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ABSTRACT

The issue of public involvement in public policy planning is of fundamental importance

for professional planners, public policy, and ultimately a problem of democratic

governance. However, despite the attention given to this issue in literature and in practice,

there is little agreement on the theoretical basis of public involvement and little consistency

in the application of public involvement in professional practice.

Planners have a responsibility to consider the ways in which their policy planning

actions contribute to the public interest. How planners deal with this responsibility is both

a matter of personal commitment and a matter of professional strategy. This thesis

concludes that policy planning should be ethically purposeful in pursuing democratic ideals,

yet strategic and pragmatic in being relevant to nature of the policy issue and specific

policy situation. To achieve these objectives policy planning should be procedurally and

substantively responsive to the publics directly affected by the policy issue. Procedurally

affected publics should have a fair opportunity to express their values and interests

regarding policy issues; substantively, planners should respect citizen's values and their

context-specific knowledge of issues and potential policy actions.

However, within the policy environment of local government, planners must also serve

the decision making responsibilities of elected representatives, and promote the efficiency

of public administration. The political and administrative context of policy planning offers

both constraints and opportunities for public involvement. Planners must pragmatically

adapt to the conditions of the policy environment in order to reconcile their often

conflicting obligations to political superiors and the general public interest.

Planners do have the ability to influence the process and content of public policy, and

should employ this influence to promote the responsiveness of public institutions and public

policy to the public. While responsiveness to affected publics does not guarantee policy



success, this study concludes that the purposeful and strategic role of public involvement

can both enhance the accountability of policy to the public, and reconcile the planner's

obligations to political superiors.
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APT R T E

In the day to day practice of public policy planning, planners strive to bring about the

most efficient and effective strategies for resolving public issues. It is assumed that the

general objective of any public policy is to promote the long term interests of the citizens -

the public interest. However, as Herring has concluded, to hold out the public interest as a

criterion is to offer an imponderable...no objective standard is possible (Rondinelli, 1975:

56). The public interest is a subjective concept, taldng on substantive meaning only within

the context of a specific situation, and through the relative influence of the various publics'

interests. Elected representatives, professional administrators, citizens, various special

interest associations within the community, other levels of government and policy

authority, as well as the planner's personal perspectives, actively shape the authoritative

definition of the public interest and the content of public policy.

Because public policy is the political mechanism through which governments manage

public issues, policy-making and the process of defining the public interest is inherently an

issue of democratic governance. Planners have responsibility for co-ordinating policy-

making processes on behalf of government. In this role planners have varying degrees of

autonomy and discretion in controlling how a policy process is carried out. With this

influence planners can directly and indirectly influence the way that community issues are

defined, the way that policy solutions are developed, and the way that the public interest is

defined for a particular policy issue. With this responsibility most planners would claim to

be objective in seeking rational solutions. However, no planner can be value-neutral.

Whether it be implicitly or explicitly, each planner will emphasize or de-emphasize

particular procedures and points of view within a policy process. In addition to questions
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of technical judgment, Forester suggests that, within this political process, planners can

influence the conditions that render citizens able (or unable) to participate, act, and

organize effectively regarding issues that affect their lives (Forester, 1989: 28). Therefore,

the way planners organize public attention and public involvement in the resolution of a

public issue is not only a crucial issue of professional practice, but is also crucial in

realizing the character and practice of 'democracy' in government function.

Defming the public interest is the goal of public policy, and planners must consider the

appropriate role of the public in defining the public interest. However, in the tradition of

representative democracy, elected representatives have the responsibility and legitimate

authority to make public interest decisions on behalf of citizens. Planners have an

obligation to respect the authority of political superiors (elected representatives and senior

administrators) in the execution of public duties, and are expected to exercise their expert

knowledge and skills to provide guidance to decision makers in the rational management of

public policy issues. Planners' expertise is central to policy-making, yet the judgment of

experts alone may not be practically nor politically sufficient in serving the decision making

responsibilities of political superiors and the public. As the facilitator of a policy-making

process, the planner must be able to assess the conditions of the planning situation and

determine the appropriate role of citizens in relation to elected representatives and

professionals in defining the public interest.

I contend that planners have obligations both to political superiors and to the public

interest. To meet both obligations planners must successfully diagnose the appropriate role

of public involvement in each policy issue. This requires planners to establish rationale or

criteria which defines how public involvement contributes to achieving the public interest,

and to identify the conditions within the policy-making environment which affect the use of

public involvement. Only then can planners purposefully and strategically engage the

public in defining the public interest.

This study is based on the notion that public involvement in policy-making must be
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both ethically purposeful and pragmatic. Fagence supports this approach in stating that,

for meaningful participation to take place, "prior reference should be made to such matters

as the political philosophy of democracy, decision-making frameworks and the

characteristics of the participants; only after such an examination should consideration be

given to the means or techniques by which meaningful participation may be achieved"

(Fagence, 1977: 372). Rosener concurs in stating that there is a lack of awareness of the

very complex nature of the participation concept. He states that, "rather than thinking

about the purposes of participation, public officials too frequently spend their time carrying

out participation activities that fail to satisfy citizens or themselves" (Rosener, 1978: 110).

The purpose of this study is to examine the rationale and conditions for integrating

citizens into policy-making within a local government context. From the perspective of a

local government policy planner the essential questions are:

• Why the public should or should not be involved in public policy planning?

• What criteria should guide the role of public involvement in any given policy

situation?

To pursue these questions I combine literature from the fields of political philosophy,

planning, and public administration, with personal experience and observations of

municipal policy planning, interpretations of local government policy planners, and case

examples of policy planning. These are qualitative and interpretive issues, having no

absolute criteria and no definitive resolution. Therefore, premises, interpretations and

conclusions are necessarily subjective. The following section profiles the subject matter of

Chapters 2 to 5, and provides the scope and definitions which set parameters of this study.
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ORGANIZATION OF THE STUDY

The structure of this study proceeds from an examination of philosophical issues

concerning the role of citizens in public public policy, to an analysis of the policy

environment of local government policy-making. The criteria and conditions of citizen

consultation are then applied to a process model of policy planning, and discussed in the

context of typical examples of local government policy planning. A series of observations,

conclusions and issues are then provided for consideration.

This study is divided into five sections:

Chapter 1. The Issue of Public, Policy and the Planner.

Chapter 2. Democracy, Planning and Public Involvement

Chapter 3. The Policy Environment of Local Government

Chapter 4. Application of Public Involvement in the Policy Process

Chapter 5. Considerations and Conclusions for Planning and Public Involvement in

Public Policy

In Chapter Two I contend that all planning is explicitly or implicitly based on a set of

personal values and theoretical assumptions. Participation implies certain principles and

beliefs on the character of government and public policy, and the role of planners in public

policy-making. Kasperson suggests that episodes of citizen involvement have little

meaning until we confront the normative issues that underlie that involvement (Kasperson,

1974: 10). Planners, as key players in shaping the process of defining the public interest in

policy-making, can influence the definition of public interest, and, therefore, must establish

sound rationale to guide the public role in policy-making.

As the initial step in devising this rationale, Chapter Two first examines the orientations

toward citizens and public policy from two perspectives of democratic theory. This is
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followed by a review of the main auditions of planning theory and the alternative views of

the role of planners and citizens in policy-making. Following a discussion of the

assumptions and issues contained in each of the theoretical perspectives, I suggest that the

role of citizens should be issue-relevant and situation specific, and subject to the extent to

which specific publics' interests are affected by the policy issue.

Chapter Three examines the policy environment of local government and policy-

making to discuss the role of public involvement in relation to elected representatives, the

administration and the publics themselves. It begins with a review of the professional

guidelines for planners and public servants. Based on the conclusion that planners must

reconcile their dual obligations to political superiors and to the public interest, I then

examine the roles and characteristics of the three primary actors in the policy environment.

Each participant in the policy environment is discussed in relation to policy-making and

public involvement.

Elected Councillors are the expression of representative democracy in local

government. Their electoral mandate provides the legal authority to act on behalf of public

in defining the public interest. Based on their primary role as decision makers, I examine

Council's representative role and discretionary decision making to assess how public

involvement may conflict with, or enhance, Council's decision making responsibilities. The

administration is the operational arm of Council, and the location for most planning process

decisions. I consider the issues of organizational culture and bureaucratic rationality in

relation to policy-making and the opportunities for public involvement. Finally, I examine

characteristics of the public in relation to public involvement. The public cannot be seen as

a single entity. From a planner's policy-making point of view I discuss policy-relevant

categories of the public, and identify forms of citizen activism that the planner must take

into account in any policy situation.

Chapter Four draws on the theoretical criteria of Chapter Two and the characteristics

of the policy environment examined in Chapter Three to discuss the application of public
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involvement within the policy process. A meta policy for public involvement in policy-

making is proposed as an analytical frame of reference for assessing the questions of citizen

involvement. This includes a set of meta-goals for public involvement, and a policy

process model. Each aspect of the planning process is described and discussed in relation

to specific examples of public policy. The policy examples are based on the author's

experience and interpretation of selected cases of municipal policy planning. In each of the

cases the author was involved either directly or peripherally in the policy process.

Chapter Five concludes with a summary and discussion of conclusions and

considerations that can and cannot be drawn from this study.

SCOPE AND DEFINITIONS

To assess the role of the public in government policy, a defmition of public involvement

in necessary. Langton defines public participation as "purposeful activities in which people

take part in relation to political units of which they are legal residents" (Langton, 1978:16).

