opposing perspectives on the consultation

activities of the FRC. Paft III consists of a concluding chaptei that discusses the power

imbalances that are hightighted in the lesults of the study, and their êffect on public

partjcipation. Chapter Eight also discusses the implicaúons of the presence of Proponents

and Challengers, and their differing views on the role of public participation, for planning

practitione[s.

8



Part I:

The Stage

Map 2.--Context

Source: Sherlock's City Map: Winnipeg, 3rd ed., 1993, Map 19.



CHAPTERTWO

CASE STUDY CONTEXT

The purpose of this chapter is to provide a context for this case study of The Forks

development in Winnipeg, Canada (Map 2). First, the history of the site is presented in

terms of its natural and cultural heritage, followed by a brief documentation of events that

preceded the creation of the Forks Renewal Corporation. The second section presents the

public consultation activities that took place for both the Phase I and Phase II Concspt and

Financial Plans. The information presented in this chaptel is intended to provide a base set

of irrêfutable events to provide a context for the study. It is from this context that tho

nanatives presented in Chapters Five and Sìx depatt.

2. L Historv

The development now known as The Forks hâs a significant history in terms of

natural and cultural heritage. The natural heritage of the site includes land forms, drainage

features, living animals and animal remains, living plants and plant remains, buried soil

layers, ånd geological deposits. 75O-year-old bison bones and deer bone believed to be

older than 3000 years old have been found, as well as geological deposits and plant

remains that define Lake Agassiz. Cultural heritage resources include several archeological

findings: 6000-year-old hearths, a 3000-year-old Archaic-period culture, the 1200-year-old

Blackduck Culture, the 80O-year-old Rainy River Culture, possibly the 45O-year-old Sandy

Lake Culture, the fur trade as represented by Fort Gibraltar I and II, and railway,

immigration and industrial history. Given The Forks' central location, it lies within the

ranges and territories of numerous other pre-contact (pre-fur trade) Native cultures; the

potential for finding remains of them is significant. It is also possible to find remains of

post-contac! use of the land (FRC 1993, p. 12-13).

10



The site was fitst used in approximately 4000 BC for Native camps. This use

coniinued until the fur ttade and the establishment of Fort Rouge in 1738, In the 1800b the

site had several uses (Appendix One), including Métis farmsteads. an experinentaì falm,

British military installations, and a flour mill. By the late 1800s, the site became a

significant part of winnipeg's rail histoly, leaving several historic buildings and structufes

on the site (Appendix Two), Since the cllealion ol thq !RÇ. Jhg lablg blildings, built in

99?gl9-1210 f.or the canadian Northern and Grand Tlunk Papific milways, wer:e

lelov?-t€d as The Forks Market (Photo 2), a seventy-five thousand square foot market wrth

le,slaurants, 
fresh produce, crafts, etc. The Johnston Terminal building (Photo 3)' built in

1928-30 as a warehouse, has been renovated to include office space on the upper two

levels, and shops on the lowe¡ two. The B&B Building. built in 1889 as the Nofihorn

Pacific and Manitoba Railroad engine house, and considered to be the oldest standing

railway building ofits type in Western Canada, has also beerl renovated and recently

op94el as a Childr,en's Museum.

Photo 2.-The Fo¡ks Market and Marina

Source: Courtèsy of Winnipeg 2000.
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Photo 3,--Johnston Telminal

Source: Courtesy of Ted MacLachlan.

Structures on the site that have not been redeveloped include the steam plant, built

in 1941 , and the low line bridge, constructed in 1890, to accommodate the line of the

Northem Pacific and Manitoba Railroad (FRC i993, p. 20).

The CN East Yards site, now known as The Fo¡ks, was the object of several

development proposals beginning in the early 1970s. From 19741o 1986 nine different

development proposals or concepts were developed by both the private and public sectors,

ranging from hotels and housing, to commercial and park space (Winnipeg CAI 1987a, p.

.2-.1) 
Ofthese plans, the most influential fol The Forks as i¡ exists today was the 1980

Agreement for Recreation and Conservation on the Red Rivel Cotridor (ARC), which set

:h:_{iCS 
fo¡ q¡9of the site as a regional park with historical, interptetive significance. _The

most signifiqant proposal for the CN Eas! Yards was derived from the- Winnipeg Core Area

Initiative, a multi-million dollar, tti-government project designed to inprove the economic,

social and physical colditìons in Winnipeg's core area (Winnipeg CAI 1987b). The
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objective of the CN East Yards program of the CAI was to "facilitate the redevelopment of

the major historic, scenic and recteational resources at the junction of the Red and

Assiniboine Rivers (Winnipeg CAI 1981).' The development of the CN East Yalds as a

CAI proglam was intended to complement the ARC project, with the goal of formrng a

"continuous rivelbank park stretching form the forks of the iivers north to the Alexander

Docks (Winnipeg CAI, 1985)."

In October of 1986 CN agreed to relinquish sevenly acres ofland in a deal where

CN acquired a $12 million federal government office building in downtown Vancouver and

retained 18 acres at the Forks for commercial development; this arrangement was finalized

late in 1987 (Levine 1988, p. 15). After having acquired the land in principle, a iMinistels'

Task Force was established to identìiy options for development of the site.

In 1986 it was suggested that a public agency be established to oversee the final

planning, development and operations of the CN East Yard site as a "multi-purpose area

potentially involving parks, mixed-use facilities, housing, and commercial activities,

among others (Winnipeg CAI 1986)." A tri-level task force was established in March

1986, with the objective to "complete preliminæy steps leading to the redevelopment ofthe

CN East Yard arôa." Their report was made public in December 1986, and a Preliminary

Concept and Financial Plan was approved by the tlu'ee levels of govemment in the spring

of 1987 (Winnipeg CAI, 1987b, p. 76; FRC 1987, p. 13). A local politician' involved in

early discussíons about The Forks, highlighted the need for the three levels of govetnmettt

t9 coopelgtq! l'no one gqigrnlent cguld come up with lhat molgy in t!,91own budeet

The result of the Ministers' Task Force was the Unanimous Shareholder

Agreement, which created the Forks Renewal Corporation, and the Preliminary Concept

and Financial Plan. The role of the Preliminary Plan was to guide the Corporation s

activities by requiring them to submit a Phase I Concept and Financial Plan to the three

levels of government by November L2,7981after completion of initial public consultation

(Phase I Financial and Concept Plan, p, 7).
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A consultant who worked with the Task Force clarifìed that there was no public

involvemqnt in the Task Force deliberations:

The task force [did not have] public consultations. The task force was an in-house
group of consuilants put togéther to try and set up.a framework for the developmeht
õf *rè site and to establish ñow the sità might be developed, what priorities' what
criteria we should have for the development of the site, What vision we would
have for the site,

2,2. The Forks Renewal Corporation

The Forks Renewal Corporation was created on July 29. 1987 by the federal,

pr.ovincial and municipal govemments according to the Unanimous Sharehoider Agreement

(Phase I Financial and Concept P1an, p. 13), at which point "a public consultation plocess

was undeúaken to obtain suggestions and proposals for redevelopment of The Forks

(Winnipeg CAI 1987b, p. 76)." The responsibility for the Corporation was to take "the

preliminary concept plan put forward by the Task Force and to conduct public consultations

leading to a Phase I concept Plan to be submitted to the shareholders of the corporation,

namely Canada, Manitoba and the City of Winnipeg (MacDonald 1988)."

The FRC was established in 1987 with a budget of $20 million from the th¡ee 1eve1s

of government through the CAI (Winnipeg

Forks', the entire CN East Yards area, approximately 56 act'es, was to be owned a¡d

redeveloped by the FRC; the term renewal in the title of th! llrPofion appears to be

synonyrnou,s wi1! 1ed9¡19þryent. The objective of redevelopment was to adhere to a

"Meeting Place" theme that evokes The Forks as canada's new cross-roads, the m¿eting of

old and new, the meeting of diverse peoples, and a place for people to meet, work and play

THE FORKS
IA. FOI]RCHE
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ttu'oughout the year (Phase I Financial and Concept Plan, p. 7). The operational objectives

of this redevelopment program included:

. to stimulate redevelopmen! of thç historiç. a¡-4 scenic area through
à-miÎ oürïstorical,,cultural, residential and comme-rcial uses that
replace the previous raii acfivity;

. to stimulate specific components that atû'act people to The Forks
river fiont a1€as on a year round basis, and that enhance tourist
and rec-rgalional activity for Winnipeg and Manitoba;

. to encor.rr4gg d9y-glopmenlq iq the EaSt Yard that complement- 
exlsting activities and initiatives in the remainder of downtown
Winnipeg;

. to encourage effective coordination of the redevelopment to be

carried out by ihe variouS public seötor parties who will retajn
iãrid in thèEâst Yard; and

. Lo-ept-01¡{?gg the pafiicipation of the private and voluntaly sectors

il,tþ Eâü-Yar¿ þrojects to complement public initiatives and to
. stimulate new private investnent of the overall development

(Winnipeg CAI l'992).

The FRC was responsible, according to the terms of its creation in the Unanimous

Shareholders Agreement, for conducting public consultations. The operational objectives

reflect a requirement to èncourage public investment and support, which indicates that the

requirement for public consultatíon is somewhat subordinate. There have been, however,

two phases of consultation, each of which coincides with one of two phases of

development ; the FRC is required to submit five year plans to its shareholders, and for

each of those plans the public must be consulted. The subsections below outline the

consultation activities of the FRC for the Phase I Plan and Phase II Plan respectively'

2.2.L Phase I Consultations - 1987

In 1987, the FRC's Board of Directors "launched an extensive consultation and

evaluation program with developers, community groups and organizations, and individual

members of the public to obtain responses, ideas, suggestions and proposals related to the

redevelopment of The Forks (FRC 1987, p. 14)." The activities iircluded in this program,

as described by the FRC, included the following elements:
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. prcparation of brochures, pamphlets and othe¡ briefing documents
to ensure public and developer participation;

. an initial public meeting at the site to 'Discover Ttre Forks' which
was attended by some 150 citizens and groups;

. newspaper advertisements, extensive mailings, and participation
in radiõ call-in programs to solicit public comment and responses;

. review of responses to a'Call for Developer Intelest' sont to a
wide range of local, national and North American private, public,
and institutional organizations;

. four general public meetings in June, July and September to hear
briefs fiom over 60 community groups, proponents arid
interested individuals;

. a special heritáge group meeting with over twenty groups in July
to discuss heritage and cultural aspects of site recievelopment;

. over twenty índividual meetings with deveiopers, proponents and
government groups interested.in specific projects for the site;

. consultation with a number of government agencies, institutions
and leading development consultants;

. review in late October of the Board's initial conclusions with
groups which had participated in the program to date;

. on site visits to inspect and analyze downtown waterfront
development projects in other North American cities; and

. review and evaluation by technical consultants of certain aspecls
of the Phase I Plan (FRC 198'7 , p. I4).

The Appendices ofthe Phase I Concept and Financial Plan indicate that 71 citizens,

39 special interest groups, 13 developers, and 26 proponents were consulted. These

consultations contributed to tho development of the Phase I Plan, which was approved by

the three shareholders in December, 1987 (Winnipeg CAI 1991). The next consultation

activities began with the development of the Phase II Plan five years later.

2.2.2. Phase II Consultations - L992-1993

The most exhaustive consultation activities of the FRC occuned in conjunction with

the Phase II Plan, the second five-year plan mandated by the Unanimous Sharehôlders

Agreement, to cover development from 1992-1997 . To ensure the Phase II Plan accurately
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reflected the needs and interests ofthe community, the FRC "chose a consultation process

designed to maximize opportunities for all citizens to.participate (FRC, 1993, p. 3)." The

FRC identified three broad objectives fo¡ their consultation methodology:

. to build community consensus for the future;

. to allow the public to consider new ideas; and

' to emphasize the perspectives of site users.

At a media confercnce held on Aprit 15,1992, the Phase II program was offìcially

launched, along with an outline ofthe public consultation process (Figure 1). A ser'íes of

advertisements was placed in local daily and weekly newspapers to invite public

participation. These advertisements were repeated in May, 7992, along with distribution of

informationai brochures. The consultation process was also the topic of two ninety minute

openline radio shows (FRC 1993,p. a). The nature of this consultation process can be

described as reflecting Potapchuk's (1991) second and third levels of decision-making:

government consults with individuals and decides; government consults with a

representative group and decides.

The Forks Renewal Corporation identifies three stages in their consultation process

that led to the creation of the Phase II Concept and Financial Plan: I istening, planning. and

reporting. Each of these stages is elaborated in the sub-sections below.

2.2.2.L Lisfening Phase

The consultation process began with a 'listening phase' that was designed to allow

maximum participation by the broadest range of 'pub.lics' (FRC 1993, p. 5). The listening

phase consisted of four main elements: (1) two independent public surveys were

conducted to measure broad community opinions about The Forks, future expectations and

preferences; (2) a series of discussion workshops was conducted; (3) ínformational

brochures were distributed that included a mail-in response ca¡d; and (4) interested

individuals and organizations were invited to submit briefs (FRC 1993, p 5-7). Each of
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these elements is desctibed in this subsection. The last part of this section deals with

specific public participation oppottunities.

Figure 1,-Phase II Public Consultation

Phase II - Public Consultation
Thlee Phase Process

Citizens'
Advìsory

Group

Intercst
Groups

Forks
Advisory

Committees

Listening Phase

Data Colleclion
. Survey Research
. Workshops
. Response cards
. B¡iefs

Physical Site Reslraints

Planning Phase

Analysis and interpretation of data

Review and refinemert of planning options
Consensus on prefened coutse of action

Draf¿ Phase II Plan

Reporting Phase

Public presentation of draft Plan

Response period
Presentation to Governments

Source: Forks RenewaL Corporatíon, 1993, p.4.

PLanners

and
Citizens'
Group

Bætd

General

Public
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Two independent public surveys were cotiducted over the telephone for the FRC.

The first, by Angus Reid and Associates, conducted in January 1992, was a random

survey of 1 125 households to collect infomation about site visitation and preferences One

hundred in-depth inte¡views were conducted in each of the foilowing tluee categories:

frequent, moderate and occasional visìtors of the site. This sulvey also identifíed users that

were willing to serve on the Citizens' Advisory Group (FRC 1993, p. 5). A second

survey was conducted by Dennis McKnight 2051 Inc., in June I 992. and involved 500 in-

depth telephone interviews. The purpose of this survey was to "investigate the awareness,

perception and attitudes of the public about renewal of The Forks site (FRC 1993, p' 51."

Ten discussion workshops were held in May and June. 1992. lnvitarions to

participate in the discussion groups were sent to 474 organizations. In addition, several

newspaper adveftisements invited groups to participate. The workshops were facilitated by

independent consultants and structured to allow both individual reporting and group

discussion. Fout key questions were posed to the participants of the workshops:

' In your opínion, what are the strengths of The Forks site as it is
currently developed?

. In your opinion, what are the weaknesses of The Forks site as it is
cunently developed?

. What is your long range vision of what The Forks could and
should become?

' In your opinion, what changes should occur at The Forks over the
next five years?

Following the public launch of the public consultation process, informational

brochures were distributed that outlined the opportunities for public participation. The

brochure includeã a þar-off mail-in response card and was distributed in early May, 1992,

in loca1 newspapers, though the public library and other community agencies, by direct

mail and in the Forks Ma¡ket and Pavilion, The same four questions. mentioned in the

above section, appeared on the response cards as were discussed in the workshôps.

L9



Respondents were also invited to include their name and address in order to add theil name

to the mailing list. Alast component of the listening phase was the submission of b¡iefs.

where "interested individuals and organizations were invited to submìt written briefs

outlining theil suggestions for future development of the site. Briefs were requested to be

no more than two pages in length (FRC 1993, p. 7)." Eleven briefs were received between

October 1991 and October 1992 (FRC 1993,p. 12).

Specific public participatíon opportunities varied depending on the target group.

For example, response cards and opportunities to present briefs were teserved for interest

gloups and the general public to make use of, and workshops were reserved mainly for

advisory groups and established ínterest groups. Table 1 illusttates which participation

techniques were used for the general public, the CAG, interest groups and the advisory

committees.

Table 1.-Public Participation Opporh.rnities

General
Public

Citizens'
Advisory

Group

Interest
Groups

Forks
Advisory

Committees

Survevs x X X

Workshops X X x

Reqnonse Cards X x

Rriefs X x

Ontions Co¡ference X x

Puhlic Presentation X x x X

Resoonse to Draft Plan X X

Source: Forks Renewal Corporation, Phase II Public Consultation Process:
Preliminary Report, September, 1993, p. 5, Figure 2.
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2.2.2.2. Planning Phase

The planning phase of the Phase II Public Consultation Process consisted of th¡ee

elements: a volunteer Citizens' Advisory Group (CAG), four advisory committees and the

Options Conference. The CAG was created to provide citizen advice on preparations for

the Phase II Plan. None of the individuals were previously known to the Corporation.

They were invited, at random, to participate directly in the development of the Phase tr Plan

during the Angus Reid telephone survey conducted in January, 1992. An official with the

FRC interviewed for this study stated how the information gained by this sulvey was used

to create the Citizens' Advisory Group:

This initial survey was done to determine who used the Forks, and how they used
it, and when they came here and why and those kinds of things . . . . Who were
light medium and heaqi users? What we did with this info¡mation was create a list
- everyone who was surveyed was asked if they would be interested in participating
in a greater way on the future development of the Forks. All of those that said yes I
might be interested, were invited to come to an orientation session and . . . consider
whether they would like to join an advisory committee. We sent out letters
explaining what this was all about and information packages to them trying to
exþlain what the requirements would be. We had two sessions to try and hit
evèrybody at their convenience. Peopie were also phoned . , . . We had sixty or
eighty come, of the original thlee, four hundred and fifty, . . to these orientation
sessions. Of those, recognizing the commitment that was involved as a volunteer .

. . . Twenty people self selected. We didn't choose them, we had no role in
specifying who should be on this committee at all. It was compietely a self
sèlection process. Twenty peopte agreed. Most interesting, if we had tried
intentionally to find a group ofpeople that adequately represented the cross section
of Winnipeg's demographic community, I doubt we would have been as successful
as this.

In February, 7992, one hundred thirty nine interested respondents were provided with

information materials and invited to orientation sessíons held in March and April. Trventy

individuals agreed to participate on the Citizens' Advisory Group and spend seventy to

ninety hours reviewing data collected, formulating advice to the Board and planners, and be

invoived at every step of the planning process (FRC 1993, p. 3-4).

The role of the CAG was to act as a 'jury' for the broader community interest, to

review historical information, site planning. and fi¡a¡cial information as well as public

input, All the information and data collected in the consultation process was shared for a
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review by the CAG. The CAG monitored the interpretation of data into physical site

design, and provided cornrnents and direction for site.planners. The CAG reviewed six site

planning options and reviewed the final Phase [I Plan prior to public presentation (FRC

1993, p. 7-S). An official with the FRC elabolated on the role of the CAG during the

interview:

That citizens group worked with us, and with the planning team, in reviewing al1 of
the information collected from the workshops, the survey results and the discussion
groups. Everything. They got everything. They reviewed al1 the planning ideas,
that trhe planners had come up with. They ¡eviewed the Phase I Plan and looked at
six alternatives to the Phase I PIan, from a very heavy dense kind of development
closer to what Phase I was all about, right up to the completely green less dense
development. And actually what they found was something not quite in the middle
as what they felt would be most appropriate. And it matched very close of course
what came through in the public consultation. Their role was specifically to ensule
that the public's views were being heard and adequately beìng used within the
planning process. And that was their role, and I was telling you on the phone that
ihey chose to be anonymous, that's the way they wanted it, and they chose to. . ,

act as consensus. That's how it went. They worked very closely with the planning
team in examining different planning options, providing their input, and askíng
questions about different things . . . and being citizens. They all felt very strongly
that in spite of the fact that they had different liaisons they should not be
representative of a particular group and it I think was a highly successful
consultation process.

Four advisory cornrnittees provided the Board of the FRC with advice for five

years, since the approval of the Phase I Plan by its shareholders, on various issues. The

òomposition of each committee was tailored to meet the specific objectives of each

discipline (FRC 1993, p. 8). The four advisory committees are briefly described below:

. Site Planning Consultative Committee - This committee consists
of architects, engineers, urban planners and others in related
professions. The committee's role is to provide a critical review
of all development projects and site planning elements;

. Heritage Advisory Committee - Representatives from a broad
range of heritage disciplines a¡e. on this committee: archeology,
historic buildings, national parks, natural history, historical
interpretation, education etq. A sub-committee of the Committee
produced The Forks Heritage Interpretive Plan;

. Aboriginal Planning Committee - The goal of this committee is to
explore concepts for a permanent celebratíon of Aboriginal
peõples at The Forks. The Committee also provides guidance in
areas of Aboriginal concem or interest, i.e. archaeological
investigations, handling of heritage resources and public
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programs, Representatives on this committee are selected by
Manitoba's Aboriginal and Métis conrmunity.; and

. Leisure Centre Advisory Committee - This committee was fotmed
to explore the feasibility of developing a leisure facility at The
Forks. Members of this coÍrmittee broadly represent recreation
and leisure disciplines in Winnipeg and Manitoba (FRC 1993, p.
8-9).

The Options Conference, the third and last element of the planning phase, was held

in October, 1992. The goal of the conference was to bdng together all advisory committees

to review planning materials, to select a prefened course of action and provide final advice

to the Board regarding the Phase II Plan. The participants included:

. Citizens' Advisory Group;

. Aboriginal Planning Committee:

. Heritage Advisory Planning Committee;

. Site Planning Consultative Comminee;

. Leísure Centre Advisory Committee;

. represpntatives of Manitoba Multiculrural Devetopment Inc.;

. representatives of the Board of the FRC; and

. FRC planners.

All participants of the Options Conference were provided with the results of the

consultation process and other information materials, i.e. leisure centre feasibility report,

Aboriginal centre concept presentation, multicultural centre consultation and coricept repod,

Phase II Survey results, and comment card and workshop synopses. Six pianning options

were reviewed by these participants (FRC 1993, p. 9- 10).

2.2.2.3. Reporting Phase

The reporting phase consisted of two components: a public presentation of the

Phase II Plan proposal, and a submission of the Phase II Plan proposal to the FRC'S

government shareholders. The former component provided an opportunity for the public to

review and conìment on the proposal. A verbal and visual presentation by the Board at a
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public meeting was followed by a six day open house, Response cards were available for

comment. The second reporting phase component was the final step in the public

consultation process. All public comments received were appended to the Phase II Plan

proposal report and forwarded to the shareholders for their final leview (FRC 1993, p.

I 0).

2.2.3. Ongoin g Participation

Opportunities are still available for the public to corffnent since the three levels of

government have not yet, as of February 1995, given their approval of the Phase II P1an.

An official with the FRC explained that there are still venues available for the public to

voice their opinions:

Basicalty it comes in the form of comments over the telephone, or it might come in
the positions ultimately that politicians make, that's probably the greatest way it
would be heard right now.