Burton describes citizen involvement as "a component of the democratic system which

permits non-elected members of the community to exercise some control over decision-

making which goes beyond elections" (Burton, 1979: 13). However, Kweit suggests that

"there is no consensus on what participation is" (Kweit, 1981: 33). Citizen Involvement is

a concept that is commonly used and accepted within the values of 'democracy'. But it has

become a vague concept, so common that it has no intrinsic meaning, only the meaning

which is instilled by the beliefs and interests of the user.

For the purpose of this study, the definition of public involvement must reflect the scope

of analysis. This study assumes that elected representatives have legitimate decision

making authority, and, therefore, public involvement can only be advisory. Secondly, this

analysis deals with government initiated rather than citizen initiated participation.

Therefore, it is more appropriate to use the term citizen consultation, and I use the term
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citizen consultation to mean government initiated activities that solicit non-elected

citizens of the community to contribute ideas and information for the purpose of advising

elected representatives on public policy decisions. Throughout this paper the terms

public/citizen participation, or citizen/public involvement are considered to be synonymous

with citizen consultation.

As well, a definition of public policy is necessary. Public or citizens are used

interchangeably to refer to any resident of a specc government jurisdiction, or

individuals having some issue-related interest within that government jurisdiction. The

public can be comprised of few, many or all, depending on the nature of the issue. Policy

is defined broadly as calculated action(s), designed for the purpose of achieving or

resolving speced goals. Because local government planning deals with land use

management and community development issues, it controls the actions and interests of

people. Public policy is considered here as a means of social control initiated by

government to reproduce or maintain social conditions deemed to be in the best interest of

the public.

Finally, it is assumed in this study that the objective of public policy, and the task of the

policy-makingprocess, is to define the public interest. In attempting to qualify the concept

of public interest, Fagence states, "the volume of literature devoted to an examination of

the public interest concept, and the regrettable lack of useful consensus, leaves those

concerned to delve into its philosophical and practical dimensions somehow wildly kicking

about for a footing in mid-air" (Fagence, 1977: 78). The substantive definition of the

public interest is relevant only in relation to a specific public issue and to specific actors in

a specific situation. As Friedmann suggests, although the public interest may be nothing

more than a fleeting political consensus, the state must at least give the appearance of

serving it (Friedmann, 1987: 27). This study is based on the notion that the public interest

is as much process as substance. Therefore, it is the procedural aspects of defining the

public interest that are of interest in this study.
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There are necessary limitations in the scope of this thesis. First, the overall purpose of

this study is to devise a method for diagnosing the appropriate role of citizens in a public

policy-making process. This task necessarily entails the examination of numerous fields of

study, and many philosophical, theoretical and practical issues that are not absolutely

resolvable (i.e. the virtues of participatory versus representative democracy, or the personal

and political motivations of decision makers). In order to bring together an overall analysis

of the public role in the policy process, discussions must compromise comprehensiveness

with utility. Therefore, rather than exhaust all possible avenues of discussion, this study

attempts to identify and extract the fundamental issues that have emerged from the various

fields of debate.

Second, as previously stated, representative democracy is the starting point of analysis.

I accept that the existing structures and powers of municipal government are legal realities.

Elected Councillors are legitimate representatives of the citizens, having legal decision

making authority in public policy. However, elected representatives are not absolute

rulers, and cannot govern practically or legitimately without the advice of citizens and

professionals, and the political support of citizens.

Third, this study does not attempt to consider all possible conceptions and forms of

public involvement in all types of decision-making situations. It is limited to policy-making

activities initiated by government, where individual citizens, associations or organizations

are asked by government representatives to assist in the resolution of a particular policy

issue. Although I am concerned with consultation initiated by government rather than

citizens, this does not disqualify government initiated processes which promote the

advocacy role of citizen groups.

Fourth, I assume that planners have a genuine concern for pursuing the public interest.

All too often planners are more concerned with either personal conquest or bureaucratic

homogeneity.
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Fifth, the concept of policy-making and public interest is directly tied to the nature and

function of the state and public policy. This study makes the idealized assumption of a

relatively pluralistic community where all factions of the community have potential access

to the decision making process, and decision makers, administrators and planners have

sufficient autonomy to potentially incorporate the interests and participation of all factions

of the community into the policy-making process. However, this is done with the

acknowledgment that the nature of the political environment can range from perfect

plurality to a pervasive dominance by power factions of society or the community.

Finally, this study does not take the next logical step in the analysis of public

involvement - relating participation techniques to purpose. It is assumed that the purpose

and rationale for involving citizens is the fundamental question for participation. The

choice and implementation of a participation technique is secondary, and must be

specifically tailored to achieve the purpose(s) of citizens involvement within a specific

policy situation. Ultimately, techniques are only as effective as the planners who apply

them. A technique is not an objective entity; it takes form only within a specific application

and specific situation.
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2 D M RA P A^ADP IL

Policy-making is a central function of government. Planners have the professional task

of co-ordinating the policy-makingprocess on behalf of government. In this process

planners have significant influence in the design and implementation of policy-making, and,

consequently, in the substance of policy decisions. The manner in which planners exercise

this responsibility is crucial to the success of a particular policy process; but this

responsibility is also linked to broader issues of government and democratic society.

Through their policy planning activities planners implicitly and explicitly reify the meaning

and practice of democracy in government function. These responsibilities require serious

consideration of the broader issues involved in the policy-making process - particularly the

role of citizens in government and policy.

What principles should guide the role of citizens in public policy-making? Rosenbaum

suggests, 'despite the practical acceptance, doubts about the theoretical legitimacy and

appropriateness of citizen participation remain' (Rosenbaum, 1978: 43). There are no

absolute guiding principles for public involvement, and planners cannot avoid injecting

personal values into the planning process. These principles are a matter of perspective,

employing personal values and environmental influences. Planners often ignore the value

laden nature of their actions and their working environment, either taking for granted or

being oblivious to assumptions and biases in their role.

However, because planners play a crucial role in public policy, and have a genuine

concern for the public interest, planners should have solid rationale for judging the role of

citizens in a specific policy situation. Planners should be able to answer the question: is

there a need for citizen involvement, and, if involvement is deemed necessary, what is the

purpose and appropriate strategy for involvement? To adequately answer those questions

the planner must have some grounding in the issues of democratic theory and practice, as
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well as an awareness of the professional debate surrounding the issue of public

involvement.

This chapter examines the issues and arguments surrounding citizen involvement in

public policy, and the obligations of planners to integrate citizens in policy-making. I begin

by reviewing the major orientations of democratic theory to identify the issues and

principles for the role of citizens in the practice of democratic government. Secondly, I

review the prominent perspectives of planning theory, and assess their interpretations of the

relationship between planners and citizens in policy-making. The final section of this

chapter discusses the merits of the competing views in democratic theory and in planning

theory, and proposes criteria to guide the role of citizens in public policy-making.

The intent of this chapter is not to provide an exhaustive review of the history of

philosophical discourse on the nature of democratic societies, but to identify and discuss

fundamental principles the have emerged from the debate, and to examine the functions of

public participation in relation to these principles.

PRP^.ADP

DEMOCRATIC PROCESS

Throughout history political theorists have debated the nature of the state in society,

and the inter-relationship of citizens to the state. For those advocating some form of

democratic society, perspectives range from those promoting minimal participation of

citizens through representative democracy, to those adherents of participatory democracy

and the broad based inclusion of citizens in the affairs of government. This review

examines two general streams of thought on democratic theory to identify the perspectives

on democratic practice and the role of citizens in democratic practice. The Classical
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perspective stresses the virtues of greater participatory democracy, while the

Contemporary perspective cites the limitations of broad based decision making and the

greater utility of representative democratic process.

Classical Perspective

Support for greater citizen involvement stems from the philosophical perspectives of the

so called 'Classical' theories of democracy (Pateman, 1970, Rosenbaum, 1978). The

theoretical infrastructure of this view is based primarily on the writings of Rousseau and

J.S.Mill (Pateman, 1970). Respecting the virtues, sensibilities and autonomy of ordinary

citizens, these proponents claim that public policies should be determined only by reference

to the values and priorities of the citizens themselves (Kasperson, 1974: 14). Because

interests and values are subjective and autonomous, individual citizens must be included in

political activity to ensure their interests are considered, but also to gain greater awareness

of their responsibilities to society.

Paten= suggests that the Classical theory of participatory democracy is built around

the premise that individuals and their institutions cannot be considered in isolation from one

another (Pateman, 1970: 42). Summarizing the Classical view, Rosenbaum suggests that

two fundamental principles lie at the heart of democratic societies (Rosenbaum, 1978: 44).

Political equality refers to citizens having a fair and equal opportunity to influence public

policy; while popular sovereignty denotes that public policy must reflect and be

accountable to the citizens' values and interests.

Political equality is the first principle of democratic governance, and participation is a

necessary condition for the political equality of citizens. Rosenbaum suggests that J.S. Mill

believed the common man is the best judge of his own interests, and the rights and interests

of every or any person are only secure from being disregarded when the person interested

is himself able and habitually disposed to stand up for them (Rosenbaum, 1978: 44).



13

Achieving equality requires that all citizens have an equal opportunity to influence the

policy process if they so choose. Because interests and values are subjective and

autonomous, no person can represent another accurately. Participation is necessary to

ensure that individual's interests and values are not disregarded. Consequently, with the

equal inclusion of individual interests and perspectives in the policy debate, these interests

can be considered in the policy decision.

Participation, then, has the function of protecting the political equality of citizens by

offering citizens a fair opportunity to express their values and interests in the policy-making

process. However, the political equality/fairness principle applies both to policy input and

policy output. This leads to the second principle of democratic practice, which Rosenbaum

suggests is the concept of popular sovereignty. Popular sovereignty 'denotes that

government is a creation of the citizenry rather than a separate entity standing above it ...

government derives from and responds to the wishes of the people' (Rosenbaum, 1978:

46). Pateman interprets Rousseau to claim that the only policy that will be acceptable to all

is the one where any benefits and burdens are equally shared (Pateman, 1970: 23). For

Rousseau, participation is necessary to ensure that political equality is made effective in the

decision-making assembly. The substantive policy result of equal input is that the general

will is always just (i.e. affects all equally) so that at the same time individual rights and

interests are protected and the public interest is furthered. Following Rousseau, political

obligation can only derive from an individual's feeling of voluntary association with the

state and his satisfaction that government is ultimately responsive to his needs and interests

(Rosenbaum, 1978: 46). Therefore, the essence of political equality and popular

sovereignty is that government derives from and responds to the wishes of the people, and

does no more or no less than the people desire.

A third general principle discussed by Classical theorists is the educational or

citizen/human development function of participation. Cole, following J.S. Mill, asserts that

the object of social organization is not merely material efficiency, but also facilitating the
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fullest self-expression of all members. Following Rousseau, Cole claims that the individual

is most free where he co-operates with his equals in the making of laws (Pateman, 1970:

36). Kweit and Kweit refer to Bacharach and the beliefs of Rousseau, Kant, and Mill who

maintained that man's development as a human being is closely dependent upon his

opportunity to contribute to the solution of problems relating to his own actions (Kweit

and Kweit, 1981: 32). The individual's actual, as well as his sense of, freedom is increased

through participation in decision making because it gives him a very real degree of control

over the course of his life and the structure of his environment (Pateman, 1970: 26). For

Rousseau, participation in public affairs will develop the individual as a public citizen as

well as a private citizen, and thereby promote responsible political action from both the

individual and social perspectives (Pateman, 1970: 24-27).

Citizen participation can play a functional role in achieving each of the three

democratic principles stated above. However, J.S. Mill also promoted the integrative

function of participation (Pateman, 1970: 33). Individuals of the community must support

government and policy as legitimately acting in the interests of the community as a whole,

rather than acting on behalf of the select interests of particular individuals or groups. By

fairly and equally including citizens in policy-making citizens gain a greater understanding

of policy circumstances, and consequently have a greater influence and understanding of

the policy output. Therefore, the participatory nature of the democratic process leads to

greater integration of citizens in public policy.

In sum, Classical democratic theory promotes the participation of citizens as an

essential function of democratic process. The essence of democratic process is that

citizens have a fair and equal opportunity to express their values and interests in public

policy. In turn, Classical theorists suggest, when citizens are involved in decision making,

there is greater capacity for decision-making to be responsive to the values and interests of

the citizens.



Contemporary Critique

An alternative view of democracy and a critique of the 'Classical' orientation comes

from what Carol Pateman calls the Contemporary or Elite perspective (Pateman, 1970).

Largely following the views of Schumpeter, writers of this vein claim that Classical

democratic theory is naive and idealistic. The ideal of broad based participation and

political equality for the average citizen in political decision making is unattainable and

unworkable. For Schumpeter democracy is a political method, that institutional

arrangement for arriving at political decisions in which individuals acquire the power to

decide by means of a competitive struggle for the peoples' vote (Pateman, 1970: 4). The

essential feature of democratic process is, then, the electoral process. Individuals compete

for the public support within a public marketplace of ideas. The citizens' democratic

participation and political equality are expressed through the electoral process. Popular

sovereignty is reflected by majority vote in electing the person who best represents the

views and sentiments of the public.

Berelson claims that Classical theory concentrated too heavily on the individual citizen

and normative ideals, virtually ignoring the effective functioning and stability of the

political system (Pateman, 1970: 6). The Contemporary view generally maintains that the

role of the average citizen in government affairs should be minimal. Arguments to limit

citizens' involvement are based on the assumptions that the average citizen lacks the

willingness and ability to be effective in political decision making, and because of the need

for procedural efficiency and substantive quality in government decision making.

Dahl and Berelson suggest the average citizen is apathetic and shows little sustained

interest in political issues. When offered, most citizens are unwilling or unable to take on

decision making opportunities (Pateman, 1970: 6-8). For Sartori, the average person does

not have the knowledge or the experience necessary for effective political action. Citizens

15
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can only understand, and take an interest in, matters in which they have a personal interest,

or where they have ideas they are able to formulate (Pateman,1970: 11). Sartori adds,

because the quality of citizen input is minimal, the democratic ideal of full participation

would undermine the effectiveness of democratic decisions through mediocrity (Pateman,

1970: 10).

Elaborating on the Contemporary perspective, Rosenbaum adds two additional points

(Rosenbaum, 1978). First, with the inclusion of a broad range of citizens participating in

the policy process, there is greater potential for conflict and discontent than for integration

and content. All participants expect that their interests will be incorporated into policy;

however, seldom will a policy solution meet the demands of all of the people all of the

time. There will inevitably be numerous citizens or groups whose demands will not be met.

Therefore, the promise of political equality through participation creates expectations that

cannot be consistently met. Thus attempting to include citizens most often results in

discontent and conflict.

Second, Contemporary critics points to the procedural inefficiency in attempting to

identify and aggregate public preferences. With the multitude of citizens potentially having

input into a policy process, the logistics of arranging equal input and evaluation of citizens'

views would require considerable resources and substantial effort. Assuming the quality of

public input is limited, the procedural demands of broad based citizen involvement serve

only to confound and stagnate government decision making

In sum, contemporary revisionists of democratic theory maintain that Classical notions

of participatory democracy are unrealistic and unworkable. The average citizen is

generally too apathetic and unsophisticated to make any valid contribution to policy issues.

Attempting to integrate citizens leads to mediocrity, increased conflict, stagnation of

government function, and the potential undermining of the democratic system.

Participation is best limited to the electoral process. Elections embody the protective

function of democracy through electoral participation, and sufficiently serve the concept of
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political equality through the individual's choice in voting behavior. Popular sovereignty is

expressed through the will of the people in periodic elections. Summing up the

Contemporary view, Bacharach concludes that this model of democracy can be seen as one

where the majority of (non-elites) gain maximum output (policy decisions) from leaders

with minimum input (participation) on their part (Pateman, 1970: 14).
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Where democratic theory attempts to identify the larger constructs of government's

relationship with citizens, planning theory attempts to describe and prescribe the

relationship of the planning profession both to government and to the citizens. This section

reviews prominent traditions of planning theory to examine and discusses perspectives on

the role of citizens in planning and public policy.

PLANNING TRADITIONS

A most comprehensive analysis of the history and nature of planning practice has been

provided in Friedmann's Planning in the Public Domain: From Knowledge to Action

(Forester, 1987). In this work, Friedmann groups prominent figures of planning history

into 4 traditions: Policy Analysis, Social Reform, Social Learning and Social Mobilization.

While the categorization scheme may be criticized, the categories provide a useful frame of

reference for examining the philosophical assumptions and practical questions that have

shaped the development of the planning profession.

This review will focus on the Social Reform and the Social Learning traditions. The

Policy Analyst school refers to technical specialists, envisioning no role for citizens in

technical analysis of social problems. This group is considered to be a subset of
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specialization within the Social Reform tradition. The Social Mobilization tradition is

based on the assumption that existing structures of political, ideological and economic

relations are alienating and exploitive, and that the purpose of planning (and citizen

involvement) is to restructure social relations to a more equitable form. While these

assumptions of social structure may be quite valid, this study accepts the existing social

structures as given and is concerned with promoting social justice and the public interest

within the existing political structures. As it is unlikely that a revolution will occur in near

future, one must attempt to take advantage of existing opportunities in promoting social

justice.

The following review of planning theory is based on Friedmann's analytical categories

and interpretations.

Social Reform

As the mainstream of planning practice, planning from the Social Reform perspective is

firmly rooted in the idea that the state manages public affairs on behalf of the public, and

that state policy is a legitimate expression of public interest. Society is based on general

political / ideological consensus, and government policy functions to maintain and fine tune

the operations of the social system. Professional planners are employed by government to

provide guidance to decision makers in the rational management of public affairs and the

resolution of public issues.

From this view planners are seen as experts or specialists, with professional

responsibility and executive function, and are distinct from both the political realm and the

average citizen. Planners are a countervailing power who, seeing politics as an obstacle to

reason, attempt to transcend the foray of politics in applying their knowledge and

rationality to public issues.

In that the task of planning is chiefly a job for experts; the role of citizens is minimal. A
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conception of the public interest is calculated and anticipated by the planner as part of the

planner's expertise. This is but one aspect of what Tugwell called the 'collective mind'

(Friedmann, 1987: 124). According to Tugwell, planners generate plans with a view to the

general interest of the collectivity -- the people as a whole (Friedmann, 1987: 127). They

are best able to serve the general public interest due to their superior knowledge and

apolitical/rational nature, and their ability to separate fact from value. This superior status

legitimates their role in creating the plans for the public.

In comparison to the planner/expert, the average citizen does not have sufficient

knowledge or skill to be useful in policy-making. However, it is also recognized that, to be

effective, policies must have the cooperation and support of the community. For the pure

expert it is assumed that public cooperation would be forth coming so long as the experts

perform their jobs well. More moderate interpretations of the Social Reform tradition

respond to the criticism that planner/experts should not impose a vision of public interest,

and see a need for the public to be more involved in policy-making. Etzioni stressed the

importance of consensus formation, and that societal objectives are best achieved through a

process of consensus formation among relevant actors (Friedmann, 1987: 115). Perloff

takes this responsibility to the public further in stressing the need for cooperation and

dialogue in policy-making (Friedmann, 1987: 113). Planning needs to get people involved

if planning is to work, and to maintain an appearance of being democratic it must be based

on periodic goal setting and an evolving social consensus (Friedmann, 1987: 113-114).