At present, it is primarily through politicians that the public has an opportunity to influence

decisíon-making with respect to The Forks. Another way for the public to participate is via

the A¡nual Meetings held by the FRC.

The Forks has a significant natu¡al and cultural history not only for Winnipeg and

Manitoba, but for North America as well. This historical aspect of The Forks was one of

the sources of opposition to the development that was proposed by the FRC. The events

described above eoncerning the FRC and their consultation activities were intended to

provide a framework of inefutable events upon which the findings in Part II reflect. The

infolmants' differing interpretations of these events are the basis of Part II: The Reviews.

The following two chapters roview the research methods employed for this study, and the

theory that has informed the study.
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CHAPTERTHREE

RESEARCH METHODS

The purpose of this chapter is to guide the reader tkough the research methods

chosen to complete this study. Qualitative methods in particular were employed fol this

study since they allow the lesearcher to focus on an evaluation of a developmen I process.

For Patton (1990), who explores the use óf qualitative inquiry applications as a means for

program evaluation, a process study is especially appropriate when the following kinds of

statements are made about some intervention, relationship, organization or program:

. We take people through a developmental process made up of a

series of steps or phases;

. The nature ofourprocess is what makes us'unique'

. We are a very process-oriented place;

. We need to spend more time processing what's going on;

. I'm having trouble getting a handle on the process; and

. What is the process? Is it the same for everyone? Is the process
working foi people (p. 96)?

All the above statements and questions were made by people involved in some way in the

development ofThe Forks, indicating that qualitative methods are an appropriate means to

study the public consultation activities employed to inform the development of The Forks.

As an inductive methodology, qualitative methods require "immersion in the details

and specifics of the data to discover important categories, dimensions, and

intenelationships; lit will] begin by exploring genuinely open questions . . . ; [it] avoids

getting locked into rigid designs that eliminate responsíveness; [it] pursues new paths of

discovery as they.emerge (Patton , p. 40-4I)." The nature of the methods used for this

study can be described as ethnographic or phenomenological in nature, where the following

questions are asked during data interpretation and anaiysis: What are the different pattems
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of experience among these people? Are there diffelent groups ofpatterns? Do these

patterns result in different groups of people? What is.the culture of those groups of people?

Research for this study consisted of a series of interviews and content analysis of

news media coverage and documents3. Making observations of the data ând interpretation

of the datâ compdsed the analysis. Figure 2 depicts the relationship between elements.

Figure 2.--Research Mèthods

Time

Over the course of the study, time spent gathering data decreases while the time spent on

analysis of the data increases, and becomes more focused and selective. The role of the

researcher evolved to become increasingly involved in the interpretation of the data

gathered. It is important to note as well that research into the theory that is presented in the

following chapter occured simultaneously. There æe two sections in this chapter, The first

section describes the methods for data collection, while the methods employed for data

ánalysis and interpretation are presented in the second section.

3 A list of the newspaper and magazine articles collected is included at the end of this document.

In-Depth Interviews with
Key Informants

Descriptive -> Focused -+ Selective

Observations of the Data
(Researcher as Instrument of Research)

Content Analysis of

Literature Research into Theory

26



3,1. Data Collection

The general objective of the reseæch was to gather the experiences and stories of

individuals who were involved and/or interested in the development of The Forks. To

gather this information, two kinds of data collection were employed: (1) in-depth, open-

ended interviews; and (2.¡ docunent analysis. The data from intet'views consisted ofdirect

quotations from interviews wíth forty-eight informants about theil experiences, opinions.

feelings, and knowledge. Document analysis in qualitative inquiry yielded excerpts and

quotations from official publications and reports, memoranda and conespondence, and

written news media coverage .

A selies of informal conversational interviews was conducted with forty-eìght

individuals:

The informal conversational interview is the most open-ended approach to
interviewing. The conversational interviewer rvants to rnaintain maximum
flexibility to be able to pursue information in whatever direction appears to be
appropriate, depending on what emerges from. . . talking to one or more
iñrlividuals ìn that setting. Most of the questions flow from the immediate context
. . . No predetermined set of questions is possible under such circumstances,
because the evaluator does not know beforehand what is going to happen or what
will be important to ask (Patton, p. 281).

As a lesult of the unstructured nature of this type of interview, the data gathered will differ

from informant to informant, but most importantly, it will reflect the specific experience

and perceptions of those individuals.

Each conversation began with an introduction of the researcher, and a letter of

introduction (Appendix Three) fi'om the thesis advisor. Each informanl was advised that

their comments would remain confidential, and they were asked if they wouid be

comfortable if the conversation was tape-recorded. Every informant, with the exception of

one, agreed immediately to recording the conversation. The one inlormant that expressed

concern about recording the conversation agreed after a brief explanation of the intent of the

resea¡ch and assurances that all comments made were to remain confidential. Tape-

recording each convetsation was invaluable. Not only did a recording allow the researcher
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access to the entire conversation when it was time for analysis, but it allowed the resealcher

to maintain eye contact with the infonnant and pay attention to the comments made and

concentrate on where the conversation was going. Recording the conversations allowed

the naturalness, or humanness, of the data to emerge, which makes the patterns that emerge

fiom the analysis that much more plausible.

Each conversation began with a more" specific explanation of what the researcher'

was expecting from the informant:

I am a student in the Master of City Planning program out at the University of
Manitoba, and I am talking to a number ofpeople about their experiences about The
Forks. Specifically, what I am looking at is how the public was involved in the
decisionS made about The Fo¡ks. What are your conments about your experiences
with The Forks?

Often, other comments were included that specifically addressed what the researcher knew

about the informant's experience. For example, if an informant was intensely involved in

the first phase of consultation conducted by the FRC, probing questions about that

experience were asked; if the informant was a politician who was involved in the creation

of the Corporation, probing questions about their knowledge in that area were. posed. As

such, questions emerged from the discussion and the individual experiences of each

informant, No predetermined, standardized quostions were used, but rather a mental list of

things that needed to be explored evolved as more and more people were interviewed and

themes began to emerge. For example, after approximately twenty informants were

interviewed, the issues of the FRC's mandate and accountability to the public emerged, so

the remaining informants were asked specifically about these issues. Unlike standardized

open-ended interviews, questions and their wording were not determined in advance.

Informal conversational interviews are less systematic, and were more appropriate given

the diversity of the informanls.

This unstructured interview methodology was very effective in that ít enabled me to

tailol the discussion to each stakeholder and her/his experiences. A structured interview

guide would not have enabled me to address the diversity of individuals and their
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experiences. In effect, this methodology ensured the relevancy of the questions to oach

informant and her/his experiences. The unstructured nature of the discussion aided the

emergence of each jn lormant's priorities.

Whyte and King (1984) describe a goòd research interview: "The good research

intervierv is structured in terms of the research problem, The interview structure is not

fixed by predetermined questions, as in the questionnaire, but is designed to provide the

informa¡t with fieedom to introduce materials that were not anticipated by the interviewer

(p. 97)." The following rules were followed during each interview:

. Listen more than you talk;

. Listen with a sympathetic and lively interest;

. Occasionally rephrase and reflect back to informants what they
seem to be expressing and summarize their remarks as a check on
your understanding;

. Avoid giving advice and passing moral judgments; and

: Don't intem-rp t accidentally (from Whyte and King, p. 98).

A preliminary list of key informants that would cover a broad range of interests was

identified. Using the snowball technique, each participant was asked at the conclusion of

each interview for the names of other key indivjduals she/tre thought should be

interviewed. As the names provided by the informants became repetitive, the list of key

informants became complete. The purpose of a broad range of perspectives is to challenge

any preconceived (and developing) understandings of the phenomenon under study.

Maximum variation sampling is an essential part of critical inquiry, in that the views of the

powerful, as well as of the disenfranchised, are represented (Kuzel, p. 37 -39).

The first interviews were conducted with people that were involved directly with

The Fo¡ks. Identifying informants beyond thosê introductory interviews was done

primarily through the snowball technique; at the conclusion of each interview, the

informant was asked for names of other individuals who would have something to

conrribute to the research. The list of names that emerged from this list was exhaustive, It
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was impossible to interuiew all of these people, so those mentioned most frequently that

had something to do with, or an interest in, public participation were chosen.

The individuals interviewed for the study can generally be placed in one of three

general categories that reflect their involvement in the development ofThe Forks:

politicia¡s, staff, and citizens. Politicians from the provincial and municipal levels of

govemment were interviewed. 'Staff includes employees and contract consultants of the

federal, provinciai and municipal governments, North Portage Development Corporation

and the Forks Renewal Corporation. Members of the FRC Board are included in the staff

category, as are consultants contracted by the FRC, and representatives of both the

Downtown and Exchange Business Improvement Zones. The 'citizen' category is

composed of community activists and local business people. While the interviews were

being conducted, an effort was made to contact peopie who represented each of the three

primary categories (Figure 3). The distribution of informants in the three broad categories

is as follows: ten politicians, twenfy-one staff, and seventeen citizens.

Figure 3.--Origin of Informants

Participants

Staff CitizensPoliticians

Provincial Business ActivistMunicipal

Government FRCNPDC

StaffBoa¡dMunicipalFederal Provincial

Consultants
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The above figurc lepresents the categories of interview participants that the researcher was

successful in scheduling an interview; for example, despite attempts to interview a federal

politician. it was not possible to schedule an interview. The 'business' category denoles

business-people from The Forks and the Exchange District. The 'activist' category refers

to heritage, aboriginal and social activists in Winnipeg, some of which formed an interest

group to iobby for change at The Forks (Greening the Forks).

Many informants shared the documents, newspaper clippings, correspondence, and

videotapes of television coverage they had collected. Secondaty soutces were consulted in

this study to allow for a b¡oader understanding of the development now rcferred to as The

Forks. The following sources were consulted: Winnipeg Free Press, The Winnipeg Sun,

Inner-Ciry Voice, The Lance3, !þþa, Winnipeg Real Estate News. Uptowns. The Globe

and Mai1, Currents6, citizens' briefs to City Council, correspondence between the Forks

Renewal Corporation and the City of Winnipeg, Core Area Initiative documents, and City

of Winnipeg Council Minutes.

3.2. Data Ahalysis and Interpretation

The method of data analysis employed was inductive, meaning that the patterns,

themes, and categories of analysis came from the data (Patton, p. 391). The essence of

inductive analysis is: identifying pattems in the datai developing categoly systems:

comparing partems: and interpreting the data by considering causes. consequences and

lelationships. The result of this method is to transform particular qualitative features into

generic statements (Eisner 1991.¡. This section elaborates the steps taken to find the

3 The Lance is a newspaper in St. Vital, in the South end of Winnipeg.

4 Lj¡ls ir a community newspaper in Winnipeg.

5 Uotown is a small newspaper that focuses on Winnipeg's downtown.

6 Cunents is a newsletter publish¿d by the Forks Renewal Corporation.
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pattems within the information gathered from the interviews, and ttuough simple coutent

analysis of documents and news media coverage.

Data analysis was conducted following Spradley's (1980) Developnental Research

Sequence (DRS)?, an ethnographic research methodology (Figure 4). Spradley describes

this sequence as follows:

The DRS steps begin with a wide focus, surveying many possible social situations.
When one ís selected, the research included the entire social situation form Steps 3

through 12. However, there is a dual focus, one narrow, the other broad and
holistic. The ethnographet continues to use the skills learned in Steps 4 and 5 while
at the same time focusing observations on selected cultural domains. Toward the
end of the project the focus expands again to make a holistic description of the
cultural scene (p. 103).

The first five steps in Spradley's sequence are general, and move toward the

specific. By step nine, componential analysis, the focus widens, to accommodate a holistic

description of the cultural scene, Before describing the precise process used for this study,

it is important to def,rne more clearly the premises of Spradley's approach,

Analysis is a search for pdtîen1s.. . . As you have recorded what people. , . say,
you have been abie to make inferences about what they know. But, in o¡der to
inove on and describe the cultural behavior, the cultural artifacts, and lhe cuhural
knowledge, you must first discover the patterns that exist in your data (p' 85).

For Spradley, culture refers to the patterns of behaviour, artifacts, and knowledge that

people have created. Within every social situation there are cultural meanings (p' 86-87).

He refers to these cultural meanings as cultural domains, and it is the analysis of these

domains that constitute step 5 in his sequence: domain analysis.

7 Spradley's sequence focuses on data collected from participant observation rather than data

collected f¡om intqviews, However, the lattet can be examined using the same sequence ofsteps.
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Figure 4.-Spradley's Developmental Research Sequence
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Source: Adaptedfrom Spradley 1980, p. 103, Figure 12

Cultural domains ale categories of meaning, and they are made up of three basic

elements: cover term, included terms, and semantic relationship (Spradley, p. 89). The

covel'term is the name for a cultural domain. For example 'patticipation' is the cover term

for a domain identified from data about The Forks. The included terms are the names of

the smaller categories that fit inside the domain. 'Open house', 'workshops', and

'surveys' are examples of included terms for the domain 'participation', The semantic
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relationship is how the two previous elements are linked. In this example, the semantic

relationship is one of strict inclusion: 'is a kind of. Figure 5 illustrates an example of a

cultulal domain in the present context.

Figure 5.--Cultural Domain Illustration

DOMAIN

PARTICTPATION

is a kind of

open house
workshops

surveys

Cover term

<- semantìc relat ionship

# Included terms

Source: Adapted from Spradley, p. 89

Analysis of the interview data began by transcribing the tape-recordings of each

interview, As the conversations were transcribed, some passages were marked as

important. Once approximately seventy percent of the data was transcribed, and a hard

copy of the transcript was printed, they were read looking for conversations that dealt with

participation. These passages were underlined. The transcripts were then re-read, making

notes on a separate sheet of papel for each informant using the domain analysis technique.

Following the comments that the informants made, many culturaÌ domains, included telms

and semantic relationships were identified. Then, using file cards, the domains were

collapsed, allowing all the domains to be listed together according to theil' semantic

relationship. The purpose of listing all the identified domains is to identify the cultural

categories and to gain an overview of the cultural scene being studied (Spradle y, p. 96-97)

Domains were most often listed with the foilowing semantic relationships:
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. Strict Inclusion -- X (is a kind oÐ Y
Example: Self-sufficiency mandate (is a kind of problem;

. Means-End -- X (is a way to do) Y;
Example: Citizens' Advisory Group (is a way to) consult the
public;

. Rationale -- X (is a reason for doing) Y
Example: Tri-level agency (is a reason for) lack of public
accountability;

. Cause-Effect -- X (is a result of) Y
Example: A successful development (is a result of) genuinely
reflecting the public will; and

. Attribution -- X (is a characteristic of) Y
Example: Closed (is a characteristic of) the consultation
process.

An integral part of domain analysis ìs the creation of a list of domains, which helps

create an overview of the cultural scene. The list of domains resulting from the above

relationships are included in Table 2 below

Table 2.--List of Domains

1. X is a kind ofY
kinds of roles / players
kinds of process
kinds of problems / issues
kinds of controversy
kinds of participation
kinds of control
kinds of positive things
kinds of phases of consultation

3. X is a reasonfor doing Y
reasons for participation
reasons for criticism
reasons for lack of constituency
reasons for (lack of) accountability
reasons for success
reasons for debate
reasons for tripartite arrangoment

2.XisawaytodoY
ways to control process
ways to consult the public
ways to assure public they've been heard
ways to avoid controversy
ways to create controversy
ways to gauge public interest
ways lo create better discussion

4, X is a result of Y
results of armslength corporations
results of public paficipation in planning
results of such a broad constituency
results of special interest groups
results of public participation
results of reflecting the public's will
results of cdticism
results of bad decisions
results of awa¡eness of the site
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5. X is a characteristic ofY
characteristics of public processes
characteristic of public decision-making
characteristics of focus groups
characteristícs of CAGs
characteristic of annual meetings
characteristics of the FRC
characteristic of the public
characteristics of critics

The list of domains provides an overview of the cultural scene being observed. To make

focused observations, specific domains are examined by asking structural questions which

make use of the semantic relationship between a specific domain and a cover term (p. 107).

For example, for the domain 'participation', and the semantic relationship 'is a reason for

doing', the structural question would be: 'what are all the reasons for participation?'

Focused observations require that specific domains from the list of domains (Table 2) be

selected for further investigation. The working structural questions that guided the early

focused observations of the data, and enabled the researche¡ to pursue the objectives of ¡he

study, were:

. What are all the reasons for participation?

. What are a1l the parts of the process?

. What are all the reasons for lack of public involvement?

. What are all the attributes of the public consultation process?

. What are all the kinds of public participation?

. What are all the kinds of problems associated with The Forks?

. What are all the kinds of roles people played?

The portinent arlswers to theso questions are incorporated in the narrative data reported in

Part II.

Answering the structural questions listed above provided a complete list of all the

different observations made from the data collected, A taxonomy of this list shows more

about the relationships between the things inside the cultural domain than would be seen by
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just identifying the things inside the cultural domain (Spradley, p. 112). A taxonomy

reveals the relationship between all the included terms in a domain. An example of a

taxonomy is the kinds of roles that peopJe piay in the development of The Forks lFigure 3 -

Origin of Informants): polil"ician. staff/bureaucrat, and citizen. Within each o[ these

categolies, there are sub-categoties, for example, politicians can be divided in to Federal,

Provincial and Municipal politicians. Taxonomic analysis was conducted for each of the

domains indicated by the structural questions Iisted above, resulting in the emergence of

cultural pattems. Responses to these structural questions resulted in taxonomies that depíct

valious categories of perceptions. The next step in Spradley's sequence offered an

opportunity to explore these categories further.

Selected observations, the eighth step of Spradley's DRS, involved taking the

social situation that has been described in terms of similarities only until this point, and

begin to look for differences between specific cultulal categories (Spradley, p. 128). While

looking at the categories in each taxonomy, it became evident that there are distinct kinds of

informants for this study. Tho categories of participants arc: Proponents, Positive

Explainers, Observers, Negative Explainers, and Challengèrs. Their relationship, on a

continuum, is illustrated in Flgure 6 below.

Figure 6.--Categories of hformants (Cultural Themes)

- Positive Observers Negative
Proponents <----- Explainers Explaineß

Challengers

A brief componential analysis of the data, i.e. a search for attributes, revealed the

characteristics associated with each of these cultural categofies. An elaboration of the two
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poles of this continuum, the Proponents and the Challengers, is found in Part II of this

study.

Tfuoughout the analysis of intewiew data, the news media coverage of events at

The Forks was reviewed simultaneously. This information served mostly as a means to

gauge the chronology of events to which the informants had refered. A content analysis of

newspaper coverage, for example, was done primarily by observation. Analysis of the

data accumulated through the informants was more applopriate because of the ease of

gauging its rcpresentativeness. News media coverage also helped to gauge the magnitude

of the problems and issues highlighted in discussions with informants, Documents and

correspondence òften originated from study informants, or from individuals that were not

interviewed for the study in an effort to maintain a more manageable number of interviews.

They were essential in trying to see ùe larger picture of events.

The scope ofthe research for this study reached Spradley's tenth step, 'discovering

culn:ral themes,' and touched on the eleventh and twelfth steps,'taking a cultural

inventory' and'writing an ethnography.' The cultural themes, as elements of patterns that

make up a culture, were identified; however, a detailed list of themes and in-depth

confirmation of themes was not conducted for this study. Although this study allowed the

emergence of two'polar' cultures, the Proponents and the Challengers, it does not

elaborate to a significant degree on the qualities of them. Further resea¡ch in this area

should focus on more clearly defining who belongs to each of these cultures, and the

patterns and universal themes that define the Proponents and Challengers.

The use of qualitative methods was successful in allowing the informants'

perceplions to emerge. Three key theoretical models of pubiic participation in planning

provided a framework for domain analysis, focused observations, taxonomic analysis and

a brief componential analysis (Arnstein 1969, Thornley 1977, and Potapchuk 199i).

These theoretical models are elaborated in Chapter Four. The nar¡atives of the Proponents
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and the Challengers, the two most distinct categolies of informant perceptions, are

plesented in Part III.
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CHAPTERFOUR

. THEORYANDPRECEDENTS:ALITERATUREREVIEW

This chapter presents a review of the literature on public participation, with an

emphasis on literature that discusses public participation processes and powet' imbal ances

associated with those processes. lnformation presented in the review has been organized

into three sections. The first section explores current issues in public palticipation. and

includes a subsection that presents three continuums of power-sharing ín public

participation, and a second subsection that explores reasons for powel imbalances. The

second section identifies several consultation-based methodålogies available to decision-

makers, each varying in dógrees of power-sharing between process implementers and

participants. The techniques of public participation mentioned in this thesis arc described

here.

4.1. Current Issues in Public Partícipation

Plan¡ers are often intensely involved with citizens and citizens' groups (Lauffer

i978), and, as with any planning process, there is often debate regarding the role of

stakeholders in the decision-making process. The central issue in stakeholder participatíon

is power and control (Potapchuk 1991), and there is a growing interest in involving

stakeholders in decision-making processes that affect them (Beresford and Croft 1993).

This sub-section attempts to define public participation in broad terms.

Public participation is an interactive process that considers the ideas of citizens and

encourages their involvement in decision-making in the aieas of vision, issue resolution,

design and de1ivery. Effective pubiic parlícipation is characterized by the following values

inclusive, flexible, accessible, humane in process, and listening and understanding

(Environment C anada 1992, p.3). Constructive participation of stakeholders thelefore

involves an ongoing process that provides stakeholders ea¡ly and convenient opporlunities
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to make contlibutions. Such a process is often characterized as a learning process for both

stakeholders and decision-makers and planners (Friedmann, 1987). Individuals, interest

groups, and agencies ídentify their own positions, recognize those of others, and work

toward a win-win solution cooperatively (Connor, i988). Such a process is also

characterized by í1s consensual and collaborative approach.

Collaborative and consensus strategies, as an alternative to traditional, centralized

problem-solving methodologies, ale better equipped to tackle the intricacies and

complexities of solving social ploblems. Collaborative and consensual approaches to

public participation are components of a power-sharing continuum, as is consultation. The

continuum situates power and decision-making authority with stakeholders at one end, and

those that decide for them at the other.

The following sub-sections explore power imbalances involved in public

participation. The first sub-section expiores three continuums of participation: Amstein's

ladder of participation, Connor's ladder of participation. and Potapchuk's 1eve1s of shared

decision making. In the second sub-sectíon, the reasons for power imbalances are

explored. The theory introduced in this section was a primordial part of the analysis and

interpretation of data gathered for this study.

4.1.1. Continuums of Participation

Degrees of stakeholder participation in planning and decision-making can reflect

degrees of power and cont¡ol. Power may be shared with stakeholders to different degrees

according to the needs of the decision situation and the disposition of those in control of

making decisions. In its most modest form, citizens are informed of proposals and asked

for a response. \4ore power is sha¡ed when, for example, citizen advìsory committees ale

employed in the planning process, and still greater power is shared when citizens are

delegated to make plans (Hodge 1991, p.36a-365).