Thus, the Social Reform tradition of planning stresses the role of the professional

planner standing above citizens, employing expert knowledge and skills in designing plans

for the public. Planners are experts who can best understand the nature of social issues,

diagnose appropriate actions to remedy problems, and anticipate the potential implications

and public impacts. Public support is important for policies to be viable; however, the

public is engaged to express community goals and to build consensus for predetermined
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policy actions.

Social Learning

Assumptions underlying planning in the Social Learning tradition contrast sharply with

those of Social Reform. In Social Learning, the decision process focuses specifically on

the actors/persons directly affected by a policy issue, and the unique reality of each

planning episode. A basic assumption is that all valid knowledge (or plans) comes from

experience - the interaction between human subjects and their material environment.

Through experience we come to understand the world and to transform it. The principal

focus is on action - purposeful activity undertaken by the actor within the actor's

environment. Knowledge is validated in practice, and, therefore, knowledge is integrally

linked with action (Friedmann, 1987: 183-189)

The Social Learning conception of public interest was characterized by Dewey who

claimed that all social institutions have the purpose to develop the capacities of individuals,

and to educate every individual to the full stature of his possibility. Democracy has many

meanings, but if it has a moral meaning, it is found in resolving that the supreme test of all

political institutions shall be the contribution they make to the all-around growth of every

member of society (Friedmann, 1987: 188-89).

Planners in the Social Learning mode see themselves as organizers and facilitators who

encourage, guide and assist actors in the process of changing reality. To be effective, the

planners must develop a transactive relationship with their client conducive to mutual

learning (Friedmann, 1987: 185). Planners bring certain kinds of formal knowledge to the

ongoing social practice of their client group. But it is essential to examine problems in

relation to the specific social environment and from the perspective of the actors engaged

in the issues. This context is the basis of all reliable knowledge in guiding policy actions.

Therefore, the planner and client each become both guide and learner, with both actors
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mutually learning from the experience of their practice.

Social Learning widens the cooperative processes of government. However, control

over a policy process is interpreted in varying degrees. In the most conservative

interpretation, public officials remain as the guardians of the public interest, of the special

interests under their tutelage. The publics discuss what is of interest to them and pass the

word on to the officials of the state. The state takes council only with itself. However,

other more liberal interpretations see planning as a self-educative process of social

transformation, where control over planning and policy should devolve from the hands of

experts to the people themselves.

Whatever the degree control in the policy process, political life must become a constant

process in daily living, rather than a monopoly of remote specialists. Mumford, in his

Social Learning mode, craves the intelligent absorption of plans by the public. Plans are

instruments of communal education, involving intelligent participation and understanding at

every stage in the process, from the smallest unit up. The plan is to form the context of

day to day choices and decisions (Friedmann, 1987: 198-199)

In sum, the Social Learning tradition emphasizes respect for citizens - the validity of the

citizen's experience and first-hand knowledge, and the integrative aspects of linking

citizens' values and knowledge to policy action. A crucial component of this process is the

co-educational dialogue between planner and citizen, encouraging planners to learn the

practical realities and values from the citizens point of view and for citizens to learn from

the planner's experience in policy-making.
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THE PUBLIC ROLE In312LXjaWiMU

The preceding section discussed the relationship between democratic government and

citizen involvement, and the roles of planners and citizens in public policy. Democratic

theorists from the Classical view promote the direct and broadly based participation of

citizens as necessary to achieve genuine democratic process and practice in government.

On the other hand, Contemporary theorists claim that citizens' democratic franchise ends at

the ballot box. Citizen involvement in government decision making serves only to

confound, mediocratize and de-stabilize democratic process and the effectiveness of

government, and that democratic ideals are most efficiently and effectively achieved

through elected representatives.

Not surprisingly, the basic assumptions held by the opposing democratic views are

reflected in planning traditions, and parallel arguments emerge from the two schools of

planning theory. Social Learning advocates are consistent with the ideals of Classical

theory in asserting that citizens should be fully integrated into policy-making due to their

unique experience and knowledge of their social environment, and their personal concern

over the issues that affect them. Consequently, integrating citizens into policy-making

leads to greater public accountability in public issues, and popular identification and

support for government policies. Alternatively, Social Reformers resonate the views of

Contemporary theorists in advocating a modest role for citizens, and suggesting that the

publics' interests are most effectively calculated and achieved by professional experts. The

public plays, at most, a supplemental role in expressing broad community values and in

providing support for proposed policy actions.

As a starting point, one should reject the absolute extremes of both Classical and

Contemporary theories. The Contemporary theorists notion that the public should

generally be excluded from the policy decision process should be rejected purely on the

basis that planners or politicians simply cannot choose to ignore citizens. Citizens are
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inherently involved in public policy. Those who feel their rights or interests may be

affected will often become involved in issues that affect their lives regardless of what

planners do (Cogen et al., 1986: 304). Therefore, it is unrealistic to expect that the public

can be excluded from policy issues, and more practical to anticipate and plan the public's

potential involvement.

Alternatively, one should also reject the extreme Classical position that a broad

representation of citizens should be involved in all public policy decisions. This notion

should be rejected largely on the basis of the Contemporary critique: that the average

citizen cannot be expected to provide information on specific policy issues for which they

have no personal experience or knowledge; that broadly based participation in all policy

issues could confound and stagnate decision processes; and that expansive participation

processes place excessive demands on government resources.

Similarly, one should reject the extreme positions of Social Reform and Social Learning

theorists. To expect the planner/expert to rationally presume the publics' interests in all

policy situations would, as Friedmann suggests, often be challenged on substantive validity

(Friedmann, 1971); and, as the Classical theorists maintain, experts may be challenged by

citizens demanding to speak for their values and interests. As well, it would be unrealistic

to assume that all aspects of policy issues require interaction between planner and

citizen/client. One must acknowledge that there can be issues or tasks that require

specialized skills, and that citizens will expect the expert to contend with these issues. As

well, not all issues will directly affect specific citizens; or, citizens may not care to

participate in a policy process.

In rejecting extreme interpretations one should also acknowledge the merits of the

assumptions and arguments of each view. First, while rejecting the Contemporary theorists

view of minimal public involvement, one must generally endorse an electoral process and

the role of elected citizen representatives in public decision making. The presence of

numerous publics contending diverse issues requires an institutionalized means of
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resolution that is accountable to the public. Second, Classical theorists stress that

democratic practice must respect citizens interests, and that citizens have a democratic

right to have a fair opportunity to speak for their interests. This process is vital en route to

popular sovereignty, for if policy decisions are to incorporate the publics' interests, decision

makers must be aware of citizens' values, interests and preferences. Third, Social Reform

emphasizes the vitality of the professional expert/planner. The professional planner brings

experience, knowledge and skills to the policy process - informing the citizens, the policy

issue and the method of policy-making. One must accept that there are specific technical

questions or issues that are most effectively assessed through professional skills and

judgment (e.g. fiscal impact analysis). Finally, the interactive premise of Social Learning is

valuable in combining the experience, knowledge and skills of the professional planner with

the issue specific experience, values, interests and preferences of the citizens who are

directly affected by a policy issue.

In light of the preceding discussion, the crucial question for a policy planner becomes:

what assumptions or criteria should provide the basis for determining the citizens' role in

policy-making? Ultimately, every planner employs what Marcuse calls a subjective

approach to planning ethics: a unique set of personal values and beliefs that guide and

motivate the individual as a person (Marcuse, 1976). This, within the context and

influence of the policy environment (discussed in Chapter Three), shapes the planner's

judgment in each planning situation.

This thesis contends that the planner must have some basis or rationale for judging the

purpose of participation; otherwise, participation is likely to be inconsistent, ad hoc and

misguided. For a policy planner, then, the approach to policy-making should be guided by

criteria for citizens' involvement -- a meta-policy for citizen involvement in policy-making.
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CONSIDERATIONS FOR THE ROLE OF CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT

In his review and evaluation of the various roles of professional planners, Gunton

concludes that the planner's role should be issue-relevant. That is, planners should learn to

adapt alternative roles to various planning situations in the same way they employ

alternative techniques of analysis depending on the nature of the problem (Gunton, 1984:

417). Dogmatic adherence to a singular point of view (e.g. all factions of the community

should be represented in all policy decisions, or, elected representatives are the sole arbiter

of public interests) can preclude the benefits of pragmatic action. Therefore, in responding

to a particular policy issue a planner should assess whether issues are best suited to

technical analysis, professional judgment, the discretion of elected officials, or to some

form of public review. Gunton's view is important for it suggests that planners be flexible

and pragmatic in considering their roles and how this may affect citizens involvement or

non-involvement. However, Gunton's view also suggests that the planner is a chameleon,

having no basis for making these fundamental decisions, and changing colours or values as

the opportunity arises.

In his analysis of citizens in policy, Fagence suggests that it is important for planners to

consider all potential means of representation in policy decisions, and to determine the type

of public representation that is appropriate for a particular policy situation (Fagence,

1977). To Fagence, representation should not be considered as a single channel (e.g.

representation by elected officials), but should be considered as numerous channels tuned

into the diverse conglomerate of citizens' interests and opinions, and considered in the way

these channels are programmed into the decision making process (Fagence, 1977: 52).

Fagence goes on to conclude that "What is required, therefore, is the establishment of a

meaningful process to accommodate the various desired interactions, the opening of all

possible means by which to 'hear' the attitudes, opinions and aspirations of those for whom

the planning is being done; the precise mode of meaningful representation will be dictated
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by the circumstances of the situation" (Fagence, 1977: 69).