The degrée of power shared w,ith stakeholde¡s is determined by those in control of

decision-making. Below are three continuums which illustrate varying degrees of power
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that determine stakeholder participation practices: Sherry Arnstein's ladde| of participation

(1969), Desmond M. Connor's ladder on resolution and prevention of conflict (1988), and

.t"William R. Potapchuk's levels of shared decision-making (1991). These three continuums

were critical in informing the analysis of data because of their focus on power imbalances

and the degrees of participation. This is demonstlated in Chapter 7, where the findings of

the resea¡ch are discussed and comparisons arc made between the two culturcs that

emerged from the study: the Proponents and the Challengers,

4,1.1.1. Arnstein's Ladder

A pivotal article in planning theory relating to public consultation is Sherry

Atnsæin's A l¡tdder of Participation, In her article, Arnstein identifies eight degrees of

citizen involvement in decision-making processes, and cha¡actetizes the mindset that

accompanies each rung (Figure 7).

Each rung of the ladder corlesponds to the extent of stakeholders' power in

determining a plan or program for public involvement, Cìimbing the ladder, results in

increased stakeholder power, and likewise, descending the ladder results in diminished

stakeholder power. The lirst two rungs of the ladder, manipulation and therapy, are what

Arnstein refers to as 'nonparticipation'. Informing, consultation and placation are degrees

of 'tokenism,' whiie partnership, delegated power and citizen control are degrees of'citizen

power.'
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Figure 7.--Arnstein's Ladder of Citizen Participation

Citizen Control

Degrees of
Citizen Power

- 
Degrees of
Tokenism

parlicipation

Source: Arnstein ( 1969)

Amstein's metaphor was particularly useful in describing the different expectations

of public participation that emeiged from the study. For example; it was useful to describe

the Challengers as people who expected deglees of citizen power, while the Proponents

find participation methodologies lower en the ladder more appropriate. This ladder is also

employed in categorizing different methods of participation in the concluding section of this
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chapter. The eight rngs of A¡nstein's ladder are described in more detail in Appendix

Four

4. I . 1.2. Connor's Ladder

A second continuum of parricipation is from Connor (1988), who builds fiom

Arnstein's ladder, and creates another ladder that aims to provide a more systemic approach

to pleventing and resolving public controversy about specific policies. programs and

projects (Figure 8).

Figure 8.--Connor's Ladder of Citizen Participation

Iæaden

General
Public

Resolution/Prevention

Litigation

Mediation

Joint Planning

Consultation

Information Feedback

Source: Connor ( 1988)
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As a means to prevent controversy in the first place, education, information feedback and

consultation are three steps to ensure that the pubtic is 'on side'with the initiatives,

programs or policies of an organization. Education is a first step in preventing and

resolving public controversy. Information-feedback is required when the publics affected

by the proposed change do not understand or accept it, while consultation is lequircd if

education has not engendered enough informed support, or if information-feedback has not

developed understandíng and acceptance, or the possibility of acceptance seems too great to

be resolved through education o¡ information-feedback. A more in-depth description of

Connor's ladder is included in Appendix Five.

Connor contends that if a project or proposal is not accepted despite the efforts of

the first three rungs, there are th-roe remaining possibilities that occur only if legally

required: joint planning only occurs if a party has legal jurisdiction over some aspect of the

area affected; mediation leads parties with legal jurisdiction through a conflict resolution

process; and litigation occurs between parties with legal jurisdiction in an adversarial

context. In contrast to Amstein, Connor does not address the issue of power sharing. He

simply alludes to power-sharing between parties with legal jurisdiction. For example,

when shifting from consultation to joint planning on Connor's ladder, there is an íncrease

in power sharing such as could be found in Arnstein's typology, but he makes a shift in the

players he is referring to. The first three rungs address the relationship between the general

public and decision-makers, while the others address the relationship been various

decision-make¡s. Conno¡'s approach is one that offers ways to prevent and resolve

controversy involving the public in general, and does not exptess ways to involve the

public to a degree greater than Arnstein's 'consultation'.

4.'l.1.2. Potapchuk's Levels

Recently, planners have made attempts to reframe the purpose of citizen

..
participation from identifying opposition to building consent (Potapchuk, 1991).
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Potapchuk contends that neither At'nstein's nor Connor's ladders stretch "to the new bload-

based forms of participation that have emerged to build community vision and structure

strategic plans. New approaches to citizen participation strive toward these lofty goals (p

162-163)."

Potapchuk proposes a typology wherc levels of shared decision-making are

examined. The essence ofpowel is considered, i.e., who decides o¡ who supports the

outcome. The typology focuses on government and its involvement in deçision making

However, it can bejust as effective when consideling 1evels of shared decision-making

with other agencies or organizations. Below is a summary of Potapchuk's levels of sha¡ed

decisjon making:

. government delegates decision to others (e.g. privatization of
decision making):

. govemment works with a representative group and 
-they 

jointly
ãecide (e.g. negotiations, cõllaborative planning pîocesses,
consensus-building processes);

. government consults with a representative group and decides (e,g.

task forces, citizen advisory groups, blue ribbon committees,
charettes);

. govemment consults with individuals and decides (e.g. public
hearings, written comments, hotlines, lobbying, consultations);
and

. government decides (e.g, legislative or administrative decisions).

Upward movement in this typology results in an increase in the level of public

involvement, much like climbing Arnstein's ladder. In the lower two levels, government is

seeking support; analogous to what Amstein identifies as 'nonparticipation' and

'tokenism.' Consultation with representative groups can serve to bridge the differences in

the larger community, but the citizen is excluded from the decision making process.

Consensus buitding plays a role in the higher two ievels, which are citizen-driven. If a

particular process is unsuccessful, the actual decision-making may revert back a step or two

(Potapchuk, 1991).
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4. 1.2. Power Imbalances

In order to reach qn assessrnent of tlte effectiveness of participatíon
' techniques it ís necessaty to have a cLear conception of the role and

purpose of participation itself (Thornley 1977, p. 3).

Thornley implies that different perceptions of the roles of parricipation will result in

various assessments of padicipation techniques. This appears to be the case with

development of The Forks and the consultation mechanisms employed by the FRC,

Thornley proposes that there are ttxee types of theory that illuminate these differing

perceptions and assessments of participation in planning: conservative, liberal and radical

theory. The characteristics of conservative theory are: the pelpetuation of the status quoi it

is descriptive of existing social relationsl and human nature is seen as in need of protection

and control, a belief that is based on a system of hieiarchy ánd dornination. Liberal theory

holds that 'man' can never be master of his own fate, but existing social relations suppress

human potential. Liberal theory rarely leads to an analysis ofsociety as a whole, while

radical theory consistently takes a total view of problems, Radical theory holds that the

nature of human potential is unlimited and develops theory fi'om practical experiences

(Thornley, p. 4),

Thornley also offers a typology which focuses on consensus and conflict and their

impact on change and stability. Three perspectives emerge again: consensus, containment,

and conflict. Consensus places emphasis on stability ând integration; socialization

contributes to the maintenance of system balance. The goal of the second perspective,

containment, is to find synthesis; change is gradual and a product of institutionalization;

conflìct is contained according to universal notms. Conflict, the third perspective, places

emphasis on change and dissent, which are the necessary conditions of social change

(Thornley. p. 6-7).

The dimensions of stability/change and no participatior/full participation help

posítion his theoretical typology (conservative, liberal and radical) and his

consensus/conflict typology (consensus/containmenVconflict) in his theoretical fi'amework.

47



A graphic representation of these two dimensions and the 'location' of the tiuee theoretical

perspectives are found in Figure 9.

Figure 9.--Theoretical Framework

Degree
of
Social
Change

Perspective 2 (Containment and Bargaining)

low
Perspecrive I lConsensus and Stability)

low high

Degree of Participation

Source: Thomley 1977 (an adaptation)

The first perspective, an iteration of conseruative and consensus theories, is based on

consensus and stability. The second perspective, a reflection of liberal theory and a

synthesis of consensus and conflict theories, is based on containment and bargaining. The

third perspective, a reflection of radical and conflict theoües, is based on conflict and

increased consciousness. Each perspective is briefly described in the text that follows. A

more detailed description of the three perspectives is included in Appendix Six.

Perspectíve One contends that in order to achieve stability, there must be consensus

over general values. In this perspective, information exchange occurs ratler than

, involvement of people in decision-making. Plans are adapted to public attitudes, but are

not lormed by them. Planners see themselves as guardians of the public interest andtheir

work is evaluated on the basis of theb ability to benefit society as a whole; there is a direct

high

Perspective 3 (Conflict and Incrcased

Consciousness)
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rclationship between the amount of infotmation gathered and the legitimacy of the concepts

and plans proposed, (Thornley, p.43-44).

The prefened methods for participation are aimed at the "individual rather than

methods that might foster group solidarity against system-wide not'ms (Thornley, p. 44)."

Methods used at present include pre-paid reply questionnaires and opportunities to make

comments at exhibitions. A more recent method used at public meetings is the grouping of

participants into discussion groups where each individual can express opinions, and reach

some form of consensus after some debate. The goal of this method is "to prevent the

audience being swayed by convincing orators or public spokesmen of particular interests

(Thornley, p. 44)." The measure of success of participation in this perspective is that the

'common' view that emerges can be identified with the public interest (Thornley,p.44)

In Perspective Two, the management of conflict is central, since conflict al'ises

because an'interest' is somehow not represented, which indicates a lack ofbalance withín

the democratic system which shoutd be rectífied by government, provided it is financially

capabte of doing so. In this perspective some fomal means of dealing with opposition

must be available, such as appeals to the Minister and public inquiries (Thornley, p. 48). A

second necessary condition fo¡ ensuring a framework for bargaining is in place is that the

Iocal authority must acknowledge positions taken other than their own. The goal of

participation techniques in this perspective is to contribute to the aim of gradual reform

(Thornley, p. 48).

Thomley describes Perspective Three as one which demands structural change,

power equality, and increased consciousness. A high degree of participation is a means for

achieving a high degree of social change, Thomley implies that the problem of

participation in government does not lie within the attitudes of the public that do not want to

participate, but within the structures, processes and values of the government system, This

perspective defines necessary conditions for power-sharing and participation in decision-

making: power inequalities of decision-making must be eradicated. lncreased
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consciousness of individuals, that develops from direct experience, is the only means to

accomplish the structural changes required (Thomley. p. 46), and participation is a way of

raising that consciousness.

Thomtey suggests that the following three questions should be asked to determine

in which perspective someone or something fits:

1) What view of social order is taken? What is the implication of
that view for treatment of social change?

2) Within this perspective of change for social order, what role is
given to participation and what form does it take?

3) As a result of questions 1) and 2) where can the author be placed
in the framework (p. 10)?

These questions were valuable while analyzing the data gathered for this study.

4.2. Particioation Technioues

Several tecþiques for stakeholde¡ participation have been identified while

conducting the literature review. The list below demonstrates the variety of methods or

techniques available to decision-makers and stakeholders, many of which were used by the

FRC. The purpose of this section is to indicate where various techniques relate to the

rungs of Arnstein's ladder. Each is briefly described below, listed in inðreasing degrees of

power-sharing, and placed in one of three general categories describing Arnstein's ladder

of participation: non-participation, limited power-sharing, and stakeholder power sharing.

A summary outiine of these techniques is included below for quick reference:

4.2. 1. Non-Participation
4.2.1.1. Mail-Outs
4.2.7.2. Community Forums / Public Meetings
4.2.1.3. The Responsive Publication
4.2.1.4. Open House

4.2.2. Limlted Power-Sharing
4.2.2.L. Charelles
4.2.2.2. Swveys
4.2.2.3. Focus Groups
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4.2.3. Stakeholder Power-Sharing
4.2.3.1. The Planning Workshop
4.2.3.2. Citizen Advisory Committee.

4.2.1. Non-Participation

. Non-participative methods are primarily used for informing stakeholdels of

decisions made, upcoming issues, or positions taken. Generally, information is conveyed

to stakeholders to let them know something is happening, or has al:eady occur¡ed. The

direction of information-sharing is one-way, and feedback from stakeholders is often not

expected or desired. The examples included below are examples of activities employed by

Lhe FRC.

4.2.1.1. Mail-Outs

Mail-outs generally provide an opportunity for an agency or organization to inform

stakeholders or clients about issues that they feel will affect them. Information is provided

to stakeholders, but no response or discussion is expected;

4.2.I.2. Community Forums / Public Meetings

Community forums, or town meetings, are a public approach in terms of public

consultation (Hagerdorn, et al., 197 6). Forums are used more to build support than

counter skepticism, and can be useful if a wide cross-section of the community is involved,

if an experienced leader is available, and if the purpose of the meeting is made clear

(McKillip, 1987). There are four ways to use a con.munity meeting: 1) educate the public;

2) seek input from the public; 3) seek a reaction from the public, o¡ 4) make decisions

(Potapchuk, 1992). Community meetings are distinguished from public hearings in that

two-way communication between citizens and staff, or between citizens,.is present.

A critical element to an effective forum is adequate advertising of the session that

raises awareness of the forum, and clearly indicates the purpose of the meeting. Public

meetings and forums are scheduled usually by an organization or agency to þresent a

particular project to the public. Public meetings are held at a specific time. Limited one-on-
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one discussion occurs since public concems ale voiced by individuals in front of evetyone

attending ttre meeting. According to Connor (1988), the public meéting has become a

venue for unconstructive community contloversy, and therefore problematic.

4.2. 7.3. The Responsive Publication

The primary means by which most public information and participation programs is

gained is in print (Connor, 1988). As such, he proposes that publications such as

newspapers or householder mail, or a detachable postcard; be used to gain information

about people's beliefs and feelings.

4.2.1,4, Open House

Unlike the public meeting or community forum, an open house allows visitors to

come and stay for as littie time or as long a time as they.like. Instead of lasting only a few

hours, the open house lasts for several, allowing people with different schedules to attend.

As public meetings became increasingly problematic, the Open House was developed as a

more construetive vehicle by which a diversity of interested people could obtain

information and register their views. The quality of the exchanges is usually much higher in

an open house venue (Connor, 1988). Participants are able to pose second and third order

questions and wrestle with alternative solutions. It is possible to solve problems, unlike

what usually occurs in a pubiic meeting

4.2.2. Lirrited Power-Sharing

Power-sharing techniques discussed in this sub-section reflect a desire to involve

stakeholders to a greater extent than those mentioned in the above sub-section. The

techniques described in this subsection were used by the FRC and Greening the Forks.

The degree of power-sharing for each olthe techniques below varies according to

stakeholder involvement in the development and implementation of the method.
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4.2.2.1. Charettes

Charettes are used to bring a number of stakeholders together fot' an intense

session, or sessions, to work through issues. They are often scheduled for a two to three

day period, and require participation during the entire event. Most often they are used for

issues thât are best represented visually, i.e., site plans, building designs, etc. A

significant commitment by the sponsor ís required in terms of staff suppoú and covering

particípants' expenses, It may be difficult to get key decisiod makers to attend because of

the significant time commitment requiled (Potapchuk, 1992). Power is shared if the results

of the charette are implemented. Greening the Forks used charettes to gather ideas from the

public about what they thought should happen at The Forks.

4,2.2.2. Surveys

A wide range of information on varied topics can be gathered through

questionnaires, telephone surveys and personal interviews. Often this information can be

gathered relatively quickly and can be used to gauge public sentiment (Potapchuk, 1992).

If included in the decision-making process, this method can lead to power-sharing,

especially if implemented by an agency and its stakeholders. The purpose of the

community survey is to provide a basis of research to direct planning to meet the needs of

the community residents (Kelsey, 1986, p. 2), The survey can: provide direction that

excludes personal opinions or special interest group biases; provide short-term and long-

term planning directives; and be a resource for other community organizations. The

community survey can be an effective tool for identifying the interests, desires, priorities

and awareness factors of randomly selected citizens (Kelsey, 1986, p. 1).

4,2.2.3. Focus Groups

Traditionally used by market researchers, focus groupé are an effective means to

determine a target group's perspective on needs. Focus groups arà similar to open-ended

interviews, yet the grouping of participants allows for quicker data collection than
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individual interviews (McKiliip, 1987). in the focus group's pulest form, conversation is

recorded and the conversation is analyzed to assess how people frame issues, whether

solutions emerge. and the süength of interest in the issues or any particular outcome

(Potapchuk, 1992). Stakehoider power-sharing occul's if stakeholders are involved in the

development and implementation of the focus group, as well as if the conclusions drawn

from the session are implemented. The results of focus gloups ale.qualitative in nature.

The involvement of people in this process iç much higher than that employed in surveys,

and their involvement reflects an interest and a cornmiünent to the task at hand. The FRC's

Citizens' Advisory Group was often described as a focus group, as opposed to the

"citizens' advisory committee" that is described below in sub-section 4.2.3.2..

4,2.3. Stakeholder Power-Sharing

Stakeholder power-sharing is analogous to the upper rungs of Arnstein's ladder:

degrees of citizen power. The methods identified below denote avenues to meaningfully

include participants in decision-making and planning processes. Similar to the previous

sub-section, Zlmited Power-Sharing, these methods will vary in the degree of power-

sharing according to stakeholder involvement in the development and implementation ofthe

method.

4.2.3.7. The Planning Workshop

Organized groups in a community, which often play vital roles in determining how

the community manages itself, can have an oppoÍunity to obtain information and respond

to it in a planning workshop (Connor, 1988). Ideally, a broad mix of leaders from

organizations with a stake in the issue participate (Connor, 1988). The goal is to work

toward solutions which a¡e technically sound, economically attractive, generally

understood and accepted by most of those affected by them, and are thus politically viable

(Connor, 1988). Usually a one-day event, the planning workshop is sometimes two or
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ttuee days in length if the project is in the development process. The FRC held several

workshops to which the leaders of several community organizations were ìnvited.

4.2.3,2. Citizen Advisory Committee

The citizens advisoly committee can serve many roles (Bonner, in Connor' 1988):

. a barometer or pipeline;

. a sounding device for proposed actions before their.adoption;

. a watchdog to keep the agency doing the best possible job (a
conscience);

. a change agent asked to examine the role, procedures and
programs of the agency and to recommend modifications to
improve them;

. an independent study gtoup to verify or check positions of the
agency before or after they are generally stated;

. a poljcy recommending group; and

. the final decision-making body on specific issues.

The amount of decision-making power possessed by a citizen advisory committee

varies. It can be used as a sounding device or as a decision-making body. The fact that the

citizen advisory committee consists only of selected individuals in the communíty can be

both negative and positive. Particularly if performing the latter roles referred to above, the

citizens' advisory committee can have a significant impact on decision-making. The FRC's

Citizens' Advisory Group was described by the 'Proponent' informants as fitting this

description, \Ä/ith the exception of performing the role as a decision-making body. The

'Challenger' infomants felt that the CAG's role was equivalent to that of a focus group,

which is described above in sub-section 4.2.2.3..

This chapter has presented threo theoretical 'ladders' of public participation which

were an integra.l part of the analysis of data gathered for this study. Discussion of these

models will also arise in Parts II and III, where the results of the study are presented and
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discussed. A brief discussion on power imbalances in ulban decision-making was also

presented, to inform later discussion about power inequities between the Proponents and

the Challengers. Several public participation methods or techniqes have also been

presented in the last section of this chapter. Divided into three categodes that reflect

varying degrees of power-sharing between decision-makers and stakeholders, this section

described.some examples of public participation techniques mentioned in this study. The

following chapters in Part II more fully elaborate on the results of the study.
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Part II:

The Reviews



CHAPTER FTVE

RESIILTS OF THE ANALYSIS

Analysis of the data gathered for this study resulted in the identification of five

cultural themes that describe the informants' perceptions as players in the development of

The Forks. The five cultural themes exist on a continuum, and the two poies of this

continuum, the Proponents and the Challengers, are elaborated upon in this study. The

prcsent chapter serves as a broad description of the research findings, before proceeding to

the specific narratives of the Proponents and Challengers in Chapters Six and Seven

respectively. This bhapter first presents the broad findings of the research, and second, the

two key cultural themes are described and compæed, applying the theory presented in

Chapter Four. Third, a dramaturgical metaphor is employed to explore the power-

relationships between the five cultu¡al themes that have been identified in this snrdy.

5.1. Broad Findings

Analysis of the data gathered for this study revealed five cultural themes on a

continuum, This continuum, first identified in Chapter Three, is reintroduced here in

Figure 10 and includes the numbers of informants that were found in each category. A

polarization of views regarding public participarion in development of The Forks indicated

the presence of two distinctly different perceptions: the Proponents and the Challengers.

Of the forty-eight individuals interviewed for this study, forty-five were placed in the five

cultural themes; three interview tape-recordings were lost or destroyed. The number of

informants in each of the categories is æ follows: nine Proponents, 13 Positive Expiainers,

6 Observers, 10 Negative Explainers, and 7 Challengers.
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Figure 10.--Distribution of Informants by Categolies of Cultural Themes

. Positive Observers Negative
ProDonents <--'-- Explaìners Explainers

(e) ( 13) (6) (10)

Challengers

(7)

n=45

Between the two extremes ale the Observers, who quite neutrally described the events they

witnessed or participated in. Some 'Observers' indicated that they were not very

knowledgeable about the consultation activities of the FRC, and therefore not able to dlaw

conclusions, Between the Observers and the Chaltengers are the Negative Explainers, who

described the process fairly objectively, but with an emphasís on criticizing the process;

they acknowledged the positive aspects of the FRC's activities. Between the Observers

and the Proponents a1e the Positive Explainers. Similar to the Negative Explainer. this

category of informant described the process fairly objectively, but with a tendency to praise

the process; unlike the Proponent, the Positive Expiainers found some fault in the FRC's

consultation activities. The Explainers openly criticized Proponents and Challengels, but

took a side without the enthusiasm seen from their 'polar' counterparts,

Among the comments that the informants made during the study, there were several

elements that many of them agreed upon, despite their 'perspective'. In particular, the

evolution of the corporation's consultation activities was identified. As time passed, the

following trends were noticed by many informants:

. there was increased education of the public by both the FRC and
critics of The Forks;

. there was an increased awareness of the site;

' there was an increased sense of ownership ofthe site by citizens;

' there was a broader constituency concerned with and inte¡ested in
the Forks; and
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. there was an inc¡eased poladzation of opinion regar:ding the use of
the site,

Many of the informants also indicated that there has been â significant evolution of the

Corporation's consultation activities. The methods for public participation used by the

FRC have evolved to beceme mo¡e intense and eiaborate; there have been more

opportunities for the public to participate to a greater extent as.time has passed. For

example, Phase I Plan consultations included open houses, public plesentations,

submission of briefs and proposals to the Board of Directors by members of the public.

The Phase tr Plan consultations offered greater opportunities for public involvement:

workshops, advisory committees, a Citizens Advisory Group, public meetings and

presentations, and response cæds. The list of public participation methodologies in

Chapter Four, which illustrates the level of stakeholder power in decision-making for each

of these meihodologies, supports this conclusion that the FRC's consultation activíties have

evolved to be more inclusive. If the methods of seeking public input used by the FRC have

increasingly sought more public input over the couise of time, this may appear as a step up

A¡nstein's ladder. Howeve¡, the reasons for participatíon, and the methods that coincide

with that rationale, differed between the Proponents and the Challengers, indicating that the

extent, or numbers of steps, up the ladder was problematic.

Informants universally agreed that the síte has become one of great sígnificance for

Winnipeg and Manitoba; however, the opinions with respect to what is appropriate

development for the future varied greatly. As development has progressed there has been

an increase in the polarization of opinions about the FRC's activities. The problems

associated with the development of The Forks thal were identified in this study fall under

the following four headings: ( 1) the public participation process; (2) the mandate of the

FRC; (3) accountability of the Corporation to the public; and (4) specihc issues that

resulted in public debate. Each of these headings was characterized by a polarization of

views that guided the sunounding debate about the involvèment of the public in decisions

determining the nature of development at The Forks, in addition to the attempts and
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demands of some stakeholders to participate. A description of the Proponents and the

Challengers is presented below.

5.2. The Proponents and the Challengers

The Ploponent/Challenger dialectic that has emelged from this study is illustrated in

Thornley's three perspectives (Figure 9), The Proponents' naffativo exhibits the value of

stability and the maintenance of consensus. Consistent with Perspective One, the

Proponents often made comments about those who criticized the FRC's publíc

consultation, and how that critical element is always present and has a function in

maintaining stability. The Corporation's surveys constantly sea¡ched for consensus from

the 'public at large', while the Challengers, acting in a manner consistent wìth Perspective

Three, emphasized change and reflected dissent th-rough their public criticism. The

Challengers sirggested participation methodologies that were f¡amed within a sense of need

[or social change.

The Proponents of the level of public involvement incorporated into decision-

making processes concerning The Forks focused on the necessity of doing things the way

they did. They justified their actions constantly, volunteering very little to indicate that

anything would have been done differently if given the opportunity. The Proponents'

position is much like Thornley's conservative element in Perspective One. where the slatus

quo is maintained according to a belief that human nature is such that people need to be

protected and cÒntrolled though domination and hierarchy. The Challengers, however,

reflect the other end ofThornley's continuum, the ¡adical theory present in Perspective

Three. The Challengers believe in unlimited human potential and reject the need for

protection and control, and hierarchy and domination.

The ladders of participation presented in Chapter Four are very useful in describing

the expectations the Proponents and the Challengers have of public pæticipation. Connor's

(1988) iadder best describes the Proponents' expectation that public participation should

perform a controversy prevention role. Connor presents the first few rungs of Arnstein's
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(1969) ladder', then offers higher rungs only if legally requiled. Participation that involves

the public in decision-making by choice, as in the upper rungs of Arnstein's ladder, is

demanded by the Challengers, but is not part of the Ptoponents' expectation, and

undelstanding, of the role of public participation. Potapchuk's (1991) Iadder also involves

an inc¡ease in stakeholder involvement in the decision-making process, Similar to

Alnstein's ladder', the Proponents' definition of participation is lower than that of the

Challengers.

As indicated earlier, emphasis is placed in this study on the two extreme themes that

emerged from the data as opposites: the Proponents and the Challengers. A description of

ihese two primary themes is presented in Table 3. The headings of this description, in the

right column, are a reflection of the focused obseruations (structural questions) mentioned

in Chapter 3, A componential analysis of the two opposing themes led to the description of

Proponents and Challengers that appears in Table 3 below.

Table 3.-Primary Culturai Themes

Reasons for Citizen
Participation:

Appropriate Kinds of
Pafiicipation:

Proponents

. to avoid controversy, to
get people on side, public
¡elations

. check to see what the
public wants, to make
sure the project is a
success

. open houses, public
meetings, forums or
presentations

. low on Arnstein's and
Potapchuk's ladder

. minimal participation until
Iegally required (Connor)

Challengers

. to allow people to make
decisions on issues that
affect them

. it is public money and
land, therefore the public
should be making these
decisions

. community land trust,
community-based
decision-makin g bodies

. high on Arnstein's and
Potapchuk's ladders

. participation should be
automatic
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Goals of Public
Participation:

Attributes of the FRC's
Consultation Activities:

Kinds of Players at The
Forks

. great, fantastic

. a wonderful experience

' key players and decision-
makers; most Proponents
are powerholders.

. lack of public
accountability

. self-sufficiency mandate
flawed the consultation

. subordinate to developer
agenda

. outsiders, not in positions
of decision-making
power or strong influence

. to ensule that the public is . to give people a chance to
on side (public relations) 

i,lnH:,dåiå"""n"
. eierything done was mo1'e . no real participation,

than required rubber stamp,
manipulated

The Proponents and Challengers have distinctly different perceptions concerning

public participation, Table 3 indicates that there is significant difference between the

Proponents and the Challengers in terms of their power to make or influence decisions.

This power to make and influence decisions is addressed via a dramaturgical metaphor in

the section below

5.3. The Producers and the Extras

Forester (1989) instructs planners, in order to be effective practitioners, to

acknowledge power sÍuctures. The selies of decisions that resulted in The Forks and the

FRC, and the individuals who made those decisions, is quite clear. Using the analogy of a

movie production, it is possible to identify the kinds of roles played by the individuals

involved. This section uses dramaturgical metaphors to discuss the power structures in

relation to the development of The Forks,

The production ofThe Forks requiled 'producers', who provide the money for the

project and the guiding principles that must be followed. Thele are also 'directors', who

ensure that the desires of the producers æe accomplished, while adding their own vitality to
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the project, and'actols' are hi¡ed to accomplish thé desiles ofthe directors and the

producers. In addition to these three elements, there are also extras, who are constantly

hoping to be noticed, and must settle for an appearance that is determined by the producers

and the directors. Lastly, there are the obsewers, or the audience, who are not part of the

ploduction at all, but consume the final product.

This analogy of movie production can be employed to analyze who makes

decisions, who acts out those decisions, and who is trying to be noticed by the decision-

makers and the audience. In the case of The Fo¡ks, the producers are the individuais who

represent the three levels of government. For example, during the early stages of setting up

the Forks Renewal Corporation, the Honorable Jake Epp, the Honorable Jerry Ducharme

and His Worship Bill No¡rie are the producers, while those who comprised the Ministers'

Task Force would be considered the directors. Afte¡ the establishment of the FRC,

political leaders remain the producers, while members of the Board, and major consultants

engaged by the FRC, are the directors. Acto¡s include the various consultants employed by

the FRC to develop the site, and employees ofthe three levels of government directþ

involved in some way with development of the site. Members of the citizens' advisory

group are also actors, in that they appear to have had a significant impact on the decisions

made by the directors and the overall quality of the production- The extras are those

individuals who were trying to impress their values on the decision-makers from outside.

With little power to get the attention of the producers, directors or the powerful 'lead'

actors, they try to make the value of their views known. The dominant plot of the

production is one of societal guidance, with the competing sub-plot favouring social

transformation (Friedmann 1987).

The composition of each of these dramaturgical categories is distinct when

compared to the Proponents, Challengers, Explainers and Observers. Figure 11 iliustrates

the composition of each of the dramatic metaphors.

64



Figure 1 1.--Composítion.of Dramaturgical Categories by Number of Informants
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The producers are Proponents, and are therefore likely to maintain that development of The

Forks has more than adequately involved the public in decisions about The Forks. The

directors, for the most part, also tend to support the decisions made regarding the process

of development of The Forks and the involvement of the public in making those decisions.

Actors are less likely to praise the process of development of The Forks, and the degree to

which the public is involved, although there is still a significant presence of Proponents and

Positive Explainers making up this category. The "headline-grabbing" extras in the drama

ofThe Forks' development are noticeably in opposition to the plots and goals of the

Producers and the Directors; as Challengers and Negative Explainers for the most part, they

strongly believe that they have been left out of the process, if not purposefully exctuded by

the Producers and Dírectors. Lastly, there is the audience, who are individuals who were

not particularly or actively involved with the development ofThe Forks, yet use and visit

the site, and often had some comments to make about the outcome of development, rather

than the process of development,

Proponents of the process of development of The Forks are in positions of control

over the development of the site. For example, most Proponents are producers, and it
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should be noted that thele are no producers that are not Proponents. Challengers consist

exclusively of extlas; the people tlying the hardest to change the decision-making process

respecting the development of The Forks all have no powelto influence the decisions

concerning the production of The Folks. A lalge number of Negative Explainers æe also

extras. They too, although they are not as adamant about changing the.decision-making

process that affects development ofThe Forks, ale able only to influence the produce¡s and

directors.

The broad findings of the study have been identified in this chapter, including a

description and comparison of the Proponents and the Challengers, the two primary

cultural themes explored in this study. A dramaturgical metaphor has been used to

introduce thê different deglees of power possessed by the Proponents and the Challengers.

This chapter has provided a context for the following two chapters, which present the

distinct naratives of the Proponents and the Challengers. The following two chapters

present a detailed exposition of the Prqponents and Challengers prior to Part III, the

concluding chapter of the study, which addresses the implications of this study for the

planning profession,
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CHAPTER SIX

THE PROPONENTS

The Forks Renewal Corporation, and the participation of stakeholders in the

development of The Forks, are described in this chapter from the point of view of those

who suppolt and praise all efforts of rhe Corporation to include the public in their decisíon-

making process. This chapter presents the nanative the Proponents of the participation

process employed by the FRC. Their expianation and description of the process that

eventually 1ed to the creation of what is now a site of great significance for Winnipeggers is

put forth here in their words. The Proponentss of the Corporation's consultation activities

include: Dave, a consultant employed by the Cotporation; Pat. a Colporation official; Don,

a provincial govemment official; Stan, a member of the Corporation's Board of Directors;

and four politicians - Bob, Tracy, Mark and Cathy. In an attempt to maintain

confidentiality, the names of informants have been changed. It should also be noted that

comments from all the Proponents identified in this study are included here.

This chapter first explores the issues and controversies that emerged from analysis

of the data gathered through the interviews and the news media. The Proponents' views on

reasons for little participation in the early stages of the process, the structure of the FRC,

the FRC's mandate and accountability to the public are presented. The second section of

this chapter presents the Proponents' general remarks about public participation and

consultation in a development project such as The Forks.

6,1. The FRC's Consultation Activities

The success of The Forks speaks well for the consultation activities of the

Corporation according to the Proponents. The popularity of The Forks as a major

8 The names used here have been fictionalized in o¡der to conceal the real identities of the
informants.
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attraction for 'Winnipeggers, Manitobans and toulists indicates that the Corporation has

succeeded in its task to produce something that the public wants. Tracy, a politician in the

Winnipeg area, for example, concludes that the Board has successfully picked ideas ftom

the public: "you can see that by the way the public goes down thele." This notion of

success due to popularity is a primary factor used by the Proponents to measule success

Other measures of success are identified in the sections below dealing with the consultation

activities of the Co¡polation,

6.1.1. Phase I Consultations - 1987

As indicated in the previous chapter, prior to the Phase I consultations ln 1987, a

task force was c¡eated in the spring of 198? to explore development possibilities for the CN

East Yards site, now known as The Forks. Dave, a consultant hired by the Corporation,

described how the plans proposed by the Task Force were ¡elated to the initial consultation

activities con{ucted by the Corporation. An excerpt from the interview is included below:

Beth: So you took the broad principles that were developed with the Task Force,
and then there was some public consultation?

Dave: That's right.

Beth: OK, how does that work?

Dave: If you remember the first phase of consultations [was] . . . in 1987 when the
óorporation was set. They took the Task Force studies and said yeah, that's an
interesting project, but we've got to consult, find out what people think. So what
they did ís they took the Task Force recommendations and conclusions, put it to the
people, and they asked for submissions. And they had consultations, and briefs
and the whole thing.

As a result of the Task Force, and a recommendation of the Task Force, a requitement of

the Phase I Plan, according to the Unanimous Shareholders Agreement, was that the

Corporation must consult the public regarding development of The Forks site. This is the

first occasion when the public was involved.

This first phase of public consultation was difficult because the site was not very

well known to the public. For this reason the amount of consultation that occuned for the
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Phase I Plan was much less than for'the Phase Ii consultations, Pat, an official with the

FRC, states that:

There was, I think for the time, fairly extensive public consuitation. There were
hearings at that time, whictr is sort of the way things were done. The problem was
quite frankly, that this land was completely unknown to the greater public. People
now will say well there was no consultation. In fact, there was fairly involved
consultation. I mean those that we¡e involved in the consultation were very active
in it, its just that the greater number of people didn't know enough about this site to
either recognize there was a purpose to being active or to care. . . , lT]hey didn't
know what was here, they didn't understand the scope ofthe site or the potential
for the site. Nobody had seen it. . . . No one even had an undertaking of the
amount of land that was here or what the potential for it would be.

Because of a lack of public awareness of the potential of the site, let alone its existence, the

oppoitunities for public involvement were not taken advantage of by the public, despite the

attempts made the Corporation to include the public. There was a distinct lack of

constituency. As a result of this lack of constituency, a small number of people emerged as

visionaries. according to Pat:

Certainly they advertised publicly, regarding these public hearings, certainiy made
printed information materials available, they did try genuinely hard to encourage
people to participate, to let them know what this was al1 about, The tkee levels of
govemment were involved so certainly politically it was well known . . . and had
been talked about for some ten to fifteen years, sort of in a visionaly way by . . .

very high profile people and politicians.

Bob, a loca1 politician, described the vision and the dealings required to get The Forks

project off the ground:

It started in November of 84 . . . . [We] went to Ottawa. We made appointments
with several people. We went to see Mazankowskj, We explained to lt4r.
Maz ankowski what a sweet dream it would be to remove the rails and dedicate the
Forks property to the citizens of Winnipeg and the people of Manitoba. We knew
that they had other plans, we knew that it would be a good idea to start on it . . . .

Then a few months went by, we met with Mr, Epp being the senior minister for
Manitoba. Not only was he enthusiastic, but he took it in hand and said lets get
going on it . . ., One thing 1ed to another and . . . we decided we were going to

. proceed with The Forks. There was public hearings, there was quite an outcry
from people involved. The newspapers, of course, unfortunately were against it,

Aside from newspapers voicing their opposition to development at The Forks, the major

challenge for Phase I development of The Forks was public discovery. As a result of the

lack of general knowledge of the site, or lack of understanding of the potential of the site, it

was necessary for a number of individuals to be the visionaries of the project, and be the
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project's proponents. Tracy, a local politician, confirmed the importance of visionalies to

get things started, especially for a project as large as The Forks, but indicated how vital it is

to check with the public to ensure that your vision is on track:

You see in your mind the type of thing that could be done, but how do you get from
that vision, the way it really is, that cluttered place, to making a vision a reality, a
first , I really think you do have to check to find out if the people you do tept'esent
will oþt into your vision. So public meetings at that stage are good things to have
in terms of trying to blue-sky and brainstorm, but they have to have some kind of
structure so that they are effective, You juSt can't walk in there and say 'what do
you think we should do with this?'or'do you think we should do anything?' .You
i-reed to present the vision, say'we see these two [rivers] meeting, we think this
could be a wonderful area in the heart of the city that would be a place for people to
come and wander, shop in little specialty stores, enjoy the water, bring in toulists,
etc.' and then check in these broad consultations to see what people think. 'That's
a great idea,' is the response they must get, or 'that's a ridiculous idea' is another
reaponse they might get, or something in-between 'a good basis for an idea, but I
thiñk you should do this, this, and this with it.' Once you go through that stage,
and you have the thing up and running, and now you have a known entity. . . the
kind of input [you] get is . . . suggestions. . . . Unsolicited suggestions. People
will go down to the Forks and say, 'you know what we really need down here is

A key factor for increasing the participation of the public was an inc¡eased

awareness of the site, which encouraged better communication between the Corporation

and the public. Pat coÍtrnented that:

Once people began to come here, and began to understand what some of the issues
and pótential issues were . . ., what some of the potential was for the development
of the site, what it would mean to the city, what it would mean economically, all
those kinds of things, then there was a real opportunity for communication with the
public.

For the Corporation, it was impossible to discuss The Forks with the public until theÍe was

something physical on the site to be discussed. This is one of the reasons that lhele was

more involvement of the publíc later, in the Phase II consultations. Dave also alludes to the

evolutionary character of the Corporation's public consultation:

There was criticism in regards to that consultation process. People complained that
they hadn't been given a fair opportunity to [be] consult[ed]. And there may be
some basis for that criticism. , . . We were perhaps more naive at that time, more.
. . We were beginning. . . . How do you consult peoþle in such a very complex
issue?

When the issues are as complex as they are for development projects such as The Forks, it

is difficult to communicate the nature of the issues iniolved and the relationships between
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these issues. ComplexitS, makes consultation complicated, and at times not practicable.

This relates to Pat's comment that the abstract nature of the concepts presented to the public

in the e.arly planning stages, likely a reflection of the complexities that Dave refened to,

also contributed to the low degree of pafiicipation on behalf of the public.

6.1.2. Phase II Consultations - 1992-1993

Proponents found that the experiences they gained in consulting the public for the

Phase I Plan were extremely valuable when planning and conducting the Phase II Plan

consultations. Dave made the following observations of the Corporation's consultation

activities for the Phase II PIan:

So, this last year, when ihe five year plan [for Phase i had ended] . . . we had to go
back to the public, It was part of the agreement that we would go back for
consultation for the next five years. There are five year envelopes. So we are
going back, This time around we are more knowledgeabie; having had all this five
years [of experience], having developed the site . . . . People have discovered the
site now. It is a completely different situation. Much more enlightened people,
involved in what's háppening and a lot of positive comments with some c¡iticism.

Public awæeness for the Phase II consultations was not a problem inhibíting construbtive

discussion about what to plan for The Forks. Pat also indicated thât the Phase II

consultations were much mo¡e significant because of an increased public awareness of the

site:

The biggest consultation was this consultation leading up to Phase ll. . . . And a
much different scenario this time around because the public did know the site and
was beginning to feel possessive of the site, The public had clearly taken
ownership of The Forks. They feel its their place, it belongs to the people of
'Winnipeg and Manitoba and they are proud of it. And we needed to determine very
clearly what people wanted here for the future. We had to test what was put out in
the first plan and confirm whether or not that was still viable, and whether we had
development proposals here that were suitable and according to the wishes of the
public.

The key to the success of the Phase II consultation was that the public could comment on

the development that had already taken place; the public was inherently mo¡e aware of the

site and its potential once it was possible to visit and experience the site. This was vital to

ensure that valuable discussion could occur about future development.
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As a result of the pubiic awareness problem being alleviated, the consultation

activities for the Phase II Plan were much more open and offered mote specific ways for

the public to participate. Dave made the following comments:

We set up a consultation process that was much more sophisticated, much more - I
shouldn'i say more open but I think it appeared more open. I think the other'

[process] was open but this one was rea11y very open, We opened thi-s to the
plblic, so we hád public meetings . . . . Everybody is invited Then from this we
ãsked people to exþress their interest in participating in fufiher dialogues and
discusiions. So from that we had developed a citizens' advisory committee And
this committee is the one that helped us finalize the second phase five year program.

Pat aiso described the numerous ways in which the public could be involved in the

development oI Lhe Phase II Plan:

There are a variety of ways peopl" could be involved. We had workshops,
specifically inviting the special interest groups to attend and provide us, in two or
three hour sessions, what their specific comments, about what theìr concerns were,
where they thought it should go in the futu¡e. We had ten workshops. We invited
by letter aird follõw-up phone calls [to] over four hundred organizations, and we
hãd good participation ãt the workshops. I think everyone had an opportunity to
comé. Thère wáro opportunities for people to submit written b¡iefs - 1 1 were
received. They were ãll published as part of documentation, they were all put on
display. The iesponsè cards - we seni out over 25 000 response- cards and allowed
the pubtic to participate, and more would have been made available at any time. 

. 
So

thafinformation was collected and then we did the two broad surveys as well. And
of course those are always a good gauge . . . . We took great pains to ensure that
those with special interests had an opportunity to speak and that others that had . . .

vested interésts would . . . have a part in the consultation as well, and that also the
public was honestly canvassed about specific things.

The above comments indicate that there were abundant opportunities for anyone

who was interested to patticipate in the activities offered by the Corporation. Another

source of public involvement not mentioned by Pat was through the Board of Directors of

the corporation. Tracy indicated that the Board is itself a form of public participation since

the Board consists of members of the public:

The Forks Board is the formal public participation, and it is a public participation
process. People should recognlze thaiit ís. ,Tha! b9æd and othet boards like it are

iet up by governments to eniure that the public is having input and ability-to
influènie. . . . The Board itself is a form of public participation because those are

members of the public, that the politicians have asked to be in constant watch over
their project. . . . The three levels of government said, 'we have created this
wonderfúl thing called The Forks. We love it, we think it's great. We are too bu-sy

with our daily tãsks to look after it every ddy, so we will ask selected members of
the public toiook after it for us on a daily basis. We set up the board.' It is public
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parlicipation looking after out thing for us, They still have to account to us. We are
still the authority.

The key to this form of public participation lies in accountability; at the end ofthe day, the

ultjmate authority is with the th¡ee levels of government, who have the authority to appoint

and remove members of the Corporation's Board of Directors.

The difficulty of setting up the Board as a mechanism for participation is that it is

not often perceived as a form of public input. Tracy identifies a mjsunde¡standing that has

occuned with respect to the public's perception of the Board as a fo¡m of authority, not

public participation:

So often people don't see these boards as public partícípation. After a while the
citizens at large, on certain boards, on high-profile boards, will ask the boald for'
public participation, thinking that the board has itself somehow ceased to be a
public participation event in and of itself. ln one sense the board has become the
authority. . . .

Because lthe Boa¡d is] now an intermediary, so to speak, between us and the larger
public, for the larger public, the Forks [Renewal Corporation] itself becomes an
authority. So [people] come to the Forks board. . . thinking of it as the authority
which may or may not welcome public participation, not recognizing that the board
itself is public participation.

For Tracy, the Board is a form of participation because it is made up of citizens; those that

see the Board as an authority have misinìerpr"ted the role of the Board.

To ensure that the Board can represent the public at large. they must seek out a

more objective opinion than that of just the Board members. The wider public is what can

provide that objective opinion, Below is an excerpt of my conversation with Tracy:

Beth: It sounds like that kind of activity would be the use of focus groups and
advisory groups that they used for their Phase II consultations.

Tracy: Yeah. That type of thing. So they go out, the Board itself, seeking input
from that wider perspective, that they represent, to find out if they are on target, or
to pick up new ideas and suggestions. They bring it back and they develop a p1an,

which they then bring to the three levels of government.