Gunton and Fagence suggest that planners should be open and pragmatic in assessing

the role of citizen involvement. The planner should consider the type of representation that

is appropriate for a given issue and specific situation - to assess how the specific issues and

questions relate to citizens, and determine whether it should be elected representatives,

professional planners, or citizens who are the most appropriate interpreters of the public

interest in a given situation. However, if the role of citizens is to be determined by the

specific context of the issue and situation, then what conditions or criteria should guide

citizens' involvement in that policy context?

Kantrowitz , and DeSario et al. , concur with Fagence and Gunton in concluding that

the type of issue should determine the relative role of citizens and planners in the policy

process (Kantrowitz, 1975; DeSario et al., 1987). Kantrowitz suggests that policy-making

involves three types of issues: technical, value, and mixed issues (DeS ario, 1987: 210).

Technical issues are based on the application of specialized knowledge and skills.

Examples include the knowledge of law, quantitative analysis or infrastructure servicing.

Value issues are concerned solely with normative concerns -- moral 'what should be'

questions such as the qualitative aspects of a good community. Answers to these questions

are purely opinions, and cannot be derived from technical analysis or rational deduction.

Mixed issues have both technical and value dimensions that may or may not be separable.

In defining the appropriate roles of planners and citizens in policy-making, DeS ario

suggests that technical issues are the domain of the planner/expert, while citizens are the

rightful arbiters of value issues (DeSario, 1987: 210-212). Any aspect or issue deemed to

be a value judgment should be referred to citizens' opinion or elected representatives for a

decision. However, DeSario correctly adds that, while some issues can be distinctly

technical or value, many issues cannot be interpreted purely as technical or value

considerations, and involve a mix of technical and value considerations. DeSario therefore
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concludes that the policy process must allow for the interaction of citizens and planners in

assessing the technical aspects and implications of citizens' opinions, and, alternatively, in

evaluating the merits and implications of technical assessments and proposals of planners.

DeSario suggests a cross referencing role for planners and citizens in assessing policy

issues, limiting citizens to normative value judgments in response to planner's technical

proposals. This view echoes Social Reform tradition, where Etzioni and Perloff depart

from the purely rationalist model in stressing the need for citizens to express community

values/goals in policy-making, as well as the need to mobilize public consensus for policy

actions (Friedmann, 1987: 113-114). Thus the technical - value distinction in the Social

Reform mode places citizens in the role of expressing community values/goals as an input

to policy-making, and subsequently providing an endorsement that their values have been

sufficiently realized in the policy actions. The intervening technical/rational process of

policy-making is left to the planner. However, this method fails to consider the practical

knowledge citizens could contribute to policy analysis and actions.

If the planner considers the role of citizens to be valid only in providing value

judgments, then the planner will close off the potential for citizens who are intimately

involved with an issue to bring that unique experience and knowledge of the issue into the

policy analysis. By ignoring the citizen's practical knowledge of issues, the planner may

inadvertently by-pass or misinterpret information that is vital to policy action.

An alternative method of relating citizens to issues is proposed by Social Learning.

Planning as Social Learning assumes that issues must be interpreted in relation to the

experience and knowledge of citizens affected by that issue. To the citizen, an issue is

more than a value. From the citizen's view the issue may relate to specific interests in

property, livelihood, lifestyle or demand for service provision. Citizens have a role in

expressing values as well as specifying how their interests are affected by the policy issue.

This approach links issues directly to citizens' experience, and explicitly allows for the

citizens to provide practical information on issues. Therefore, an alternative interpretation
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of the public role as issue relevant is based on the notion that citizens should be involved in

a policy process if they are directly affected by a policy issue.

I propose that planners adopt a strategic approach in assessing the citizens' role in

policy-making. This includes two components. First, planners should respect the

knowledge and potential contributions of citizens, professional/experts and elected

representatives in policy-making, and assume that citizens have a potential role in any

aspect of any given policy issue. Second, public involvement must be strategic; the role of

citizens must be considered specifically in relation to the issue at hand and to the specific

context of the planning situation.

To provide a consistent basis for determining the role of citizens in relation to specific

policy issues or situations, the planner must establish rationale to guide action. In

consideration of the preceding discussion, the following criteria are proposed to guide the

role of citizens in the policy-making process.

Elected Representatives as Decision Makers

In that the scope and assumptions of this study accept the existing political structure of

local government, particular criteria are determined by this assumption. Elected

representatives, as the expression of representative democracy in local government, have

the legal responsibility and authority to make public decisions on behalf of the public. This

responsibility includes the authority to determine which community issues receive

government attention, and the authority to make decisions on official policy action.

Therefore, the decision making authority of elected representatives in policy-making is

taken as given, and the citizens' role is limited to advising decision makers.

Consequently, the role of public involvement should be considered in relation to the
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decision making responsibilities of elected representatives.

However, this is more than a simplifying assumption. Public decisions require a publicly

accountable means of resolution for arbitrating among a diversity of interests. Elected

representatives are directly accountable to the public through the electoral process and

through legally prescribed duties and responsibilities. Rondinelli adds that policy must be

made without creating stalemate: a decision making system that allows complete and open

participation without providing for resolution of conflict is no better than a system that

produces decisions efficiently but systematically excludes legitimate interests (Rondinelli,

1975: 245). It is unlikely that the existing public institutions will be revolutionized in the

near future. Therefore, it is most practical to accept existing political structures and to

pursue strategies that can enhance the responsiveness of these public institutions to the

public.

A potential criticism of this assumption is related to Arnstein's famous ladder of citizen

participation (Arnstein, 1969). Arnstein contends that any citizen involvement that does

not include control over decisions is merely tokenism. However, as Checkoway claims,

participation is effective if it influences a decision (Checkoway, 1978: 35). With politicians

responsible for decisions, planners cannot guarantee that citizens views will be translated

into policy, nor is it likely that all citizen's wishes could simultaneously be transmitted into

policy action. But for a policy decision to be responsive to the public, citizen's values,

interests and preferences must be incorporated into the decision making process.

Cogan et. al. suggest that Arnstein's ladder is, however, useful in reminding the planner

to equate the purpose of citizen involvement with the expectations of participants (Cogan

et al., 1986: 287). With the elected representatives having authority and responsibility for

policy decisions, the policy process must be explicitly designed and promoted as

consultative. Citizen involvement is not intended to devise 'the decision'. Rather, the

process should generate viable options for consideration by decision makers.
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PoliQv as Responsive to Affected Publics

As argued by Contemporary theorists and technocratic planners, it is futile to ask

citizens for opinions on issues for which they have no knowledge or experience. If the

public is to be consulted in regard to values, technical questions or information, the issues

must be relevant to the citizens. Following the determination that public involvement

should be relevant to the nature of the issue and situation, citizens should be involved in a

policy process if they are directly affected by a policy issue.

Following the Classical and Social Learning traditions, those persons or groups having

some direct interest in a policy issue should be involved in policy-making for procedural

and substantive reasons. Procedurally, government and policy should be responsive to

citizens' values and interests; those effected have a democratic right to have a fair

opportunity to speak for their interests and preferences. As previously noted, citizens

affected by a policy issue are likely to become involved whether they are invited or not. It

is more realistic to anticipate and facilitate the involvement of effected citizens in the policy

process. Substantively, those citizens affected by a policy issue may have intimate

experience and knowledge of the issues under consideration, and have unique insight in

suggesting practical actions and in assessing the viability of alternative actions.

Therefore, a condition for public consultation arises when citizens are directly affected

by a policy issue or potential policy action. Kweit and Kweit , and Cogan, Sharpe and

Hertzberg concur that an essential element of the policy process is that it be responsive to

affected publics (Kweit and Kweit, 1987; Cogan, Sharpe and Hertzberg, 1986). However,

one should also include those citizens or groups having the capacity to directly affect the

implementation of policy actions. The interpretation of directly affected will be relative to

the specifics of the situation and the policy issue. In a general sense this would refer to

personal interests such as property, business and other material interests; the right to use

and enjoyment of property; employment and livelihood; and the utilization of facilities and
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services.

Providing  P 1 iInformation_ a s y ^ _ ,

In concurring with Kweit and Kweit, a primary utility of citizens in the policy-making

process is in providing information (Kweit and Kweit, 1987: 24). Thus a third and rather

obvious condition for including the public arises is where there is a need for specific

information. Throughout the policy process there is a need for information. A planner is

expected to apply professional knowledge and skills in the policy process. However, as

Kaufman comments, decision makers and planners do not have perfect knowledge or

complete information in all categories. Often planners rely upon perceptions which they

relate as to knowledge, and guesses that are substituted for missing information (Kaufman,

1991: 117). Simon's concept of bounded rationality suggests that decision makers could

never be completely rational in the sense of having total knowledge of a situation and the

alternatives available to them (Friedmann, 1987: 151). Consequently, when left to their

own devises, planners may satisfice or muddle through, or, attempt to gather relevant

information directly from the persons who are involved in the issues.

Those citizens directly affected by the policy issue will, in addition to a personal

commitment to the issue, have detailed experience and knowledge of the issues under their

consideration. In addition, there may be other citizens having valuable contextual

information. The planner must strive to include valid and reliable information in the policy

process. This may involve the assessment of values and opinions, but may also relate to

unique information on various aspects and conditions of a problem, and in suggesting and

evaluating what strategies may be effective in dealing with a problematic issue. Citizens

can be an invaluable resource in providing detailed and contextually valid information; or,

as Langton suggests, in improving and validating the assumptions of professionals

(Langton, 1978).