The most important thing about consultation is accepting that there will always be opposing

viewpoints. Tracy offers the following advice:

Any kind ofpublic participation you allow, you are going to have conflicting points
of view. I think you have to go through the conìmon things through all the things
you heæ. The decision-makers have to look for the common theme. Some of the
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things may not be as opposed as people may think,. . . . You look for the common
thread.

To ensure that the public's wishes al'e being met. it is vital to seek out the common

elements in the statements and comments being made by the public in order to reach a

consensus, Searching for common threads can be done through the formal consultation

activities mentioned previously, or informally. For example, when politicians receive

unsolicited suggestions, they can begin to sense a patteln of suggestions. For Tracy,

politicians must be receptive to these ideas,:

The politician can at that point, if he or she chooses, put that idea into the mix, run
it through all the red tape and committees and the endless things government has to
go through, to see if its viable and if it should be done. It may or may not end up
with something done. . . . That's another way for the public to participate.

A receptìve politician, according to Tracy, wil fulfill the followíng conditions to constitute

a successful positive means of informal public participation : 
.

The politician has to (a) iet the people know that he or she is willing to listen, if
unsolicited ideas come forward, (b) that the idea won't be mocked, or made fun of,
or the person be treated rudely, (c) if the idea does have any merit, that it be
explored with the appropriate decision-makers. If the people have a feeling of
confidence that those th-ree things will happen, they will be more likeiy to offer
unsolicited ideas and you will get more ideas, many of which will not be worthy of
se¡ious consideration, but somè will. That's an informal process, but I think it's a
very real one. I truly believe that a lot of decisions in government are made just that
way, by politicians listening and responding to what the person on the street is
saylng.

A very real part of the consultation activities for The Forks and other public development

projects, consists of this kihd of informal participation.

6.2. General Remaks

Pat also acknowledges the presence of criticism and the need to make decisions that

are best for the community at læge:

You know what, with these things you're never ever going to please everybody.. .

. but the idea is to do what's best for the community and pleases the mosl people
and isn't going to create problems in the future, I mean that's important too.

Pat also highlights the nature of those that criticize, and the role the consultation process

plays in balancing critics' opinions with what the greater public wants:



There are those that, I mean they make it their business to sort ofbe the conscious
opposition fol the public, and it doesn't matter if its The Forks, or something in the
inner city or its somewhe¡e else, they're probably always sitting in the frönt row.
You see some of the same faces . . . and that's fine. Those people are the minority,
I think its all very positive because it allows another view to be stated and it means
you do Szour honiework and you do this, you do this to find out what the greater
public wants . . . . I think we took the approach that yes, we're going to get that
kind of feedback fi'om individuals who are perhaps of a special inte¡est area, who
ale . , . definitely a minority, do not speak for the greater public. What our'
challenge was, in this consultation process, was to ensure that that information was
. . . honestly taken into account, but that it was balanced with what the wider public
did think. Frequently what happens is these special intercst gtoups, they pack the
council chambers, put a lot of pressure on councillors, and it isn't necessarily what
the public wants, but they make themselves heard. They get their names in the
media, they get it in the paper, they get people talking about it; it isn't necessarily
what the greater public wants, but that's sometimes what happens. We were
challenged to ensure that that did not happen. So we tried to put together a
consultation process that would allow for lhat kind of input and would a1low also
for ensuring that there was balance.

Allowing input of special interests is important to the process, but it must be balanced with

what the general public wants.

Generally, the consultation process revealed that the public trusted the Corporation

and their efforts in developing the site. Pat made the following comments about the

success of the consultations:

So first of all, some level of trust had been developed. They feel that yes, we've
done a good job, and they like what's here. Really what they were telling us is we
want you to do more of the same, andjust no ugly surprises. . . . The response to
the future developments I would have to say is enormously positive. There's been
very littie negâtive feedback and concern. About sbme specific things, but you're
always going to get that, but in general terms, the long range vision for the Forks,
much less dense development than was originally proposed, far less aggressive in
terms of development, far more green space, public amenity space, and all of that
was absolutely a result of the consultation. Absolutely. I would have to say the
consultation worked and worked well for us.

For Proponents, therefore, the listening phase had been very effective in determining what

the larger public wanted al The Forks. This was valuable because it infolmed the planning

phase of the Phase II P1an.

V/hen asked what her reaction was to criticism of the Corporation and its

organization on the basis that there was a lack of accountability to the public, Pat had the

following response:
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Many of those that were saying those kinds of tfrings are the ones that are inclined
to shôw up at city council ánd voice their opinion when things are being discussed.
We1l, you don't do that in a board room when you are making a construction deal. ,

. . I tiiink part of the problem for especially those people, wâs that the Phase_I Plan
didn't speCifically have [what was going to be done to each building] . . . . That
was inientionally so. How could you, why would we do that . , when we knew
that the public hâd to come down here. We thought about that when the Phase I
Plan wai developed. Lets plan in the btoad tetm for this kind of development, but
lets do it in chunls so we cãn achieve some fgoals] and make adjustments if we
need to. So we are still committed to five year planning . , . , Every possible bricks
and mortar fproject] wasn't lined up, and that's what some wanted, and you_

couldn't do that-. , . . We're not eveh suggesting that you should absolutely do that
now. Yeah, we've got a long range plan, bul we're saying we should stil1 work at

it in chunks and keep checking back to see how development is going and what's
happening . . . and g-o at a pace that the public can absorb and that we can continue
to go back and check with them to see if we're still right.

The delicacy of deal-making can not be done publicly, and that is the basis for the

Corporation being autonomous from government so it can behave.like a private developet.

Unlike a private developer, the Corporation is consulting with the public to see what the

public wants for the site, hence the continuous "checking" with the public to see ifthey are

on track.

Bob had the following remarks about opportunities for public input:

There [were] lots of hearings, They interviewed groups . . . . I forget how many
there was. I'm talking about in the twenties and thirties, I'm talking about not of
people but of groups. Every cross section of peopie you could ever_ want . . . ' If
ànybody had an interest, they would talk to The Forks office. And the Forks
wóuld lenerally have a public meeting each year, explaining the process again. . . .

And thère was a process fol public hearings for buildings. There has never been a

building built theie and added to the property. They have always built an old
building up.

The accessibility of the FRC to the public is a key element in successful public

consultations at The Forks. It is important as well to conside¡ that there will always be

someone who says that they are not being listened to. The Proponents contend that it is

impossible to please everyone, yet someone must be the visionary and make the decisions

to make great things like The Forks happen. Bob stated that the process was morc than

adequate to take these realities into consideration:

You do need the public process but there's always going to be someone there, even
after the public piocess will say you're not hearing me. TheyÏe hearing you, but .

. . you'reìot teliing them whalthey want to hear. Underytand what_I'm s_aying?.

And unfortunately someone has to make a decision . . . . [You are] elected to make
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decisions, bureaucrats ar.e hele to work, and if that's the case then you do what you
want to a politician when you do not take his vision . . . , I think The Forks is the
greatest thing that has happened to this city in.a long time , . . . Sure there are
things we might have done wrong . . , but we listened, The process was there . . .

. There's always someone going to come to you with an idea. So you float the
idea. Unfortunately its only an idea, but in everyone else's mind you're doing it.
Understand what I'm saying?

Bob maintains his position that there was more than adequate opportunities for public input

when he speaks of some critics:

I really think that the consultation process was as clear. I know one gl'oup said they
didn't have a hearing. They either didn't approach the Fo¡ks or they didn't come to
the public hearing process, because . . . there definitely was a public process.

So the criticism of Greening the Forks - don't get me wrong, you have to have
those kind of people, to watch over people like ourselves in government, or people
who are bureaucrats, to make sure that they aren't ruining the environment, and
there are a couple of accidental things. There was the discovery of the Indian ruins,
so we said let's incorporate that into The Forks itself. Lets have diggings every
year. That was a fluke, and it worked out very very well.

Tracy states that the¡e could always be a 1itt1e more participation, but questions

whether or not there should be:

There comes a point when you have to say this is the end of the formal
consultation. You can always phone me, w¡ite me a letter and I'11 always listen and
I'll always read but this is the end of the formal consultation because now we have
to take action. . , . You can listen to the point where you have people coming in to
dot the Is and cross the Ts, very lengthy and time consuming process, and ifyou
want to go that full route, why bother having politicians. You don't need them. I
think there has been lots of consultations on the Forks. As far as the formal

. consultations is concemed, I think it has been just great, and I don't think they need
a lot more formal consultation. They may want to have the occasional round table
where they invite certain areas of expertise in to discuss a particular topíc, but there
was so many visions for The Forks already presented and there is so much material
and so many ideas from which the board can choose that unless they've got other
great plans I don't see a need for great consultations at this point.

6.2.1. Controversies

The most controversial issues in the news media regarding The Forks development

appeared to be the German Cultural Centre proposal, hotel proposals and the boat basin.

Around these issues, and others, there were charges that the FRC was not being open with

the public about its development.dealings. Pat, an official with the FRC, had the following

corìments about such charges:
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There was a time about four years ago when we were challenged by some special
interest groups that we were not telling the public enough in advance about future
developments. Quite honestly, I'm not so sure that that's the case . . , . Perhaps
the public may have felt that way, or certain parts of the public may have felt that
way, [but] I'm not so sure any of the information we could have shared with them
would have enlightened them tenibly or that it would have made any big difference
. . . . No developer is goíng to divulge information before the deal is signed, I
mean you just can't operate that way. You have to make your deal and then you
announce it.

Several impoftant issues are highlighted in the passage above. First, Pat indicates that the

FRC was challenged by special interest groups, not the publíc at laLge. Second, she

acknowledges that these 'interest groups' may have felt that the FRC was not public

enough, but since the information she could have shared with them wouldn't have made a

difference, how the'interest group' felt doosn't matter. This situation indicates that the

FRC is the information gate-keeper, which may in part be due to the last issue raised in this

passage: that the FRC is required to act as a private developer in order to be effective and,

as such, their dealings must rcmain private to a cefiain extent.

Controversy, for the Proponents, is a means by which the public may be educated.

For Pat, the boat basin controversy is an example of such an oppornrnity:

The controversy over the boat basin gave us an extraordinary educational
opportunity in tðrms of sharing information with the public, and I think thaf s why
you always have to look for those opportunities . . . . I'm not sure that that
education could not have been ach-ieved without costing the taxpayers . j . but
that's the democratic process.

6.2.2. The FRC's Self-Sufficiency Mandate

The FRC's self-sufficiency mandate is a factor.that weighed heavily on the

decisions made by FRC officials. Discussion about residential deveJopment on the site

reveals the impact of financial self-sufficiency. Stan, a member of the FRC's Board of

Directors, thought the public consultation process was "great" since it allowed the public's

opinion about what should happen on the site to emerge. For example, it revealed the

public's opinion with respect to housing development on the site: .

You'll find out that we were told in not uncertain terms that there [should be] no
more housing [included in the Plan]. Drop the housing. . . . We've cut the
housing way down because . . . the main thing was I think that it belongs to the

78



people and there should be no one group have any more control ove¡ the Forks.
iney tfrint< people living there might think they have . . . . The Folks should be
accessible to evèrybody, the rich or the poor, and they get treated the same'

The public, according to Stan, has clearly indicated that housing is inappropriate for the site

on the basis that it should be accessible to everybody, but he also states that there coutd still

be housing on the site:

'We still think there could be some. . . . Against the railway track we have to have a

parkade, but there could be some commerc.ial areas on top or some housíng. . . .

People don't think that it is part of the park anyway.

Maintaining a residential element to the plan, despite the public's opposition to housing on

the site, is a dilemma that Pat mentioned as well.

Pat also acknowledged that the public did not want resídential development on the

site, and, much like Stan, Pat noticed that the reason was because the public felt that no one

segment of the public should live there; it should be a place for everybody:

It fhousing] was the greaLest one [controversy]. It was the one vvhere people. 
-

dehnitelyiãid, "no, we're not interested. " There was some tolerance for the idea of
seniors liousing. A lot of people said, "well, yeah, if its seniors housing it might
be OK." You know whatit was though?... The reason was hands down, no
one wanted to see any one segment of the population having special ownership of
The Forks . . . . The bottom line was this place had to be for everybody. It had to
be a special piace, but available to all. Those were the words that came out of the
consultation.

There ié a significant conflict between opposition to residential development and the

mandate for The Forks to be financially self-sufficient. Atthough Proponents acknowledge

that housing is not a desirable kind of development for The Forks, they must consider the

revenue-generating ability of residential development:

The public said they didn't want residential here, but w_e didn't take-it out altogether
becailse economicaily its foolish to do that. What we díd say was that, lets look at

it again in five years. We won't do anything for 5 years . . . . Lets not dismiss it
altogether, lets inaintain that component foÍ future use, and as_the site dev_elops lets
cont--inue to check back and see iflts still appropriate becauso the revenue base is
important.

Residential development, even though the public is in opposition to this kind of

development on the site, is considered by the FRC because of its need to generate revenue

in order to accommodate thei¡ mandate for self-sufficíency.
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For Don, a government official, there is a conflict between what the public wants

and the need for The Forks to be self-sufficíent:

The public doesn't want to put housing there 'cause it seems to be privileged access
to a public good. And so they don't want to have that, although housing was an
integral part of the concept plan because it was that component that was going to
deliver some of the profits needed to sustain the other public interest amenities out
there. So it is a complication that still hasn't completely resolved itself.

The need for revenue-generating development on the site, in this case housing, is not

supported by the public and is ín conflict with the mandate of the FRC.

Three politicians found the self-sufficiency mandate to be a very impofiant issue for

The Forks. Don, a provincial politician, expressed concern that The Forks is not yet self-

sufficient, a factor that js essential to the success of the development:

The big problem we're facing now is that the cost of running it is significant. The
expectation I think fi'om the city's perspective. . . was that ultimately The Forks
would be self-supporting, that they would get enough revenue from land leases and
other types of activity to fund the kinds of things that they want to do there.

Bob, a provincial politician, also stated thàt the self-sufficiency mandate wasn't strong

enough:

It's not self-sustaining . . ; . I guess the message wasn't thore enough that "hey, it
has to be self sustaining or the whole thing can't work." Maybe there could have
been a long range plan on taxes for instance.

Cathy, a local politician, suggests that future debate over The Forks will have to include

¡esolution of what the public wants and what the public is prepared to pay: "the next part of

the process will have to include two areas: development and affordabilíty. "

6.2.3. Structure

The primary benefit of the FRC as being arms-length from government was the

authority and autonomy it provided the Corporation to ensure it was a successful

while remaining responsive and accountable to _the publiq qggtor:

mean that's why we have public and
differently. . . . Governments aren't

private sectors. The prjyqtg sectQr operates
developers ín tho!é têrms. And we have



operated more as private sector, in those tems, while still responding to the public
sector.

The FRC, as armsJength from three levels of government, reports to three levels of

govemment. One disadvantage relates to how the different levels of government are

organized. The structure of the city of .winnipeg was a soufce of some difficulty for the

FRC:

One of the ptoblems we have wrestled with is the perception- that ,we are more a
product of the City than any of the other govemments, and that's locational more
ihan anything. Orie of the ihings that has-been a problem has been a couple of city
counciliors and their view of their involvement . , . but you're always going to have

that kind of thing. Those are perceptual kinds of things. If its not in one a¡ea its
going to show u-p in another .-. . . IÎ's as much a product of our organization as it is
ã proãuct of the City's organization or the Province's organization ...., . We
reipond directly to the mãyor. bul lhe mayor can.only do so much without approval
of ðouncil, so iis more a matter of their organization,'and of course each of the three

bodies is different . . .

The Mayor's need, from time to time, to have approval from council was made difficuit on

occasion because of councillors with different views.

6,2.4. Public Accountability

The primary way the public can question the activities of the FRC ìs at their public

annuàl meetings. Pat corffnented that:

Fol the most part, the public has had an opportunity to question whæ's hap-plned,
over the yearô, at an annual public meeting. it's right in there in the Phase I Plan
that the Corporation is committed to do that, [to] be very public about their
activities.

In addition to the public annual meetings, the Corporation, according to Pat, must also be

accountable to the three levels of govemment:

We have to separately answor to three levels of government , we go to City Council
and various co^mrnittèes of council, we go to the legislative cornmittees and cabinet
presentations on our activities, so its all on public record . . . . And cleallY' anY

iime we have to do any work, we have to get permits and approvals just like
anybody else. In fact we probably have to get more than most others because we
are a body of three levels.
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6.2.5. Measules of Success

Stan felt that there were very few mistakes made by the Coryoration and its Board

of Diroctors. Hís lesponse, when asked if he would have done anything differentìy, was:

I don't think so. You're going to mako mistakes anyway, but you are going to
learn by making mistakes.

When asked about the mistakes that were made, he responded:

It is hard to say. There are always mistakes. You weigh them back and forth.
Nothíng very serious. .To think what we wanted we got. It is a meeting place and
everybody likes it. Nothing very serious that I would have changed I don't think.
'When you go down there and look atound and you see the skylíne of the city . . .

Criticism , for this Proponent, is par for the course. It is impossible to please everybody,

so the real gauge for success iies in surveys to test the popularity of the site. The fact that

seven million visits a year æe made to the site was a coÍìmon proof offered by Proponents

Ìhat The Forks is a great success.

The Proponents are best represented ìn the contínuum presented by Connor ( 1988),

which is geared toward the prevention of controversy, and the resolution of controversy

only if legally required. The upper levels of Arnstein ( 1969) and Potapchuk's ( 1991)

models are not part of the Proponents' expectations of public participation. The

dramaturgiçal metaphors presented at the end of Chapter Five indicate that the Proponents

have decision-making power, or influence on the decision-makers, concerning The Forks.

The following chapter explores the Challengers' narrative, after which the concluding

chapter wili address how the power imbalances introduced in Chapter Five affected pubiic

participation at The Forks.

82



CHAPTER SEVEN

TFIE CHALLENGERS

This chapter presents the naffative of the Challengels, who reflect a view of social

order that diffe¡s greatly from that of the Proponents. The Challengers would find

themselves in the upper right hand corner of Thornley's typology; they are operating from a

sense of need for a high degree of social change through a high degree of participation.

Their nanatives express an expectation for public participation methodoiogies that delegates

decision-making power to citizens, a kind of participation that would be located lúgh on

Arnstein's ( 1969) ladder of participation.

Grant (1994) observes that most residents in our communities do not participate

actively in planning matters. Her description of citizens who become activists is parallel to

the origin of the Challengers in this study:

A smail minority engages regularly in discussions of land-use issues. A larger
minority emerges to play roles in significant local disputes. People who learn that
their local govemment has decided to make some change in their community may
adopt the role of 'citizen.' Citizens who decide to become 'activists' put their days

. as tennis nut or couch potatoes temporarily behind them as they devote their
energies to some formif civic actión. Citizen activists depart the anonymous
comfort of 'the public' or the 'silent majority' for the stage of real politics. They
put their ideas of local democracy to test (p. 6-7).

Grant's notion of citizen activist ís what best characterizes the Challengers; they are citizens

that have strong opinions about development on The Forks site, and about how the FRC

amives at its decísions. They are activists who have made their opinions publicly known.

Kim, John, Anna, Sean and Terry are members of Greening the Fo¡ks, a group of citizens

that proposed a quite different future for The Forks, that fit this 'activist' role. Kate, a local

helitage activist, and Todd, a local politician. were also vocal and active Challengers. All

Challengers that were identified in this study are included in this chapter. In addition, two

Negative Explainer's comments are also included.
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Jim, a member of the Citizens' Advisoly Group (CAG), is a Negative Explainer

whose remarks arc included as part of the Challenger nauative because he describes the

consultation activities of the FRC in much the same way as the Challengers, despite not

being publicly vocal about his opinions. Jean, a local politician, also contributes to the

naffative of the Challengers as a Negative Explainer. Her perceptions a¡e not the saûìe as

the Challengers in terms of what should be accomplished with participation, but hel critique

of the FRC, and the processes by which it was cteated are worth mention as part of the

Challengerse narrative.

Three kinds of problems emerged fiom analysis of the interview data. They a¡e: (1)

the process of involving stakeholders and the public, (2) the mandate of the Forks Renewal

Corporation, and (3) public accountability of the FRC, Each of these problem aleas are

intrinsically linked to each other; and the latter two define the public process that has

evolved to date. Each of these problem areas are explored in the sections below. ,A. final

section presents the alternatives offered by the Challengers.

7.1. Involvement of Stakeholders

. The participation process employed by the FRC is harshly criticized by the

Challengers. They often describe.it as a process of 'non-consultation' a¡d 'non-

involvement'. It is characterized by a one-way information route from the FRC to the

public. For example, there were no expectations ol feedback from those attending public

meetings and open houses. Kim describes her experience at one of the first public

presentations made by FRC officials for the Phase I Plan:

They had the panel in a row, or semi-circle in the centre of the stage. They had a
tablé with a cñair and a microphone and you went and sat there as though you were
at a hearing at the Senate or something. It was an incredibly intimidating
experience. I have a fair amount of experience in public speaking and I was totally
intimidatod . . . . They didnt ask any questions afterward [after citizens'
commentsl. They said "thank you very much, we'l1 go on to the next ." . . . We
thought we \üould be able to cornment on it . But we couldn't,

9 The names used here have been fictionalized in order to conceal the real identity of the

informants.
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Challengers continuously emphasize what they perceive as a lack of public process

at the Forks. Thd agenda of the FRC, and those who creatod, supported, and benefitted

from it (the powerholders) results in selective consultation according to Todd, a local

politician. Even as an elected representative of the public, the¡e was little opportunity for

hini to participate:

I have been a councillor in the area now for five years and the ward councillor for
half of that time. I have had no input or involvement at all in the development of
The Forks.

When they were looking at development models, they held those meetings. The
only one I was aware of, appæently there were a number of them, was at Hotel
Louis Riet . . . . I wasn't even invited to it. The people who were invited to it were
very much of one point of view. It was a self-fulfilling prophecy. They picked
who they wanted to talk to. They didn't announce the meeting pub1ic1y, they held it
on private property without involving people.

I am so kept out of it its not funny because they know I don't agree with the
fundamental directions they take . . . , You talk about the planning committee here
they go off the deep end every time the Forks comes up . . . . They say they rospect
the planning authority of the City and the city's job in having . . . to protect the
overall rights of cilizens [and] the City has a right to be involved in detennining the
future of their downtown and the Forks. They don't.

Challengers contend that not inviting members of the public, or even representatives of the

public that they expect will be in opposition, to these earlier meetings ís a manifestation of

the FRC and its creators' efforts to restrict the public's 'interference'. The implication of

th-ç,1q_tþaf !.be !S9l ?4._i9..lppprt91s, would b9 able tg maintain control of the process in

order,to p¡çser.ve their agenda of qq9l9mi9 gq,oy-!! anA co3lerlfal 
¡.11t1

Criticisms of the pafücipatory model at The Forks express the Challengers'

c91,Yiglpn.lhat-the process was.subol{inate to the interosts of economic gflwlh and

9o:-rllfiercial..profjt.. The quality of the FRC's consultation activities was characterized as

selective; the Corporation choose who would participate, when, and to what extent, to suit

their own purpòses. It was not an open process on the basis that notjust anyone could

participate; the decisions about development at The Forks were made behind ciosed doors.

Any mechanisms that were in piace to provide opportunities for the public to participate

were merely opportunities for the public to comment, not participate. As such, the
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participatory model, such as it was, was created to enable the managers of it to maintain

control. The creation of opportunities for public input was designed to achieve a rubber

stamp for the initiatives proposed by the FRC. and ro help them prove their legitimacy to

their shaleholders.

'Secret' was a description often made of the FRC and their development plans.

Anna describes her visits to the FRC to discuss her organization's plans :

And the other thing we found out right in the very beginning was that when we
went to their offices, they say "oh we're available to you any time, you can come
any time you'lvant to discuss your ideas with us." But it was us going to them. It
wasn't out in the public. It was private. They would meet privately with anyone
who wanted to talk to them about their plans, It never went any further than their
Board members, you talk to them privately and they say now that we've listened to
you, we'11 take your ideas into conside¡ation and it was never out there in the
public.

Not only did the Board's intentions seem hidden, Anna was concerned that since The

Forks was a püblic project, that those interested in the site were required to go to FRC's

office, which helped the FRC keep things secret. Another description of the FRC that

relates to secrecy alludes to the Corporation's lack of openness and accessibility. Kate

described her experience:

Well, my experience with the FRC was totally frustrating, and as a person who
cares deeply about the City, I was upset on many issues. I felt almost beat, because
you'd havè to almost chain yourself to Nick Daikiw'slo leg to be heard. He'd have
to drag you around with him, . . . That was the only way. Mr. Epp was never
here, he was in Ottawa. How bould you get a hold of him?

For Challengers, and many Negative Explainers, the inaccessibility of the FRC and the

politicians representing the tkee govemment shareholders was unconscionable, and done

on purpose to exclude those citizens with some criticisms.

The schedule and the nature of the annual public meetings held by the FRC often

came under the Challengers' fire. Anna and John made the following conments about one

of the FRC's annual public meetings:

10 Nick Daikiw was the Chairman of the Board and CEO of the Fo¡ks Renewal Corporation from
November 1988 to 1994.
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Anna: They were supposed to have an annual meeting, and that kept getting
postponed and postponed.

John: We went to their lirst annual meeting and we asked those hard questions,
and they had set up their public relations exercise,

Anna: It's supposed to be a forum for public pafiicipation, their annual meeting.

John: .So we publicly participated in it. We handed. out pam_ptrlets with. an
opposing view . . . and we were giving them a hard time. Not that it changed
anything. It drove them underground, It made them be careful and made them
make a few concessions toward public consultation on some of these issues.

Anna and John indicate that the purpose ofthe annual public meeting, from the

Corporation's view, is to provide an opportunity for public relations, not for real

discussion about the issues relating the development at The Forks. Todd had the following

comments about the Corporation's annual public meeúngs:

I've attended most of their annual general meetings, and they've never produced,
until this past year, a financial statement that is less than two years old. . . . I went
to their annual general meetings and it was a show and tell, not a consultation:
"we've come up with these great plansl Don't you like them? Tell us how you
fee1." You know, the open house approach, which means basically you want
somebody to rubber-stamp something you've done rather than go to the
community.

The annual meetings, from Todd's poínt of view, are an oppo unity for the FRC to inform

the public on its activities. There is little opportunity for'the public, or interested citizens,

to contribute to the decisions made regarding The Forks since the consultation activities

offered are anaÌogous to Potapchuk's (1991) second level of decision-making (government

consults with individuals and decides) or the third rung of Arnstein's (1969) ladder of

participation, informing, wlúch emphasizes a one-way flow of information, from officials

to citizens, with no channel provided for feedback and no power for negotiation.

Jean, a local politician, criticized the FRC for their minimal efforts to publicize the

annual meetings:

What happened is they advertised meetings. Well how many see those
advertisements, I didn't even know where their last annual meeting was. You
would think they would have a special invitation to [City] Council, to the MLAs
and MPs in the area. We a¡e the three levels that paid for it. There isn't [even] that
kind of basic courtesy.

87



At the very least, according to the Challengers, the FRC should have specifically invited the

public's representatives to their public meetings.

Several Proponents commented that the FRC's annual meetings were not held on an

annual basis. From the news media coverage of activities at The Forks, it was possible to

determine that annual meetings of the FRC were held on the following dates:

. January 17, L989

. April 17. 1990

. June i0, 1991

, Igg2 - not held

' September 20, Igg3

, 1994 - not held

In 1990, the City of Winnipeg's Committee on Planning and Community Services

conducted a series of hearings concerning The Forks. These hearings were considered

very effective by Challengers for the effort made to hear the public's concerns. John had

the following comments to make about New Directions for the Forks (City of Winnipeg,

1990), the report and recommendations produced by the Committee:

[The city had public hearings ] and that was a very good process. It came out with
a very good report which got watered down in the EPC . . . . That whole process
was very useful in raising consciousness, but it didn't in fact have an impact.
There were only cosmetic changes made.

\Í
ll- Reese, Munay, McKee - they did that they could. Even if they had all of city

council on side, they would not have been able to make changes because the feds
and Piovince had to be involved. And of course that is why its set up that way.
What you have actually is a corporation who's function is to co-opt public land and
public money, ìn the service of private developers.

The last three lines the abové comments are þd_i9,4¡!v9 9l lhe.Challengers' perception of

wh.1 the FRC i¡ l-e!up arns:flCth from three leyets 
3f So.v,ernment¡ fhis 

structure inhibits

lhe 
ability of one level of government to change the direction of the FRC, thereby

strengthening the power of private developers.
' -Y. -t/- r

9f
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Terry also spoke of the Planning Committee's report. Refening to the second

iteration of it, Future of the Forks (City of Winnipe g, 1992), after it passed through

Executive Policy Committee, Terry comments that:

It stated all kinds of principles that should guide the development of the Forks,
including that there should be green space, and park space; the idea of looking to
having it as a heritage land trust even came out in there; to review the whole
structure of the corporation; and the self-sufficiency mandate.

Even in its 'watered-down' state, the Planning Committee's recommendations were not

presented to the CAG,

Todd also spoke of the Planning Committee's hearings held to gather information

about the public's feelings about The Forks:

The city had public hearings in 1990-9I with over 45 different delegations to Iook
at the future of The Forks and what direction we wanted to go in. Lots of
representatian from developers, community groups, activist groups. The City
passed a 15 point plan that was supposed to govern, from the city's perspective,
future development at the Forks. I thought it was completely ignored by the FRC.
As a matter of fact, the document, in the last three years, has never even been
responded to.

The fact that the document has gone unresponded to by the FRC reflects the FRC's

orientation toward the municipal government: it is only one of three levels of govemment

to which it is responsible, therefo¡e there is no need to respond to the document or explain

its actions.

Todd offers another explanation ofwhy Future ofThe Forks has gone unansweted:

It was passed by council unanimously and was ignored, neve( even responded to,
never built in to the plans . . . . The two senior ministers and the mayor always get
what they want. Nick Daikiw isn't stupid, he's probably one of the slyest slickest,
he's got more moves than anyone else I know politically, I mean he's probably the
best politician in town, and he always gets what he wants. He knows how to give
the key and principal politicians the key piece they need so he can run the show the
way he wants,

The individuals with power at the FRC are able to please other individuals with power.

Others with little power have few options to bargain for what they want in this game. If the

outsiders have nothing to ofler to make a deal, they have no power to affect decìsions.
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Kate highlighted the effectiveness of City Hall's consultation activities, but alluded

to their inability to act on what they found because of the structurai organization of the FRC

and how it reports to three levels of government:

It was good to do business with city hall. They had very broad representations, but
they didn't seem to have any authoríty because it was a tripafiite monster, you see?

. The city seemed to be tho least able to do something about it. It was a tripartite
monster with Emst, Epplr and Nick Daikiw. . . .

In essence, with the FRC set up as it was, arms-length from th¡ee levels of government, it

was virtually impossible for anyone to "tame the beast that had been created by ttuee

powerful individuals who would somehow benefit from its existence."

A local politician other than Todd also had some concerns about the City's role as

one of the th¡ee shareholders. Jean, a Negative Explainer, felt that the Planning Committee

of City Council was excluded from development decisions for the site:

Not one presentation to the Plânning Committee. Not one. And we have to force
them. They never consult. They never discuss our input. Now to me, that's
participation . . . . Is that participation? What's participation in there? We we¡e
one level of government that needs to app¡ove. and we're never consulted. Never
mind that they are supposed to be accountable to the planníng committee. Never
once do they come freely to consult and inform us. We have to beg. Now, now.

Jean's comments alluded to the powerlessness of city councillors in decisions affecting The

Fo¡ks. With the Mayor as the representative of the City's'share'in The Forks

development, the councillo¡s' role was diminished since Mayor Bill Norie did not have to

have the support of Council in his actions.

7.I.1. Exclusive Nature of the Process

That the process was manipulated is a widespread sentiment among the

Challengers. Terry, for example, feels that the consultation process was manipulated,

palticularly though the Corporation s use of focus groups:

[Focus groups] was their public process . . . . They were trying to appease the
public, they were saying that they had a public consultation process.

ll Kate was ¡efering to the Hon. Jim Ernst, the Minister ofUrban Affairs for the Province of
Manitoba at the time, and the Hon. Jake Epp, a senior federal cabinet minister from Manitoba representing
the Government of Canada.
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You have to take a look at what théir public consultation process consisted of. It
had these different groups that didn't meet with each other but then at the end was
some kind of final rneeting and they all got together. One of the members of the
heritage committee had agreed to take me as a guest, They had a big model and I
wanted to see the model because 'Tom' had kept telling me about this modei. You
have to see this very heavy duty development, the kinds of stuff they want Io put on
there. All kinds of buildings and roads and everything, And so I went dorvn to the
meeting and I was there for about ten seconds and I was kicked out. The doors
were locked behind me and I was told I was not allowed in there and not to see it.
As a member of the public I was not allowed even to sit in and witness this process,
So I think the process was a complete sham. There was no public input really.
They picked people for their focus groups.

Since participation via focus groups was extremely select, the Challengers felt that this was

an inappropriate means of involving the public. Such a technique also limits participation

of the public to soft comments, and excludes members of the public from decision-making.

Jim, a member of the Citizens' Advisory Committee, described his experience as

one where he was expected to endorse the agenda of those that brougtìt the group together.

He offers the following cornments:

I was contacted apparently at random of some kind, I think I might have frlled out a
questionnaire or done something and wrote them or something. I don't know how
random it was. I'm not sure what was the seiection process was but none the less a
group was ca11ed together and it was kind of shrouded by a sense of mystique and
importânce, you know. It was coordinated by a couple of very likable people . . . .

All very noteworthy and likable people, I don't think the process ended up as
expected somehow. My guess was this was a committee which would be used to
endorse the plan of development for the next five years. I'm not sure it was
extemal. I'm sure there were extemal factors around - what the opportunities were
to be or not to be . . . . It was almost like there was an agenda already. What you
were provided with were diffelent themes or options according to - almost sort of
moved into a position, A few people reacted as it being hardly a public consultation
as much as sort of a kind of a rubber stamp of certain basic eiements of the plan
which had pretty much consensual approval of the group . . . . It seemed to me to
feel very developer driven.

John describes the use of focus groups and advisory groups by the FRC:

What the Corporatíon does is float ideas and present them to their focus groups . . .

. even the advisory groups are treated this way, where the ideas are presented to
them, and thejr advice is sought, but these groups themselves do not generate ideas.
They are used as sounding boards for ple-existing ideas.

Todd supports the above comments when he describes the decision-makers: "It is a very

elitist group that have their plan that they decided on a long time ago." The presence of the
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plan suggests that the advisory conmittees are expected to suppol't this p1an. Todd made

the following comments about advisory groups:

They have consultation committees on heritage, aboriginal issues etc., . . . that they
were forced into by the city. (The big stink made by [the Planning Comminee]. . .

. That was a few years ago.) Then they developed these advisory commrttees
which they've ignored. There is no criteria fol heritage, for architectural heritage
development at The Forks . . . . Even Nick Daikiw, who's a fot'mer city
commissioner, wasn't aware of the City's historic by-laws and the intent of them.

According to the Challengers, what appears to be attempts to involve the public æe in fact

less than they appear and are not tleated very seriously.

The Challengers contend that the reason why the participation processes selected by

the FRC are so limited is a result of the Colporation's. and other's economic, profit-

oriented interests, and desire to manipulate the process. John believes that the reason for

the kinds of mechanisms that have been selected to consult the public is to "maintain control

of the entire process." Jim made the following comment in support of John's:

Staff [and the interested parties on contract] have a cerlain interest, developer-
driven, and were hoping this committee would get behind them and . , . be the lever
for the Corporation, which were government representatives, to make a
commitment to things they wanted to see happen.

Jim indicates that there aro people who benefit from the control that John refers to: staff of

the FRC, interested parties on contract with the FRC, and government representatives, He

is claiming that the powerholders in this situation are also the ones who will benefit from

controlling the process. This notion ìs supported in a Winnipeg F¡ee Press editonal which

states that "The Forks corporation has decjded to include housing. . . because developers

want to build some. That is not an adequate reason (A menu for the East Yards, 1987)."

Challengers believe that paÍicipation ofthe public was subordinate to an economic

agenda of powerholders that extends beyond the Board membels and employees of the

FRC. John strongly believes that:

The most important aspect of the Forks Renewal [Corporation] were established
long before any public consultation - that it would be a renewal corporation, that it
would be biased toward commercial development, and in fact biased towa¡d the
plan that the developers had drawn, then the public consultation was tacked on
afterwards.
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The decisions about the shucture, nature and role of the Corporation were made plior to

any public consultation. For the Challengers, the forces that shaped the FRC were

development-odented; the development of The Forks is developer-driven. Proof of this

agenda is evident in the financial self-sufficiency mandate of the FRC, which requires the

Corporation to encourage commercial development, and the difficulties with its

accountability to the public.

7.2. The FRC's Mandate

The mandate of self-sufficiency is deemed pivotal to the success of The Forks in the

estimation of the Proponents of the cónsultation process. They feel that it is unquestionable

that the FRC be structured in such a manner that there be at the very least a marginal profit,

the consequence of which is the need for commercial development on the site. The

Challengers, on the other hand, contend that the self-sufficiency mandate ofThe Forks is

unacceptable since the priblic is opposed to commercial development on the site. lægeiy

because of the historical and social significance of the site to Winnipeggers and Canadians.

One informant, an Observer, identified a clear polarization regarding the mandate, as

commercial versus public amenity, with the Challengers supporting the latter over the

former.

Challengers focused on the negative aspects of the mandate of the FRC, and its

mandated necessity to be profit-oriented, Jim, who was a member of the Citizens'

Advisory Group made the following coÍrments about three proposed projects:

At one point the idea of . . . a residential area at the Forks was brought up, because
of its capacity, I guess, to generate revenue. But the group [CAG] for the most part
had a loi of. . . cõnce¡ns fór a númber of different reasons: [it would be] elitist or it
would take away from the historical significance to slap a bunch of houses on the
key locations there and charge big bucks, However, I mean, it was almost a
surprise that that wasn't supported. I guess to those that proposÞd to build those
lavish condominiums, or whatever it would be. The other one was the support of
comrnercial building of 300 000 square feet which included some underground
parking. That wasn'tjudged as being a big deal priority by the groups for the most
part eithor. Partly because I think there are offices in Winnipeg across the street that
are vacant. The Manitoba Spofts Federation building . . , . That was not greeted
with a lot of enthusiasm. The other was a large leisure centre which seemed to be
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pushed upon the group a little bit. Another of those developer-dliven, high capital .

. . projects lis what] some of the group felt.

Jim highlights the significance of the mandate in terms of its impact on the nature of

uses for the site, with respect to maìntarning the site as a piace for gathering, and

maintaining the historical significance of the site:

Some of the staff of the Corporation were kind of resentful about the fact that there
were too many sort of gatherings there, you know festivals and stuff. Festivals
don't generate a lot of revenue for the most part . . . . Some of us felt that the
historical sígnificance of the Forks was being kind of diminished by some of those
plans. You wouldn't put up a leisure centre on the Plains of Abraham. Why would
you think of putting it at the Forks, a gathering and meeting place for centuries,
much longer.

The Challengers often refened to the history of the site, and its significance to both

Winnipeggers and to the Aboriginal population. The heritage potential for the site was felt

to have been ignored. Kate made the following comments:

In my view, if you've got a site that has tremendous historical value, and ít has a
history which is unique to that site, you can't replicate that resource anywhere else
in the world, . . . you have the potential to Íecreate and commemorate history on
that site. Such as been done on the Plains of Abraham. But you must not have the
mandate to be self-sufficient. . . because it going to take a totally different di¡ection
if you do.

Maintaining a mandate for self-sufficiency was seen as undermining the historiial aspects

of the site.

Terry succinctly descrjbes the impact of the self-sufficiency mandate on the nature

of development at The Forks:

That is sort of the engine behind development. and ifthey didn't have to be self-
sufficient, if they were just a park, a city park, it would be a different kind of
development,

The mandate appears to be in opposition to what some members of the public want,

Challengers, who are demanding that the site be developed to a minimal degree and that it

be more like a park, or public amenity, are proposing scenarios that are nol self-sufficient.

This indicates lhat they are in opposition to the mandate for self-sufficiency, which then

begs the following question: Is the FRC accountable to the public if it strives for self-
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sufficiency, which demands development, and if members of the public believe that the site

should be an amenity, which negates the self-sufficiency mandate?

7.3. The FRC's Accountabílit)' to the Public

Accountability was an issue for the individuals inteniewed since it has a diect

bealing on the degree and kind of eflecl stakeholders can have and expect regat'ding

decisions about The Forks. Terry began out conversation with the following comment:

Public participation is virtually locked out of the p¡ocess because of the shuctule of
the orgãnizatibn. It is sot up as an arms-length development corporation that is not
accouãtable. Not politically accountable to anybody. It was set up fhat way so it
could make decisiãns on its own, and it has been making 'behind-closed-doors"
kinds of deals.

Jean also indicates a lack of accountability due to the structure of tho FRC'vis a vis its

shareholders, the governments oI Canada, Manitoba and Winnipeg:

See the make-up right now for that corporation, which [has responsibility for] the
heritage of Winiipeg. . ,, and they've put it into a corporation at arms length so that
no 1evèl of elected representatives can be held responsible.

Difficulties in accessing information about The Forks indicates, for Challengers, a lack of

public accountability. Lack of public.accountability also occurs when the FRC is set up in

such a manner that it is not accountable to its shareholders, who ale representatives of the

public.

Terry highlights the FRC's private nature as part of the problem:

Even the city councillors have been unabie to get information. There is no public
accountabiliiy because it is set up as a private development colporation, that is
autonomous to make its own decisions. Public access to information is vety
difficult. They do not have to go to city council to make their decisions or
anything. It is hard to get into that political process.

PaIt of this difficulty in accessing information has to do with the structure of the

organization and expectations for the Corporation to be self-sufficient. Media coverage in

newspapers often documented the troubles of information-flow between several players.

One of the problems of the lack of accountability for John was that financial

statements are kept fi'om the public:
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They never gave their financial statements to the public. They say they don't have
to because they give the financial statenent to their shareholders, which is the thlee
governments, and the governments can make it public if they want, but no
government can make it public without the agreement of the other two. And that's
why I was saying its arms-length but beyond public control because it's almost
impossible to get all thlee governments to agree.

"Public" for the challengers means that any information should be readily accessible for

members of the public to inquire about. The financial statements arc kept away fiom the

public at large, but are accessible to some ofthe public's representatives. The Challengers

are indìcating that accountability needs to go beyond political lepresentatives to the citizens

themselves. At the very least, citizens ought to be able to access such information.

Kate, and other Challengers, feel that the lack of accountability of the FRC was an

intentional act to keep the public out of the decision-making process:

Kate: This independent, non-accountable, arms-length corporate pie made it almost
impossible for the public to do anything. And I think it was intentional.

Beth: Intentional on who's behalf?

Kate: Whoever set it up, and that was government.

Accountability, the mandate, and the public participation methods selected by the

Corporation all point, for the Challengers, to a larger agenda that cont¡ols development at

The Forks: economic benefit for a smal1 numher of people.

7.4. Success in Onnosition

Greening the Forks was a group of citizens that formed in the Spling of 1989 to

oppose the FRC and the decisions that were being made with respect to the development of

The Forks. John, a member of Greening the Fo¡ks, feels that they played a significant role

in counteracting the'boosterism' put out in the press by the FRC. By asking some very

hard questions, Greening the Forks was able to get the media to reflect some criticism

about The Folks:

In the beginning all the newspaper stories were flack.. . ., which is public relations
stuff put out by the FRC. A sort of boosterism. "Gosh this is wonderful". That's
all the newspapers said . . . . None of them were asking any of the serious
questions. So we started by handing out pamphlets which did ask those questions -
questions of ownership and control and who's in charge of design . . . . So that's

96



where \¡ve concentrated our efforts - in trying to get people, particularly the pi:ess, to
realize what the questions werc that have to be asked, ahd we were vely successful
at doing that, because they began to ask these hard questions , . .

In particular, Greening the Fo¡ks contends that theil'efforts changed the nature of the

consultation activities undeltaken by rhe FRC:

Those people would not have those forums and discussíons if we had not made a

contribution, it would have simply been a series of public telations announcements
from the FRC about all the wonders. So we did our job, and when we stalted to
see letters to the editor from othe¡ people, saying things that we have been saying,
we realized what we had done.

The FRC's consultation activities shifted from public reiations announcements to

other methods which allowed discussion, as a result of Greening the Forks pressure.

Kate, another member of the group, indicated that the value of their insistence is in how the

development has taken shape to date:

I am of the opinion that we would have seen massive, huge, concrete development
at The Forks had there not been a lot of caffuffle. So I think its done something.

Kim indícated that the credibility of Greening the Forks inc¡eased once it was

evident that the breadth of activities the group used to involve the public was so

expansivel2:

At one point we went to Executive Policy Committee and said we don't think that
the people you have on the board are doing theirjob because this is what we're
hearing. We are hearing something totally different. They said 'ya ya how many
people have you talked to?' Just before I went up an spoke I had talked to Sam and
I said 'how many people do you think we actually talked to?', with the story boards
etc. He said probably over 10 000 people. I was rea11y glad to have that number. I
said, not including students at the University and the newspaper and that sort of
thing, probably over 10 000 people. All of a sudden their attitude changed because
they thought we were this counte¡-culture. Hippies , . . . The ímage changed and
Greening the Fo¡ks became legitimate and the media became interested in what we
were doing and that kind of thing.