CONCLUSION

Opposing traditions of Democratic theory portray the conditions that are necessary for

viability democratic practice. Planning theory portrays alternative roles for planners and

citizens in policy planning Each perspective has merits; however, none can be taken as

absolute in prescribing the appropriate means of achieving the public interest. There is no

absolute or objective criteria can be used determine the conditions for public involvement

in the assessment of policy issues. All criteria are necessarily subjective. Based on the

preceding discussion it is concluded that the role of citizens in public policy-making must

be interpreted in relation to the specific policy context; however, the citizens' role should

be subject to basic criteria of public accountability. This approach has been succinctly

articulated by Ronclinelli in stating that policy-making is governed by situational ethics

rather than by absolute principles of right and wrong (Rondinelli, 1975: 248).

However, these criteria can only provide a partial answer to the citizens' role in policy-

making. With this premise, one must also take into consideration the situation or context

of policy-making: the characteristics of the general environment of policy-making (i.e. local

government) and the characteristics of the specific policy issue. To further explore the role

of citizens in policy-making Chapter Three examines the policy environment of local

government to assess the roles of elected representatives, the local government

administration, and the public in shaping a policy process.
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In facilitating public policy, planners must come to terms with the issues that lie at the

heart of public policy -- the appropriate relationship of citizens to their governance.

Chapter 2 identified and discussed alternative principles that have shaped the practice of

planning and democratic government, and the role of citizens in public policy. At the most

basic level, the resolution of these issues and the choice of ethical principles is matter of

personal values and commitment; but acting in a professional capacity requires the person

to weigh those values in relation to the additional responsibilities and demands of the

professional environment. For planners working within public institutions, the issues of

public involvement must be considered in relation to role and functions of that institution in

society.

Kaufman suggests that decision making in local government should be examined as an

interactive process, where decision processes are influenced and shaped by the prevailing

character of the organization and the specific circumstances of the policy environment

(Kaufman, 1991:116). The roles and functions of elected representatives, the

administration, and public factions will largely shape the process and substance of policy-

making, both by setting the general/systematic parameters of acceptable policy action, and

by uniquely shaping the specific parameters of each policy-making episode. It is important,

therefore, for planners in local government to pragmatically adapt to the demands of their

policy environment, to understand the roles and characteristics of participants in the policy

environment, and determine how these conditions will influence the planner's diagnosis of

the citizens' role in policy-making.



34

This chapter examines the environment of policy-making in local government, and

discusses how the characteristics of the policy environment affect the planner's

assessment of the citizens' role in policy-making. It begins by discussing a fundamental

issue faced by planners working within public institutions: the dual obligations to serve

political superiors and to defend the public interest. Based on this frame of reference, the

remainder of the Chapter examines the major participants in local government policy-

making.

THE POLICY ENVIRONMENT OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT

A planner's theoretical knowledge will be of little value unless the planner can function

effectively in meeting the expectations and demands of the task environment. Kaufman

portrays the task/policy environment to include any individuals, groups, organizations and

agencies that can affect the outcome of the policy decision - by their choices, by their

control of some necessary resources, or having their interests affected by the policy

decision (Kaufman, 1991: 124).

As seen from the perspective of a planner working within local government, the policy

environment consists of three primary participant groups affecting the policy-making

process:

1. Elected representatives.

2. Public Administration.

3. The Public.

Having the legal authority and responsibility to decide what policies are best for the

community, elected representatives (Council) have a prominent role in shaping public
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policy. As citizens, members of Council are an expression of public involvement through

representative democracy. The nature of their representative mandate allows Council to

employ both formal and informal means of control over the policy-making process.

The public administration refers to the structure and the various departmental functions

of local government. The administration, in its most obvious role, is the operational

extension of Council - managing the internal operations of government, and advising

Council in the management of community issues. While subordinate to Council, the

administration does have degrees of autonomy within the policy-making process, and,

therefore, has influence in shaping public policy.

In considering the public role in policy-making, planners must also understand the

significant characteristics of the public themselves. The public is not an absolute or one

dimensional entity, but can be composed of various combinations of actors in particular

situations, having varying degrees of power and influence, and ability to shape the process

and substance of policy action.

Before examining the role and characteristics of each of the main actors, I will first

examine the professional obligations of planners employed in public service.

Planners in Public Institutions

A primary consideration for planners working within government / public institutions is

the inter-relationship among planners, political superiors and the public. The professional

nature of these expectations has traditionally been prescribed by professional associations

through Codes of Conduct and professional guidelines. To identify the thrust of

professional obligations for planners in government, I will briefly examine the statements

provided by the Institute of Public Administration of Canada and the Planning Institute of

British Columbia.

The Institute of Public Administration of Canada provides a statement of principles
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regarding the conduct of public employees (Institute of Public Administration of Canada,

1975). The principles stress what should be done and where obligations fall in daily

practice. In terms of accountability, the Code clearly states that public employees are

directly accountable to their superiors, and owe their primary duty to their political

superiors. The public interest is defined through the will of political superiors, and

employees are accountable to the public through their political superiors. Employees are,

therefore, expected to carry out the directives of political superiors. From this view

planners' obligations and actions are entirely subject to the authority of political superiors.

The Planning Institute of British Columbia, Constitution and By-Law, Code of

Professional Conduct, provides a set of provisions that are specifically written for planners.

This code states that the planner will 'protect and promote both public and private

interests. ..always acknowledging the primacy of the public interest. When employed by a

public agency, the planner will act as a faithful agent of that employer, but within the

limitations imposed by the planner's responsibility to both the public and private interests

(Planning Institute of British Columbia, 1988: 15).

What is common in both codes is the general obligation to respect the authority of

political superiors, which in local government refers to Council and the administrative

hierarchy. Elected officials have the legal authority to make decisions on behalf of the

public, and the planner has a primary duty to serve elected representatives. However,

where the IPAC presents a very direct and clear line of authority and obligation, the NBC

expands the planners obligations beyond serving elected officials and senior administrators

to serving the public interest generally. Therefore, established professional guidelines pose

a dual obligation. As employees of public institutions planners must be responsive and

accountable to the authority of political superiors. Yet, as responsible professionals in their

own right, planners must also assess and defend the public interests in the policy-making

process. Following Weber and Friedmann, Fagence suggests that this semi-autonomous

aspect of professional obligation is based on the notion of planning as a vocation, where



37

purpose and responsibility in one's professional life must transcend one's immediate

working environment to take into account a responsibility to the greater public good

(Fagence, 1977: 186).

Therefore, a fundamental condition and expectation in the policy environment of local

government is that the planner has a dual obligation to serve political superiors and to

defend the public interest. Ideally the decisions of political superiors will be a fair and

accountable embodiment of the public interest. However, the public interest is not

absolute. It is a relative and interpretive concept, taking on particular meaning for each

policy issue and situation. This suggests that the planner's obligation to defend the public

interest must also be relative to the issue and situation, and to the publics affected by that

issue in that situation. Therefore, the planner's obligation to defend the public interest is

interpreted according to the criteria established in Chapter Two - as being responsive to

affected publics. Consequently, the role of public involvement as being responsive to

affected publics is interpreted in light of the planner's obligation to defend the public

interest. However, the role of citizen involvement must also be considered in relation to

the planner's obligation to serve political superiors. The examination of the policy

environment must not only consider how the characteristics of the policy environment

affect public involvement, but also, how should public involvement be employed to serve

political superiors (Council and the administration)?

The following sections of this chapter will examine roles and characteristics of the main

participants in the policy environment, with attention to the role of citizen involvement in

defending the publics' interests and in serving political superiors.

ELECTED REPRESENTATIVES

Elected Councillors are the embodiment of representative democracy in local

government. Empowered through the electoral process, Councillors have a political
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mandate and legal authority to engage policy initiatives and sanction policy actions on

behalf of the community. Council undoubtedly plays the central role in the policy-making

process and in defining the public interest of the community.

This section examines the role of Council as representatives of the public in policy-

making. It begins with at brief elaboration of Council's roles in the policy-making process.

This is followed by an examination and discussion of alternative views on Councillor's

public representation in decision making and how the nature of this representation may

affect the issue of public involvement. A third subsection examines the discretionary nature

of decision making, and how public involvement may assist Councillors. This section

concludes with a summary and discussion of the constraints and opportunities for public

involvement in relation to Council decision making.

Council's Policy Role

Council's role as decision maker in the policy process is taken as a basic assumption of

this study. However, Council is also active in other aspects of the policy process.

Councillors decision making function includes the capacity to control the political agenda.

Through formal procedure, Council can officially determine which policy issues will receive

attention and what priority those issues will have in proceeding throughout the policy

process. Policy initiatives are officially mandated by Council, and are formally assigned to

administrative personnel for response. The parameters of the task can be explicitly and

implicitly contained in the request through specification of subject matter, procedural

requirements, and the approval of resources.

Another way politicians can influence the policy process is through their formal and

informal public statements. A politician may publicly advocate specific points of view on

the interpretation or solution of a policy issue. This affects the planner's policy task as

these statements can shape public attention and channel public debate. The politician may



39

also advocate specific procedures, such as referenda, as the appropriate means to reaching

a policy decision.

The overt roles of elected representatives draw attention to formal duties and events in

policy-making. However, a more important consideration in Council's role is the nature of

the politicians' relationship to the public, and how this can affect their decision making role.

Representative Decision Making

There are no formal prescriptions to define the relationship of Councilors to the public.

In a general sense, Tindal suggests two views of the representative role of elected

Councillors (Tindal, 1990). Councillors as trustees are elected to exercise their own

judgment on the issues that require their decision. Through the electoral process, they are

given a general mandate to pursue issues and make decisions according to their beliefs and

opinions regarding the public interest. Therefore, Councillors assume a high degree of

autonomy: it is not necessary for Councillors to seek out the views of their constituents, or

to be bound by such views should they be offered. Council is accountable to the public

through the electoral process, and the public renders judgment through the ballot box.

From another perspective, Councillors as delegates believe that they must be responsive

to the perceived interests of citizens, and faithfully act in accordance with the views of the

public in making policy decisions. Delegates can be of two types: those who are

responsive to the public at large; and those who are affiliated with particular interest

groups. In both instances constituent views are an essential ingredient in policy decisions.

Councillors as delegates do require a degree of autonomy in arbitrating among the various

publics; however, they take the obligation to be responsive to citizens' interests very

seriously.

Tindal's description of Councillors' role as trustee or delegate is useful as ideal typical

characterizations; however, neither concept is definitive in describing Council's
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representative role. In what Tindal calls the politico role, a Councillor may endorse either

role, or adopt a trustee or a delegate role in different situations. Thus the character,

substance and process through which Council carries out their representative role is largely

a matter of the individual politician's personal style, public expectations, or political

manoeuvring from issue to issue.

These alternative roles have differing implications for the role of public involvement. As

trustees, Councillors exercise their perceived mandate and preferences to independently

determine what is best for the community. Trustees may not appreciate planners engaging

citizens in the policy process. MacLaren suggests that public officials take their ability to

understand the public and public issues very seriously (MacLaren, 1987: 365). They do

not appreciate information which contradicts their personal views. Milbrath claims that the

results of public consultation generally won't change a Councillor's mind; it is more likely

to either reinforce those with whom the information is consistent, or to stimulate those in

opposition to firmer resolve (Milbrath, 1981). A study by Jackson and Shade concluded

that negative reactions by City Council to a community goal identification study were of

two kinds (Jackson and Shade, 1973). One response was where the Councillor accepted

that ideas were a reflection of public opinion, but simply disagreed with the popular

opinion. Another was where the Councillor would attack the methodology, claiming that

uninformed people should not be asked about complex issues, and that the results were

proof of the public's ignorance on particular matters.

Councillors as delegates or politicos may be much more sensitive in regard to

discretionary nature of their decision making responsibilities. The delegate at large would

be concerned with finding the optimal balance among citizen's values and interests in a

decision. The politico would strive to maximize their political benefits, and minimize their

political costs in endorsing specific policy actions.

Planners are likely to face a diverse interplay of Councilors acting as trustees, delegates

and politicos. Consequently, there will be mixed reaction to public involvement in a policy
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process. However, the individual roles of Councillors provide only a partial answer to the

issue of public involvement and Council decision making.

Political Context and Political Process

Equally if not more important are the political processes underlying official function.

Where Tindal's portrayal of Councilor's representative role may characterize an individual's

interpretation of their electoral mandate and political behavior, other writers look at the

structural relationships and political processes that link Councillors and the community.

Although this is a broad field of study, I will attempt to portray the potential scope of this

political structure in a brief overview of two opposing points of view.

The most common interpretation of the function of government is the Pluralist view.

Hampton profiles a pluralist political environment as one where government is accountable

to the community as a whole, acting as a neutral arbiter among competing factions and

seeking an optimal balance of public interests in policy decisions (Hampton, 1991).

Although there may be numerous competing interests groups or factions within the

community, no one faction has a distinct power advantage or dominating influence over

Council and government policy. However, this view is criticized for understating the

power inequalities among factions within the community and the pervasive influence of

particular community factions in controlling government and shaping policy.

A second perspective is provided by Neo-Marxist writers. This view suggests that

government function is dominated by particular dominant factions in society, and/or the

community. Either through structural imperative, or directly through personal

representatives in the decision making body, government function and policy is shaped by

the values and interests of the dominant factions. A frequently cited example of this

systematic bias, as suggested by Lorimer, is the alleged dominance of the land development

and real estate industries in local government (Lorimer, 1972).
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O'Connor suggests that, to disguise or reconcile the bias in their decision making role,

government engages in legitimation activities to give the impression that it is acting fairly

and equitably for all factions of the public (O'Connor, 1973). For example, legitimation

activities could take the form of adopting supplementary or compromise policy actions that

respond to opposing groups' interests, but do not threaten the viability of dominant group

interests (e.g. amenity bonusing, or requiring the provision of day care or a social housing

component in a major development). Legitimation activity can also take the form of a

public involvement process. However, in the extreme case, this process is frequently a

cynical exercise intended to convey the image of open and fair process, but geared to

selling the project to the public and to manage potential opposition. The Neo-Marxist

view, however, can be criticized as being overly deterministic and conspiratorial.

The nature of policy-making and public involvement differ considerably in these

alternative views of Council and the policy environment. In the pluralist environment,

policy-making is a neutral process, where all public factions are assumed to have an equal

capacity and opportunity to influence decision makers. The planner's obligations to defend

the public interest and to serve political superiors are not constrained by any prevailing

political bias. Public involvement in this context is conducive to a fair representation of

affected publics. It may be encouraged in assisting Councillors to understand the array of

community viewpoints, and to encourage a fair process of negotiation among affected

publics and between affected publics and Council.

On the other hand, the Neo-Marxist view profiles the policy environment as dominated

by specific power factions of the community, with Council generally endorsing and acting

to promote the values and interests of the dominant factions. Policy making is a process of

imposing a pre-determined sets of actions upon the community, and attempting to

subordinate any potential opposition. Here Hampton characterizes public involvement as a

way of incorporating prospective protest into the strategies of government (Hampton,
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1991: 242). Participation serves the purposes of building up a consensus for the proposals

of those in power, thereby legitimating them (Hampton, 1991: 242). In this case, a

planner's obligations to serve political superiors takes on a distinctly partisan political

function, with expectation for the planner to act as, what Gunton calls, a state agent

(Gunton, 1984). Consequently, the planner's obligation to defend the publics' interests can

be compromised, or, reduced to cynical rhetoric as the planner is expected to sell policy

and defuse opposition.

However, O'Connor's concept of legitimation contends that government / Councillors

cannot promote bias in policy without losing their legitimacy and support among the

electorate (O'Connor, 1973). To maintain the appearance of equity and the support of the

electorate, government must adopt policy actions that satisfy a sufficient proportion of the

publics' interests. Here the planner would be expected to provide decision makers with an

assessment of public implications and potential remedies to legitimate decisions. On one

hand this can be seen as a one sided exercise in manipulating citizens. But this is also an

opportunity for the planner to identify and assess the affected publics' interests, and to

advise decision makers of their concerns. It is a fine line for the planner to characterize

legitimation as defending the publics' interests or as manipulating and subordinating the

publics' interests. The determining factor is the planner's commitment to defend the

publics' interests, and his/her ability to adapt this obligation to the specific situation and

opportunities at hand.

No absolute conclusions can be draw concerning the political structure of Council's

representation within the policy environment. Council as a whole, factions of Council, or

individual Councillors may act on a pluralist basis, or, alternatively, act directly in

promoting the interests of specific groups. The alternative views characterized by Tindal

and by Hampton suggest a range of possible conditions the planner may face in policy-

making The nature of Council representation will vary with the specific community, the
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particular Councillors in power, and the specific issue at hand. In whichever circumstance,

planners must be responsive to Councillors decision making responsibility and provide

viable policy alternatives.

Discretionary Decision Making

Council's primary role in the policy-making process is decision making - determining

what issues are most crucial to the community, and, most importantly, in making policy

decisions that are binding upon the community. These decisions are discretionary, as each

Councillor must weigh and choose among numerous influences and alternative courses of

action. Rondinelli, following Simon and March, maintains that decision makers are unable

to take into account the many and complex sets of values, costs and consequences or

search widely for policy alternatives (Rondinelli, 1970: 48). In decision making, Council

relies upon professional staff, planners, to provide a synopsis of the issues under

consideration, and to recommend appropriate actions based on professional knowledge,

analysis and judgment. Fagence suggests that decision making is, therefore, a 'co-operative

venture, with politicians courting the notions of expediency, subjectivity and interest-

orientations, while professional staff hold the brief for rationality, objectivity, consistency

and comprehensiveness' (Fagence, 1977: 182).

Here Langton makes a crucial point (Langton, 1978: 7). With the technical and

political complexity of issues, and the discretionary power in decision making, government

officials may be reluctant to risk making unpopular or controversial decisions. They must

avoid being politically trapped or blindsided by some unforeseen aspect of a policy action.

Politicians and professionals must be seen as being knowledgeable about their community

and to be making effective, equitable and supportable decisions. Consequently,

legitimation and support for decisions becomes a matter of crucial importance.

The synopsis and recommendations provided by planners must not only indicate what
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actions are technically prudent in resolving an issue, they must also include actions that are

practically or politically viable; for example, what actions are, or are not, legitimate and

supportable from the perspective of the citizens or groups. Forester suggests that, within

the context of political uncertainty, planners should direct the attention of the decision

maker, to suggest what important and significant actors, events and signals to be alert to,

to look for, to take as tips or warnings (Forester, 1989: 64). Therefore, for planners to

serve the decision making needs of political superiors, the policy process should

incorporate a means to validate the interpretation of issues and community values, and to

gauge the viability and acceptability of alternative policy actions.

Langton concludes that citizen participation has developed as a means of evaluating

policy decisions in the face of political uncertainty (Langton, 1978). Based on Langton's

argument, citizen involvement can be utilized by the planner as a means of political filtering

to assist Council in their decision making role. The concept of political filtering suggests

that pertinent aspects of policy issues be subject to consultation among relevant actors

(affected publics) to ensure that the issues, values, contextual information, and potential

actions have been adequately considered within the policy process. This may also include

negotiation among interest groups to gauge the viability of potential actions, and the extent

to which there is consensus or disagreement on particular policy actions.