One of the members of Greening the Forks indicated that there was a limit to their

success: "We've been very very effective at raising public consciousness about the issues

that we saw at the Forks, but we haven't been successful at all in making any fundamentai

change." Primarily this is because Greening the Forks perceived a different realíty than the

12 Greening the Forks' consultation activities are elabo¡ated in the following section, An
Altemative Public Participation Strategy.
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pubiic about the intentions of the FRC. John highlights the different perceptions that

Greening the Forks has about the FRC's intentions, and those held by the public:

'When we went down to The Forks and talked to people on the site, saying things
like "don't you reaiize this park is all there is?" these people would say, "well I
thought the whole thing was going to be park?" . . . . Gradually we \ ere able to get

across to the public what the leality was, that thele was not going to be a park at
The Forks.

Educating the public about the FRC's 'real rntentions' was a significant goal of Greening

the Forks:

Largely because of our efforts, the press was becomìng more critical,
undérstanding the issues, and people were explessing their view that The Forks
should be more like a park. The FRC sought public relations help from a Toronto
fìrm and were told "stop talking, go underground, you can't win this debate."

In addition to the pressure applied on the FRC, Greening the Forks also offered alternative

structures and opportunities for participation. These are explored in the section below,

7.5. An Alternative Public Participation Strategy

An altemative development strategy for the Forks was put forth by Greening the

Forks, a group of concemed citizens, Marcia Nozick, a membe¡ of the group, states that

"'we got together because of a belief that, if there is development, it should be community

based. . . . We object to plans for the Forks which necessitate that revenue be taken from

the land (Forks under scrutiny)."' Stemming from a concern that the peopÌe sitting on

advisory groups were the same people getting contracts from the Forks Renewal

Corporation, Terry, a member of Greening the Forks, proposed the following scenario:

What Greening the Forks proposed was that there be a whole restructuring of the
Forks Renewal Corporatión. Really dissolving it as a corporation. Taking the land
and putting it into a-üust, like the Islands Trust, exactly like that, as a public land
trust, In this way it would do two things. It could help to laise money through

. donations. Revenues through donations. People can do charitabie donations,
which you can't really do under the present structure. The other really good thing
was thát a public land trust would be structured in such a way that you'd_have
shares, or s-omething, like a membership fee. It is open to the public and anybody
can be a part. of thisland trust. The board, the executive or whatever it is, is elected
from its membership. It is publicly accountable and controlled by its members'
which are the citizeås of Wìnnipei. We thought that would be a 

-much 
better kind

oI structure.
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The kinds of participation mechanisnx suggested by Challengers are located in the upper

rungs of Arnstein's (1969) làdder; for Greening the Forks, it was vital that the members of

the Board of Directors of the FRC be elected, and therefore clearly accountable to the

public.

When speaking of the several advisory groups established by the FRC, the

Challengers referred primarily to the Citizens' Advisory Group as a means for the

Corporation to manipulate the process. Below is an excelpt of a discussion with John and

Anna about the use of advisoty groups by the FRC as a means to include the public. The

discussíon reveals an altemative method of including the public in the design of a project

like The Forks:

Beth: You mentioned earlier that the advisory groups were manipulated. On what
basis do you say that?

John: They were given information which was incornplete and biased . . . . They
never talked to other people, they nevel' talked to the public, except maybe
privately. They didn't hold public hearings, they didn't have public meetings.
They had meetings of the advisory group.

Beth: So you're thinking it would have been more effective to have a town hall
meeting or,

John: Yeah, and you draw your plan from that, which is the process that works,
It's diffieult and troublesome, but it works.

Beth: Yeah, how do you do that? Like that thing at the Gas Station theatre, if you
have 100 different ideas . . .

John: I haven't seen that process work. Sam did see that process work in
Vancouver.

Beth: In the actual designing ofit?

John: Yeah , in actual final decision making power stuff, yes.

Anna: I mean certain things emerge. From what people were saying or drawing,
you can see certain things emerging, such as the fact that they wanted a lot of open
space, It became obvious. Nobody was filling the place with attractions . , .

Beth: So do you find somethrng like that out, and then hire, if you were a land trust
thing, would you hire a landscape architect, or a team of architects, landscape
architects, planners to design something, or would you do it yourselves?

John: No, no. That is the usual way of doing it. I find that I would want to tend
to do it that way. What Sam insisted was that you didn't need that. You honestly

99



let the public do the design. Educate the public on the telms of design if you want,
the physical criteria, possibilities but you actually refrain from taking their ideas and
then working them into the desigri, because that is what the corporation does, in a
much a more tightly controlied manner, but still basically that's the same thing.
And he believed this would work, and he believed it had worked in Vancouver.

The emphasis of an alternate strategy for developíng The Forks would involve the public to

a much greater degree. The public, or members of the public that are specifically

interested, would be able to design the project themselves, rather than relying on the

pfofessional expertise of a designer.

Todd offered the following ideas for structural change that incorporate a more open

process that accepts diverging views:

I really believe that it should be privatized. It's a glorified land management
company . . . . Let it be run by professionals and turn [it] over to tho community
the planning process for the development of the site, and let everybody in, [let]
people with divergent víews in.

Todd felt strongly that if the FRC had no ties with govemment, i,e. was privatized, then

the development process would be neccessarily more public since it would have to flow

through normal planning processes.

The aim of Greening the Forks appears to be a renewed process that responds better

to what the public was saying. They did not put forth a physical plan and this was a source

of confusion.for the public about their.goals:

It was difficult for us to avoid talking about that because people would ask us, even
people in the public: well what is it you want to see there? We'd have to say a
different system for handling and managing and planning.

Greening the Forks attempted to involve the public in deterrnining what The Forks

should be, i.e. what should be on the site, what the nature of the site would be, where

things would be located on the site. One of their activities was a design charette at the Gas

Station Theatre in Osbome Village in July, i989. Anna describes what the charette

involved:

we wel'e trying an alternate process. There was a play at the Gas Station theatre
with án urban theme. Some members of Greening the Forks stood outside at the
end of it. They had boards and things and asked people to draw what they'd like to
see at the Forks,
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From this process, it was possible to detect patterns and trends in the visions that the public

had about The Forks.

The Challengers offered the Heritage Land Trust Model as an alternative shucture to

the FRC. John, a supporter of Greening the Forks, described its desire for a renewed

process:

'What we wanted was a land trust, for it to be developed along cefiain principles in
accordance with that. It wasn't things specifically, . . . itwastheprocess....It
should be a land trust, and history should be respected, . . . and we wanted green
space. Other than that it was pretty general,

Well we never had ideas. Our idea was that this process was wrong and that if you
wanted an honest public process you should start with the public. They would ask
us well what do you want to see at the Forks? All we could say was "the last of
you." We want to dissolve the FRC and have this publicly owned and programmed
and designed by a real public process. Everyone was always after us, this was in
the public conscience - what do you want to see at the Forks? Well, we did not
have any particular view, or we tried not to put forward any view of what we
wanted to see at the Forks, because what we wanted for The Forks was an honest
public process. Holding that land in trust by the public, not by a group which was
a creature of developers.

Greening the Fo¡ks felt that the vision for The Forks could come from below, rather than

from above. Instead of the vision extending down from the political visionaries, they

believed that the public could be involved in, and responsible for, creating 'The Forks' at

the location of the CN East Yards.

. 7 .5J. Criticism as a Constructive Contribution to Planning

A critical element of the Chailengers' position is that criticism should be an accepted

part of the planning process for projects like The Forks. Todd was fiustrãted that there is a

lack of a forum to debate The Forks. Criticism ís avoided to such an extreme that anyone

who criticizes is ostracized. A constructive forum fo¡ debate that accepts conflict and

conflicting points of view is critical for successful planníng. Stakeholdels and their

criticism must be acknowledged and accepted. Below is a passage from the discussion

with Todd that imparts his frustration:

I think the Forks is fabulous, I go there every week, and I really resent the attitude
that's popular in the media, in the editorial pages of the Free Press as well as the
FRC, that if you don't agree with them somehow, and if you dissent on a
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fundamental direction that somehow you're a herelic . . . . It's really incredible,
because it's such a successful project, and it is. But they didn't do it . , . . I'll give
them credit for some pretty positive development there. I made my criticism pretty
clear. I thinï those criticisms.are very valid. I'm quite prepared to be challenged
on them, and quite prepafed to have them part of a larger mix of discussion, but it
shouldn't be Nick Daikiw and Company's "my way or the highway," and that
somehow if you're critical of it you don't appreciate what's done. Well not only do
I appreciate what's done, I've been part of it for five years on council. I fought
some pretty big battles . . .

I really resent not being treated like a stakeholde¡ . . . , Let's have ttrat discussion,
They are loathed to have it, aid if you say that you don't agree with those concepts
. . . and we should look at something else, you're immediately slammed by them.
It's really terible. I think it comes fi'om the lack of confidence the city has.
Because you have a good debate over something that you think is positive doesn't
mean you're taking anything away from it. For it to really reach its potential,
become what it can be, which is a real light switch for the downtown, 1et's have the
debate . . . . Let's talk about that. There's no forum for that. They don't want t.o

hear that, they ignore you. They're bored. They listen to you and you can just see

the eyes glazing over and the ears closing up . . . . That debate should be there and
it should be dynamic and it should be exciting and it should be an invitation to all to
be in there. When you go back to the East Yards Task force of 1985, . , . that's
what part of the vision was . . . . It's become elitist - it behaves like a private
corporation. They don't behave like the stewards of a public asset . . .

In spite of the criticisms I have of it, I think it is one of the most positive things to
happen to the city in a iong time. I am very supportive of it, but I resent the idea
that your support for this has to be unqualified . . . . Their defense line is really
bogus. Look at the hundreds of thousands of peopie that have visited and
embraced the site. Yeah, while I'm one of thoqe people . . . . I resent that because I
show up there that it is assumed because I use it, . . . that somehow I'm endorsing
everything going on. No, I like it, and I want to see it go, but i think ít could be
better . , . . But if you're not listening to me, don't taks my voting with my feet that
its an unqualified support for it . . . . Part ofthe ¡eason is because I can't go
anywhere else to see the Children's Museum, and quite frankly a lot of the excitíng
retail in the city is there. Is it a good thing that its there? No. But am I going to go
there because it is there? Yes. Did I hope that something else would be there in
addition to that or instead of that that would also be as attractive, and wouldn't have
to steal things from other parts of the city? Yes. Do I like to have fresh vegetables?
Yes. Would I go to the market if it was there? Yes. Do I go to The Forks because
it is there? Yes. Is it a success? Yes. Is it at the expense of other things? Yes.
Did it need to be? No. But am I going to go there? Yes! Its the iogic of it lthat] is
very flawed.

The Challengers strongly advocate methods of public participation that are located

high on Alnstein's (1969) and Potapchuk's (1991) ladders. They indicate that stakeholders

should have decision-making ability concerning issues that affect them. This increased
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stakeholder power reflects a demand for significant social change, as is characterized in

Thornley's Perspective Three.



Part III:

Powerholders and Outsiders:
Recogni zing and Reconciling

Power Imbalances
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CHAPTEREIGHT

DISCUSSION AND MPLICATIONS

The purpose of the study, as indicated in the introductory chapter, was to examine

the participatory model employed by the FRC for the development of The Forks. There

were four specific goals in this exploration:

. to identify different beliefs and values regarding public
participation in a public development project;

. to gain insight into the complex interactions of powelholders and
stakeholders in public development projects;

. to examine how the process that evolved affected the outcome; and

. to identify implications for the planning profession

The first point will be addressed in the first section of this chapter, while the second and

third will be discussed in the second section. A third section wili address some of the areas

for furthel research that emerged from this srudy. Finally. the fourth point listed above will

be addressed.

8.1. Differing Beliefs. Values and Rationales 
.

Part Two of this study has demonstrated that there are two distinct perspectives on

the role and expectations of public participation in the development of The Forks. The

Proponents clearly approach public participation as an opportunity to avoid public

controversy; consulting the public is a means by which to gauge the public's desires in

order to best address them, thereby avoiding controversy. Their goal is to make sure that a

given project is a political success, To inform this kind of decisìon-making, where the

decision-makers are seiond-guessing the public in order to avoid controversy, techniques

for public participation that are low on Arnstein's (1969) ladder are employed. Open

houses, public meetings, forums, and presentations are hetd to keèp the public informed;

there is no involvement of the public in actual decision-making. For the Proponents, the
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methods used for the FRC's public consultation activities lvele more than appropriate for

this kind of project.

The Challengers, on the other hand, believe that the FRC's consultation activities

were inappropriate, and were a means by which those individuals with decision-making

power could enlist suppolt for the development at The Forks. The Challengers strongly

believe ihat people should be allowed to make decisions that affect them, rather tha¡ a small

number of individuals making important decisions for everyone else. The Challengers

contend that since The Forks involves public money and public land, the public should be

making the decisions that affect the site. In this vein, the Challengers support technigues

for public participatíon that are high on Arnstein's (1969) ladder, whe¡e there is a high

degree of citizen control. They also advocate methods that coincide with the upper levels of

Potapchuk's ( 1991) model, where the decision-making power of government is delegated

to cítizens. The Challengers offer a community land trust as an alternative to the .curIont

st¡ucture of the FRC.

Where the Proponents feel that the efforts of the FRC to consult the public were

more then adequate, the Challengers contend that there has been no real particípation;

'consuitation', for the Challengers, does not involve the necessary shift of decision-making

authority from the government and the FRC to the public. As a result, the Challengers

believe that the FRC's consultation activities have been manipulated to serve the interests of

a select few individuals with a political and/or a commercial economic agenda.

In terms of process, the positions taken by the Proponents are focused on stability,

and maintaining the structural status quo, in this case a tri-goveüìment 'public' corporation;

this is evident in their emphasis on avoiding controversy, consistent with the lowe¡ half of

Connor's iadder. The Challengers, on the other hand, are focused on social and structural

change, and advocate a community land trust in place of an armsJength-from-govemment

colporation. Their desire for social change is evident, and they will create the venues to

accommodate that change through offering altemative psrticipation techniques and creating
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controversy. This study has identified two clear and distinct positions about the role of

public participation in a public project such as The Forks. The following section will

summarize the relationship between the Proponents and the Challengers in terms of their

power and influence on decisions concerning the FRC's consultation activities.

8.2. Powerholders and Outsiders

The relationship between the Proponenrs and the Challenge.s is d.u*n alound who

had the most influence on the consultation process and the decisions made conceming The

Forks. To begin to answer this question, it is necessary to reintroduce the dramaturgical

metaphor in o¡der to determine who is making the decisions that affect The Forks and the

FRC.

The dramaturgical metaphors employed in Chapter Five were useful in determining

the different roles the informants played in The Forks drama. The Producers were political

representatves from the federal, provincial and local governments. Representing the thee

formal shareholders of the FRC, they provided the guiding principles for the FRC. The

Directors implemented the decisions of the Producers and offered their own ideas. Just as

a director for a movie lends a distinct flavour the project s/tre has been working on, the

Directors for The Forks have done the same. The Actors in a production such as The

Forks also make a dìstinctive contrìbution to the project, depending on how they interpret

their role, although their cont¡ibution is less than that of the Directors. The Extras have a

minimal role to play in the decisions that affect the production. They are rarely recognized

for the skills and knowledge they may possess, and they spend a significant amount of

their time hoping to get noticed, some of them managing to stand out but not necessar.ily to

receive rave reviews.

In Part II, Chapter Five explored the composition of each of these dramaturgical

metaphors. It was detemined that all Producers are Proponents and all Extras are

Challengers. This metaphor indicates, therefore, that Proponents of a particular

implemented process are often found in positions of power. In the case of The Forks, the
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individuals who were political leaders in the creation of the FRC, or who are the curent

political leaders in the current operation of the FRC, are in a positon of power to determine

the nature of the FRC's activities. Six of the seven Proponents identified in this study were

in positions of decision-making power -- four were ProduceÍs, two were Directols. In

contrast, the outsiders to the decision-making process, the Extras, are all Challengers -- and

all Challengels are Extras,

Chaptel Two, in Part I of this study, presented a set of fundamental events

conceming the FRC's consultation activities. Flom these events it can be concluded that

there was a significant evolution in the nature ofthe consultation techniques employed by

the FRC. For Phase I there were public presentations and forums, and individuals were

invited to submit briefs to the Board of Directors of the FRC. In contlast, the Phase II

consultations also included a Citizens' Advisory Group (CAG) and several workshops

with community groups. lt is undenìable that the Phase Il methods were a 'step up'. in

terms of both the Arnstein (i969) and Potapchuk (1991) ladders.

A goal of this study was to determine whether the opportunities for participation

were sufficient for those who a¡e not decision-makers, but are nevertheless interested in

participating in some way. The dramaturgical metaphor was useful for this inquiry. The

results of this study indicated that all of the informants who were not decision-make¡s, i.e.

those who were Extras, and who wanted to particípate, were Challengers. This suggests

that the opportunities for participation for interested citizens were inadequate.

Another goal of this study was to identify the percaptions of decision-makers who

allowed participation, to determine if they coincided with the 'outsiders' who wished to

participate, The dramaturgical metaphor revealed that the perceptions of the decision-

makers (Producers and Directors) about public participation do not coincide with those

outside individuals who wanted to participate, since all Producers are Proponents and the

majority of Directors are Proponents or Positive Explainers. The êxtent of the 'step up the

ladder' does not therefore seem sufficient to address the chasm between the interests of the
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citizens, who wanted to participate (the Challengers), and the creators of the FRC's

consultation activities.

There is therefore a significani divergence of opinion with respect to public

participation between powerholders and outsiders, i.e. stakeholders without power, in The

Forks dlama. Proponents and Challengers hold distinctly different views of the role of

pubiic participation, as well as differing expectations of the form public participation should

take. This conclusion has significant relevance in terms of implications for the planning

profession. Before addressing these implications (in the last section of this chapter), areas

for furthe¡ research are identified in the section that follows.

8.3. Extensions of the Research

There are many areas where further research should be conducted in this alea. A

second set of interviews would have been helpful to generate some discussion about each

of the cultural themes, the Proponents and the Challengers. For example, discussion with

Proponents about the public participation techniques advocated by the Challengers would

better reveal the Proponents' perceptions of the. Proponent câtegory, and would have

strengthened the quality of this research. Likewise, a second interview with Challengers to

discuss the Proponents' comments would have been valuable in that the characte¡istics

ascdbed to these categoríes would possibly achieve greater legitimacy.

Much more work needs to be done to solidify the apparent differences between the

Proponents and the Challengers, and to better delimit the characteristics of the other cultulal

themes between the two poles of the continuum. To do so Spradley's methodology would

have to be pursued to the final stage. A more thorough cultural inventory of all five cultural

themes would obviously assist in any future programming of public participation in the

planning of major public development projects.
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. 8.4. Imolications for the Planning Plofession

The obvious implication for the planning profession that emerges from tþis study is

that there æe different expectationò ofthe public participation that is often directly

advocated by planners, or that is often expected ofplanners in their management of a

planning process. Proponents of The Forks, who are the powerholders in this case study,

felt that the consultation activities were appropriate and more than adequate. The

Challengers, who were outsiders in this case study, i.e. stakeholders wìthout power,

believe that public participation has a broader role to play in public decision-making, as

long as ttrere are meóhanisms in place for the public to make decisions themselves. From

the Prc'ponents' peripective, public participation is vital to ensure'buy-in' and avoid

controversy; from the Challengers' perspective, public participation is essential to enable

citizens to control the decisions that affect them. Given these two divergent perspectives, it

is necessary for planners to acknowledge the political and ideological nature of public

participation, This reality of differing perspectives, a political reality in itself that is value-

Iaden, must be actively embraced by the professíon.

ln a recent arltcle in Plan Canada,seasons ( 1994) higNights the need for planning

practitioners to 'focus on context' in order to be effective: part of the planner's context is

the reality of divergent expectations of the public participation processes they are helpíng to

create or manage. The realities of the people planners interact with are paft of this context;

understanding these realities as parl ofplanning practice is pivotal when considering

applopriate tools and approaches for public participation. The Proponent - Challenger

continuum is an aid for defining the context within which a planner operates.

The Proponent - Challenger contínuum presented in this study also próvides a

framework with which planners can actively reflect on their practice (Schon 1983).

Reflection can occur in two areas: (1) a reflection on the actions and beliefs of other

players; and (2) a reflection on oneself. Recognizing Pfoponents and Challengers (and

other cultural themes, once they are botter defined) will help the planner understand the
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opportunities and constraints s/he faces in a palticular context. The continuum can also be

a tool for planners to define the similarities and differences between the 'players' that s/he

is interacting with. This continuum could be particularly useful in circumstances where the

planner is piaying a mediation, facilitation or negotiation ro1e.

8.4.1. Are Planners Proponents or Challengers?

Planners must also acknowledge that they too fit into the continuum, Planners may

choose to be Proponents or Challengers of a particular process, Likewise, they can choose

to be effectively Positive Explainers or Negative Explainers, where the latter is more

disposed to progressive structural change, while the former may be moie of a force fo¡ the

status quo. Any attempt to avoid involvement, by being simply an Observer, helps neither

cause. Planners necessarily âct according to one of these cultural themes as they prâctice

and deal with powerholders and outsiders. lndividual planners can fi'ame their own

experiences by determining if they basically support the status quo (Proponents) or

advocate some form of social change thât involves a departure from the status quo

(Challengers).

Jusl over 207o of the informants for this study identified themselves as planners,

Of the ten informants calling themselves planners, seven are professional planners, while

the remaining tluee are individuals operating in an advocacy or activist role, and are

unaffiliated with the planning profession per se, The seven informan{s that ale practicing,

professional planners are located in the middle three categories of the Proponent -

Challenger continuum; three were Positive Expiainers, one an Observer, and three Negative

Explainers. The remaining three planner-infomants were all Challengers. This indicates

that the differing beliefs and values of public participation demonsrrated by the Proponent -

Challenger continuum also occur among planners. The significance of this finding is that

planners who are Challengers do not associate themselves with the pianning 'profession'.

There appear to be two types of planners in this situation: those who take a strong position

for social change and do not affiliate with 'professional' bodies, and those who are located
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in the middle categories of the continuum, who do not take a paüiculady extreme position

and positively affiliate with their profession.

8.4.2. Are Planners Powerholders or Outsiders?

The continuum locations of the planner-info¡mants for this study, when cross-

referenced with the dramaturgical metaphor, suggest that planners have generally not been

powerholdersintheprocessofdevelopmentofTheForks.'ProfessionaL'plannersare

found in the middle three categories of the continuum, while the three 'activist' planners

were Challengers. Use of the dramaturgical metaphor employed earlier in th-is study

demonstrates that planners were not significant powerholders. One was categorized as a

Director, while six others were only Actors in the drama of The Forks. The th¡ee'activist'

planners were Extras. It is clear, therefore, that planners as a whole have not played a lead

to.le in the process of development of The Forks.

It is important to acknowledge that certain planners are pafi of the power shucture.

The posítion in the Proponent - Challenger continuum for these planners is significant; it is

essential that planners in powerholder positions (Producers and Directors) recognize the

role they play in maintaining the status quo, or encouraging necessary change. There is an

obvious ideological decision to be made by planners who are powerholders wiih respect to

the participation of citizens in public decision-making processes, Government

l'epresentatives, or agencies of government such as the FRC, cannot force people to take

control of their housing or schools or neighborhoods, but govemments cdn suppofi

potentially empowering structures and processes so that people can take control. if rhey

want it (Osborne and Gaebler, p. 71). Being a facilitator of, or a barrier to,'high-level'

public participation on the Arnstein (1969) and Potapchuk ( 1991) ladders is a choice open

to every planner, despite their possibly 'lowly' role in the overall'production'.

The concluding subsection that follows offers some reflections on the consultation

activities of the FRC, with recommendations for any future public consuitation activities.
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8.4,3. Reflections and Recommendations

The comments made in this section are speculative to a great extent. Due to the çtill-

to-be-approved, and hence 'unfinished', nature of the Phase II Plan, the interviews

conducted for this study did not reveal informants'fzal perceptions of the FRC's

consultation activities; in effect, the context of the informants' storytelling was not a ful1y

completed public consultation process. This not only limits the results of this study, but

the conclusions as we1l. In addition, there were a number of highlevel decision-makers

with whom interviews could not be arranged, despite repeated effo¡ts. Their comments

would likely have contributed a greal deal in understanding the reasons why the Phase II

Plan was still unapproved at the time of writing. The reader is cautioned tirat the

concluding remarks in this section are therefore more speculative than might otherwise have

been the case.

The FRC's pubiic consultation activities were a soul'ce of conflict between what

have been identifled in this study as the Proponents and the Challengers. Where the

Proponents were effectively using public participation in the context of an interest in elite-

based societal guidance, and the Challengers for populist social transformation (Friedmann

1987), their expected approaches to, and outcomes of, public participation differ

dramatically. Although both the Proponents and the Challengers were interested in 'good'

decisions, who makes them is where they differed. What follows is a brief personal

reflection on the FRC's public consultation activities to date and some recommendations for

future public consultations concerning The Forks.

One of the primary opportunities for public input into decisions conceming The

Forks was the FRC's annual public meetings. Unfortunately, the scheduling of these

meetings was less than annual. For example, the last 'annual' public meeting was in

September, 1993, eighteen months ago (as of March 1995). As a minimum courtesy, a

sincere effort must be made to make the annual public meetings genuinely annual and

unquestionably 'public' in terms of advertising and invoivement of elected replesentâtives.
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The Citizens' Advisory Group was referred to as merely a 'focus group' by the

Challengers, and the description of the duties of this group provided by the Proponents

indicates that 'focus group' is an applopliate descrìption. Since thís group did not possess

any decision-making power, its significance in terms of a stop up the Arnsteín (1969) and

Potapchuk (1991) ladders is diminished. The use of advisory committees was also a

technique employed by the FRC to involve members of the public in creating the plans for

future development of thg site. The Producers and Directors must be commended for

creating such groups, and allowing some citizens the opportunity to play a signifìcant role

in the prepararion of the Phase Il Plan,

Unfortunately, the stalled fate of the Phase II Plan takes away from the significant

steps the FRC have taken to include citizens in planning development of the site. The

Phase II Plan, which covers development of The Forks for five years beginning in 1992

has not yet been approved by the three levels of government, more than two yeaîs into that

five-year envelope. It appears that the ¡esults of the FRC's public consultation activities

have fallen on disinterested political ea¡s. Will future public consultation programs yield

the same non-response?

The FRC and its sha¡eholders mÌst make an effort to build a relationship with the

public if they desire to include them in a meaningful manner, If participation in

consultation opportunities results in nothing, the involved members of the public are likely

to find that experience a waste of their time and effort. Unless this is the concealed intent

of the FRC and its sharehoiders, i.e. to never have the same members of the public

participate twice, it is recommended that they act on the results of consultations in a more

timely manner. Participants' voluntary involvement must be rewarded with results. In the

case of the FRC some form of public response is merited, whether in the form of full,

modified. or consciously withheld, approval ofthe Phase II Plan, by the three government

shareholders.
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If five year plans are to be deveioped every f.ive yeat's, one has to wonder what is

going on at present. If new consultations begin for the next five-yeal period beginning in

199?, what will be the tangible results of the Phase II consultations if the Phase II Plan is

nol yet approved? If the Phase II Plan is not compleled, what will thepurposebeof the

Phase III consuitations that will be required for the Phase III Plan? This confusion may be

the result oftoo many levels of government 'cooks' in The Forks'kitchen'. Perhaps the

FRC would function better if it was arm's-length -from-one -level-of-government, in order

to rcduce the complex administrative trappings and the varying political agendas of three

ievels of government.

The theory introduced in this study may provide some answers to what appears to

be the awkward functioning of the FRC. and provide some options for public involvement

in decision-making for Phase III development. Arnstein's (1969) ladder, despite its

datedness, and Potapchuk's (1991) more recent ladder provide some clues to what a

'renewed' public consultation could look like.

Including members of the public in the Citizens' Advisory Group for Phase II

consultations was a step up the Arnstein (1969) and Potapchuk (1991) iadders, but the

nature of this public involvement remained 'consultation'. Decision-making power

remained with the traditional powerholders, i.e. politicians and senior govemment

representatives. Members of the public's opinions were solicited, but there was no means

for members of the public to be involved in decision-making. Moving up both the Alnsteiri

(1969) and Potapchuk ( 1991) ladders requires a change in who the decision-makers are,

and in effect requires a significantly different means of involvíng citizens in decisions that

affect them. Although this case study has focused on informants' perceptions of a

consultation process, thele a¡e other forms ofpublic participation that me¡it a brief

exploration.

Potapchuk (1991) suggests that paficipation techniques that build consensus are

effective means to solve problems. The top two 'levels of shaled decision-making;
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(section 4.1.1.3.) are citizen-driven processes that emphasize citizen involvement in public

decision-making. Potapchuk 
'offers 

new forms of citizen participation that focus on

collaboration and consensus buildìng, wheie the results of the participation techniques

impact rlirectly on decision-making. This contrasts with 'consultation', where although the

public has an opportunity to present their opinions. the decision-makers may take or leave

the public opinions. A progressive step up the'ladder' requires that the consensus reached

via public participation be binding on the ultimate decision-makers, with all the

stakeholders, and not just powerhoÌders, the delegated decision-makers. Potapchuk

indicates that the range of participation techniques available allows communities to mix

educational, consultative and negotiated participation techniques. He proyides as an

example: "a community might use focus groups to frame issues, community meetings to

identify other issues and gain a comrnitment to the problem-solving process, a facilitated

working group with structured public input to develop recommendations, and 'charettes' to

design the physical elements of the recommendations (Potapchuk 1991, p. 168)."

An option for public involvement in Phase III development ofThe Forks would be

a consensus-building technique where ail stakeholders wolk together and participate on an

equal basis. A 'round table' form of approach would require traditional powerholders to

agree to sharing their decision-making power, and to seek decisions by consensus. In

order to achieve success in such an initiative, stakeholders must be involved in the process

as eally as possible; many public participation rechniques fail to build agreement because

they are initiated too late in the decision-making cycle. Stakeholders at the table must all be

involved in issue definition, framing the problems, suggesting means to approach the

problems, and proposing potential solutions (Potapchuk i991, p. 165).

The planning of future phases of deveLopment at The Forks should considel public

participation options that involve consensus-based approaches. Although the reality of this

case study ìs that informants shared their stories of an incomplete consultation process, it is

reasonable to assume that an inclusive decision-making process that involves stakeholders
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as equal decision-making partners would result in a meaningful process; traditional

powerholders could be assured of a successful product, while other stakeholders would no

longer leel like powerless outsjders.

The development of The Forks, as the case study basis for this study, has at least

two limitations in te¡ms of its appropriateness for a study of public participation. One

limitation is a result of the consultatíon focus of the co¡porate 'directors' of The Forks.

The FRC's consultations may have been inappropriately equated with 'public'; there is a

necessary duaiity and hierarchy to consuÌtation due to the presence of a consulter and a

consultgg that is.not present in a true participation context where all participants are on a

par. A second limitation of the development of The Forks stems from the 'qualifier' of the

participation (consultation) being equated w ith the public, rather than an acknowledged

citizenry. While the FRC's Phase II consultations included a Citizens' Advisory Group, it

was a focus group that generated advice, not decisions. The 'public' in public participation

merits more explicit problematizing in future research, especially in a planning context with

its often-referenced 'public interest' basis. A particularly fruitful line of inquiry may be

public participation versus citizen participation in contemporary city planning contexts.

which would have required more of a philosophical treatise than this modest case study.

In the context of The Forks, more progressive partícipation, by Arnstein's (1969)

and Potapchuk's (1991) high standards, would involve a higher valuing of citizenship and

stewardship. This value set would challenge the public/private and individual/corporate

distìnctions that appear to be at the healt of the public-partícipation-as-consuitation

examined in this case study. Under a more progressive model it might be envisioned that

all participants would be equai and on a par, operating from the standpoint of citizens and

with a common stake in stewarding a great public place. For planners in the public domain

this vision suggests a progressive role of makers and sustainers of great public spaces.

There will be many more opportunities to practice this role in the context of The Forks - let

us not forget the value citizenship.
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APPENDIX ONE

A CHRONOLOGY OF EVENTS AT THE FORKS
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APPENDIX TWO

RAILROAD ERA RESOI]RCES
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1. Bridgeman's House: Broadway Bridge
2. McArthur'sWarehouse
3. Dick and Banning 5aw Mill *2

4. Freighr Shed #1: N.P. & M.P.
5. Northern Pacific Engine House
6. Northern Pacific Roundhouse
7. Winnipeg Rowing Club Boathouse
8. Low Level (Low Line) Railroad Bridge
9. Arctic lce Co. Warehouse
'l 0. Ëlectric Light Co.
'l l. Crandstand for Racetrack
12. Unidentified Euilding

@
I

RAILROAD ERA RESOURCËS

1885 - 1988

13. Unidentified Euilding
14. City Asphalt Plant
15. J.l. Case Threshing Machine Co. Ltd.
'I 6. HBC Track Warehouse
I Z. Canadian Northern R.R. Roundhouse
18. HBC Dwelling?
1 9. Freight Shed #2
20. Freight Shed #3
21. Freight Shed #4
22. CNR lce House
23. Can. Northern Cartage Stable
24. Ç¡and Trunk Pacific Stable

Source: Forks Renewal Corporation, 1993, p. 19

25. Highline Railroad Bridge
26. McNaughton Warehouse
27. Sterling Engine Works
28. Building Products & Coal Co.
29. Fort Carry Coal West Yards
30. National Cartage Building
31, Lambert Fuel Supply
32. Steam Plant
33. Train Shed
34, Union Station
35. Empire Hotel
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dUMI'l: THE uNIvERstTy oF MANIToB^ llinnipe¿, M¡nitoba, C¡r¡¡da R3T2N2

APPENDXTHREE

LETTER OF INTRODUCTION

FÂCULTY OF /TRCHITECTURE

Dcpartmcnt of Ciry Plannin¡
201 Russcll Building

(2M) 474-92&

28 July f994

Dear Participant,

I would like to tak€ this opportunity to introduce to you Beth sanders, å student at thE
universlty ot Man¡toba in the Mast€r of city planning program. I ¡erye as Beü's Adviso¡. As
part ol completing lhe requirements of har program, Ms. sanders is conducling a research
proj€cl about thê public's þe¡c€ption of publlc participat¡on, using the develoiment of the
Fo¡ks in Winnipeg as a frameyúo¡k for lhe research.

As part of lhis r€search, Ms, Sanders ls conducting a series ot ¡nterv¡ews with individuals who
parlicipåt€d, or t¡ied to panic¡palg, in the develçm€nt of the Forks in winnipeg, The goal of
the interview yy¡ll b€ to determine what your definltion of public padicipatiän is, usini yourl experience wilh üre Fo¡ks as a guide for hã discussion.

Your participat¡on in this research will be completely conlidential. The comments you make
will be used solely lor scholarly purposes, The only poeple who will have access to the
information will be mysalf, Beth, and an sxpert in qualitative analysis methods. your nam€ w¡ll
not .app€er ¡n the complsted docum€nt, and your commsnts wlll appear only in clustered and
anal¡zed form, not in such a way as to trace them to you.

ll you would liks to spoak to me about this matter I can be contåcted through Vicenza Enns, the
Department's Secrtary, at 474-6579.
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APPENDIX FOUR

ARNSTEIN'S LADDER OF PARTICIPATION

Below is a detailed description of the rungs of Arnstein's (1969) ladder of

paflicipation:

. Manipulatiot"t- Instead of genuine participation, the bottom rung
of the ladder signifies the distortion of participation into a public
relations vehicle by powerholders. In the nanre of citizen
participation, people are placed on rubber-stamp advisory
committees or advisory boards for the express purpose of
'educating' them or engineeling their support;

. Therapy - Under a masquerade of involving citizens in planning,
the experts subject the citizens to clinical group therapy.
Administrators assume that powerlessness is synonymous with
mental illness;

. Informing - Informing citizens of their rights, responsíbilities, and
options can be the most important first step toward legítimate
citizen participation. Too frequently the emphasis ís placed on a

one-way flow of information, from officials to citizens, with no
channel provided for feedback and no power for negotiation,
Particularly if information is provided at late stages in pianning,
people have little opportunity to influence programs designed 'for
their benefit.' The most frequent tools for one-way
communication are the news media, pamphlets, posters, and
responses to inquiries;

. Consullation - Unless consultation is combined with other forms
of participation, this rung of the ladder is still ineffective since it
offers no assurance that citizen concerns and ideas will be taken
into account. When powerholders restrict the input of citizens'
ideas solely to this level, participation remains a window-dressing
ritual; people are primarily perceived as statistical abstractions and
participation is measured by how many come, to meetings, take
brochures home, or answer a questionnaire. The most frequent
methods used for consulting people are attitude surveys,
neighbourhood meetings, and public hearings;

. Placation - At this ìevel citizens begin to have some influencè. An
example of placation stratogy is to place a few hand-picked,
token, individuals on boards or commissions. They can advíse
and plan ad infinitum, but the powerhoiders retain the right to
judge the legitimacy or feasibility of the advíce. The degree to
which citizens are actually placated depends largely on two
factors: the quality of technical assistance they have in articulating
their priorities an the extent to which the community has been
organized to press for those priorities;
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. Partnership - Power is in fact ledistributed thlough negotiation
between citizens and powerholders. They agree to share planning
and decisìon making responsibilities through such structures as
joint policy boards, planning committees, and mechanisms for
resolving impasses. After the ground rules have been
established, they are not subject to unilateral changè. Partnerstrip
can work most effectively when there is an organized power base
in the community to which the citizen leaders are accountable;

. Delegated power - Negotiations between citizens and publìq
officials can also result in citizens achieving dominant decision
making authority ovel a particular plan or program. Citizens hold
the significant cards to assure accountability of the program to
them. To resolve diffe¡ences, powerholders need to start the
bargaining process rather than respond to pressure from the other
end; and

. Citizen control - People are demanding that degree of power, or
control, which guarantees that participants or residents can
govem a program or an institution, be in full charge ofpolicy and
managerial aspects, and be able to negotiate the conditions under
which 'outsiders' may change them. A neighbourhood
corporation with no intermediaries between it and the source of
funds is the model most frequently advocated.
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APPENDIXFIVE

CONNOR'S LADDER OF PARTICIPATION

Below is a summary of Connor's (1988) ladder of participation:

. Education - the foundation of any program to prsvent and resolve
public controversy must be an informed constituency;

, Information Feedback - when the publics affected by a
change indícate that they do not understand and accept
information feedback program is the next step;

proposed
it, an

. Consultation - this approach is employed when: a) a preceding
education program has not generated informed support; or b) an
informed-feedback program has failed to develop general
understanding and acceptance; or c) when the gap between
cunent knowledge about and acceptance of a proposal seems to
be too great to be bridged by an education or information
feedback program;

. Joint Planning - when a parry involved with a proposal has some
legal jurisdiction over some aspects of the a¡ea affected, it should
be involved as a partner - its role is more than simply an advisory
role;

. Mediation - a neutral, respected and skillful third party leads the
others through a conflict-resolving process often leading to
compromise solutions. Effective mediation occurs when the
conflict is mature, when power is balanced between two parties
and when negotiation is seen by both as inevitable; and

. Litigation - conflict resolution through an adversarial relatíonstr-ip
inherent in legal action and court decision.
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APPENDIX SIX

THORNLEY'S THEORETICAL PERSPECTIVES

Per-spective One: Consensus and Stabilit),

In order to.achieve stability, there must be consensus over general values and

conflict is confined.to the level ofthe individual. The implications of this perspective on

planning are highlighted under four main headings: information and system adaptability,

value cohesion, stability and efficíency of elites (Thornley, p. 43-45).

Thomley writes that the adaptability of the system to jts environment contributes to

stability. As a result, there are mechanisms in place to manage uncertainty and avoid

distulbances in the system. A two-way information exchange characterizes participation

within this perspective. Informatíon exchange occurs rather than involvement of people in

decision-making. Plans, in this perspective, are adapted to public attitudes, but are not

formed by them (Thornley, p.43-44).

Value consensus at a general over-riding level will lead to cohesion of the social

system. In planning, the notion of 'the public interest'is cent¡al to value cohesion in that it

provides a focus around which differences can be resolved. ln this perspective, planners

see themselves as guardians of the public interest and their u,ork is evaluated on the basis

of their ability to benefit society as a whoìe. Information gained from participation

exercises is used to modify and adapt the nature and composition of 'the public interest';

there is a direct relationship between the amount oI information gathered and the legitimacy

of the concepts and plans proposed.

This perspective emphasizes socializing people into full integration. hence the

prefered methods for participation are aimed at the "individual rather than methods that

might foster group solidarity against system-wide norms (Thornley, p. 44)." Methods

used at present include pre-paid reply questionnaires and opportunities to make comments

at exhibitions, A more recent method usecl at public meetings is the grouping of
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participants into discussion groups where each individual can express opinions, and reach

some form of consensus after some debate. The goai of this method is "to prevent the

audience being swayed by convincing orators or public spokesmen of particulal interests

(Thornley, p, 44)." The measure of success of participation in this perspective is that the

'common' view that emerges can be identified with the public interest (Thorn\ey, p.44).

Stability, a key factor for'success in this perspective, is achieved tfuough

maintaining mixed attitudes toward participation. If techniques that allow a considerable

degree of participation ale offered, this mixture is tkeatened. Likewise, encouragement of

apathetical people to become involved in contentious planning issues also threatens

stability.

Eificiency of elites is pívotal to the success of this perspective. The elite must be

allowed the freedom to make decisions, ensuring accountability, and improving the quality

of infomation on which these decisions æe based; there seems to be "no alternative in a

complex modern society if efficient and innovative results are to be obtained (Thomley, p,

45)." Participation "ís seen as a means of Lmprovíng communication, coordination and

understanding. In this way people are integrated into an acceptance of the lules of the

game' and the system is provided with the feedback necessary for adaptation and

maintenance of equilibrium (Thornley, p.45)." This perspective contends that conflict

results only from personal misunderstandings that can be overcome "through participation

that integrates people into the mainstream of social values (Thornley, p. 45)."

Persoective Two: Containment and Bareainins

Perspective Two is a synthesis between the first and third perspectives" It

represents liberal theory as well as a synthesis of consensus and conflict theories. It is

discussed by Thornley under two headings: management of conflict and framework for

bargaining.
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Management of conflict is central to this perspective, It implies that conflict arises

because an'inierest' is somehow not represented, and indicates a lack of balance within the

democratic system:

The solution is seen as ensuring the involvement of minority or under-tepresented
groups in the political system. In other words, more violent conflict is seen as the
lack of representation of certain interest groups in the peaceful conflict of parties in
a pluralist system. Thus conflict of interest in a local community should be openly
lecognized and 'institutionalized' to safeguard society from its extlapolation into
major issues (Thornley, p. 47 -48).

Thornley acknowledges that productive conflict would be difficult to achieve if "severe

limits are imposed upon the ability of government to'extend, sub-divide and redistribute

resources almost indefinitely' (Thornley, p. 48)," He implies that encouraging constructive

conflict is the responsibility of govemment, provided government is financiaiiy capable of

doing so.

A framework for bargaining must be present in this perspective: there must be

established means by which conflicts can be resolved through conciliation, mediation or

arbitration. Formal means of dealing with opposition must be available, such as appeals to

the Minister and public inquiries (Thornley, p. 48), A second necessary condition for

ensuring a framework for bargaining is in place is that the local authority must

acknowledge positions taken other than their own:

Although many people participating in the planning exercises would consider
themselves in conflict with the local authority and other interests, this position is not
necessarily accepted by the local authority. As long as local government officials
regard criticism as troublesome and inesponsible, the necessary preconditions for
'constructive conflict' will be absent (Thornley, p. 48).

Community forums, neighborhood councils and community development officers would

provide a focus for existing interest groups and stimulate the formation of new ones where

interests are under-represented. Information piays a role in informing the under-

represented and the under-privileged persons ofbetter means of entering the arena of

organized bargaining, where existing legislation and poiicy must be accepted as the 'lules

of the bargaining game' by both parties. The goal of participation techniques in this

perspective is to contribute to the aim of gradual reform (Thornley, p. 48).
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Perspective Thlee: Conflict and Increased Consciousness

. Thornley describes perspective three, conflict and increased conscíousness, under

three headings: need for structural change, power equality, and increased consciousness.

Each of these area are discussed below.

A high degree of participation is a means for achieving a high degree of social

change. This perspective contends that the problems of society æe indicative of a problem

of the system or structure of society itseif, not the sum of individual problems as

Perspective 1 contends: "This fault in the structure is so basic that it cannot be corrected

tkough adaptation (Thornley, p. 45)." Thornley implies that the problem of participation

in govemment does not lie within the attitudes of the public that do not want to participate,

but within the structules, processes and values of the government system.

This perspective defines necessary conriitions for power-sharing and participation

in decision-making: power inequalities of decision-making must be eradicated. Thomley's

discussion highlights several sources of inequality that revolve primarily around diffeient

ownership pattems and its effect on power distribution in society: "Marx and Rousseau

saw the basis of this power in ownership. They saw that differences in ownership would

lead to political differences and that this should not be allowed to exist (Thornley, p. 46)."

The structurai and radical demands for partícipation of this perspective æe addressed by

questions of organization and consciousness.

Increased consciousness of jndividuals, that develops from direct experience, is the

only means to accomplish the structural changes required in this perspective (Thornley, p.

46). Participation is a way of raising consciousness. There is, however, an important

consideration to be made: "if participation is to fulfill its full potential in raising

consciousness and creating radical change, larger battles have to be fought (Thornley, p.

47)."
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