Within a pluralist environment the task of political filtering is an attempt to

comprehensively inform decision makers, and to negotiate acceptable policy options among

the affected groups. However, within a power dominated environment, the task of political

filtering can be considered a legitimation process. Although the planner may recognize that

there is overwhelming pressure to impose particular policy actions, there is also a need to

assess the potential implications of those policy actions among affected publics - to identify

how the interests of particular groups may be positively or negatively affected by policy

actions, and to seek opportunities to amend, embellish or ameliorate policy actions.
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Constraints for Citizen Involvement

Citizen involvement can be problematic for Councillors, and they may not appreciate

planners engaging citizens in a policy process. Gil & Lucchesi suggest that a primary

consideration for planners is the potential for citizen involvement to undermine the

authority of elected representatives (Gil & Lucchesi, 1979: 568). A public involvement

process may generate considerable support for a specific policy decision, with the

expectation this decision will be endorsed by Council. Council is then pressured to accept,

defer or reject the proposal.

Alternatively, public involvement may stimulate public conflict over policy issues and

dissatisfaction when citizens' demands are not met (Rosenbaum ,1978: 49). Rather than

assisting Council, citizen involvement could make decisions more controversial and

protracted. Third, soliciting public involvement may be considered an inefficient way to

make decisions. Rosenbaum, and Gil & Lucchesi refer to the time and costs associated

with citizen involvement (Rosenbaum, 1978: 48; Gil and Lucchesi, 1979). Rosenbaum

adds that the quality of information and subsequent decision may not be significantly

enhanced.

On each count, citizen involvement can detract from the authority, effectiveness and

efficiency of Council's decision making. However, the confounding effects of citizens

involvement can exist independent of a planned citizen involvement process. Business

associations, community groups and individuals frequently lobby Council to promote

specific policy decisions. Those groups having significant power will successfully influence

decision makers while others may be left embittered. Ignoring public demands to be heard

will often evoke a public response leading to even greater conflict, resource demands on

the political system, or ultimately the negating of the policy initiative. The planner's task is

to bring the concerns of affected citizens into the policy process. But to serve the

Council's decision making function the policy process must be designed to be explicitly
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consultative - to provide decision makers with sufficient means to make practical and

equitable decisions.

Conclusion

Council plays the central role in the policy environment of local government. On one

hand a planner's efforts must be directed to serving Council's decision making needs, while

at the same time the political expectations of Council may threaten the planner's obligation

to defend the publics' interests. Depending upon Council's representative role and the

structure of the political environment, the expectations and applications of public

involvement can vary drastically - ranging from a genuine consideration for fairness in

assessing public's values and interests, to outright deceit and manipulation of citizens to

achieve predetermined ends.

The concept of political filtering is used here to describe the planner's use of public

involvement in supporting Council's decision making responsibilities. Although the

character of the political environment will affect the climate of policy-making, political

filtering (or legitimation) provides Council with a public assessment of policy issues, and a

gauge on the viability and implications of alternative policy actions. In the pluralist

environment this can assist Councilors in assessing the values, interests and preferences of

citizens. In the power dominated environment this can assist Council in legitimating a

policy action by identifying groups that would be negatively affected, and by identifying

potential ameliorating measures.

Political filtering can be interpreted as providing a protective function for decision

makers. However, protecting the political credibility of Council is not to ignore the

planner's parallel obligation to defend the publics' interests. The notion of political filtering

has a double sided protective function: in addition to serving the decision making needs of
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political superiors, it can also serve a protective function in defending the publics' interests.

To inform decision makers the planner must identify affected publics, identify their values,

interests and preferences, and integrate these considerations into the decision process.

Council is the central player in policy-making. However, a planner's work is more

directly located within the administrative system. The following section turns to an

examination of government administration and planning organizations.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT ADMINISTRATION

The planner's primary consideration in policy-making is to promote the public interest

under the authority of political superiors. While elected officials control the issue agenda

and policy decisions, the intermediate process of policy-making, and specifically the

decision on the use of citizen involvement in a policy-making process, takes place within

the administrative system of local government. Fagence concludes that opportunities for

citizen participation are largely dictated by the style of the decision making system

(Fagence, 1977: 131). Stivers adds that the structural properties of public administration

can both enable and constrain the actions of its members (Stivers, 1990: 94). The

administration performs the general role as operational arm of government, managing the

affairs and functions of local government and advising elected officials. In performing this

task organizations are portrayed to be the embodiment of rationality, objectivity, and

political neutrality. Some authors (Forester, 1989; Friedmann, 1987) argue, however, that

the administration is inherently political and discretionary in performing government

functions.

Max Weber's historic analysis of organizations identified both positive and negative

aspects of bureaucratic organizations (Fagence, 1977: 181). Functionally, this form of

organization is necessary in the management of large scale organizations such as



49

government. Yet the mechanism of public administration also becomes an entity unto itself

which, according to Kweit & Kweit, imposes structural parameters on government

function, policy-making and public involvement (Kweit and Kweit, 1987).

In addition to their obligations to elected representatives, planners are also accountable

to senior administrators in their substantive performance and contributions to the

functioning of the planning organization. The administrative system is the immediate

context for the planner's policy-making task.. Consequently, decisions on the design of

policy process and the role of citizen involvement will be influenced by the actions of

administrative superiors and the characteristics of the administrative system.

The following section examines the administrative organization of local government to

assess how the administration will affect the role of citizens in policy-making. It begins

with a discussion of Forester's views on planning organizations, and the ways in which the

organizational culture may inhibit public involvement. This is followed by an assessment of

functional character of planning administration and the constraints bureaucratic rationality

may impose for public involvement.

flamillgAgmkatHALQ.,.. i n•

Forester's View of Planning Organizations

Forester maintains that planners can expect Council and the administration to have two

related faces: one producing instrumental results, the other simultaneously, but less visibly,

reproducing political relations within the organization (Forester, 1989). Seeking to

provide a framework for a practical and political understanding of organizational action,

Forester identifies three views of planning organizations. Planning organizations from the

Instrumental view are efficient means-ends mechanisms with integrally related and

coordinated parts. The organizational principle is function, where departments and staff

are categorized by functional relations. The organization is considered apolitical, with
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politics seen as a obstacle or impediment to rational functions and problem solving. While

this view reflects the official flowchart diagram of lines and boxes, it ignores the

interpersonal, interdepartmental, and political relations of that are an inherent feature of

any organizational culture.

The Social view of organizations places emphasis on the informal structures and

relations that give character and substance to the functions of an organization. Networks

of relationships develop among organization members, as well as between organizations

members, politicians, and various individuals and factions in the community. Thus the

personal aspects of organizational behavior influence and often by-pass official functions,

introducing features such as self/department protection and buddy systems. However,

Forester disclaims this view as apolitical in that politics and power are reduced to

interpersonal relations. The organizational culture substitutes for, rather than

complements, political-economic structure, and does not consider the influence of outside

social-political forces on administrative function.

Third, Forester promotes the view of organizations as 'Instrumentally Productive and

Sociopolitically Reproductive'. Including aspects of both the instrumental and social

outlook, organizations are structures of practical communicative action. That is, in

addition to producing instrumental results, all organizational action and communication

inherently reproduces social and political relations (Forester, 1989: 71). The reproduction

of social and political relations is taken to mean authoritative prescriptions of values and

beliefs that are implicitly or explicitly promoted within and by the organization. These

social rules and conventions (norms) shape the interpretation of tasks and issues. All

judgments, including the most technical, become inescapably political. These relations

occur within the organization, as well as between the organizational members and

politicians and various factions of the community and external organizations. For any

administrative action, one must consider the influence of these social relations of power in

shaping the substance of that action.
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From Forester's view, then, the instrumental function of the planning organization is

inherently shaped by a prevailing political culture. This culture establishes the political and

normative parameters which define policy issues, the process of policy-making, and,

consequently, the role of citizens in policy-making. In the broadest sense Forester

maintains that the culture of planning organizations will reflect the prevailing ideologies

and power structures in the community. More specifically, Forester implies that planning

organizations will inherently facilitate market forces. Planners can, therefore, expect that

the organization will systematically ignore ways to democratize market forces, and

discourage any form of public participation that might reveal contradictions between the

market forces and public interests (Forester, 1989: 78-79).

Therefore, particular values and interpretations of the public interest will be popularized

and promoted within the organization, and, consequently, reproduced through the activities

of the organization within the community Policy issues will be selectively defined within

the planning organization to authoritatively shape public perception and consent.

Consequently, the organization will subordinate forms of representation that could question

the validity of those perceptions.

Within the administrative structure, the administrative culture will have a direct impact

upon the planner's policy-making activities. Particular organizational or professional values

will be emphasized or de-emphasized and sanctioned in practice. For example, based on a

political culture dominated by a market forces, the organization may emphasize the primacy

of market forces in land use planning, with the planning organization officially and

unofficially acting to facilitate, supplement and ameliorate the initiates of private land

development interests. Any involvement of affected publics will be directed to fine tune

policy proposals that facilitate the market, and appease counter definitions of community

development.

As a second example, based on the mainstream tradition of Social Reform, the

organization may emphasize the role of planners as visionary experts and rational problem
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solvers, implying authoritative definitions of the public interest. As a member of the

organization the planners performance expectations will be shaped by those professional

values. Consequently, planners appealing to citizens' knowledge and preferences may be

accused of naively or lack of resolve. The actual use of citizen involvement will be

designed to build support for rational and authoritative definitions of the public interest.

Although these examples may be more than hypothetical, the specific values and norms

promoted within the administrative culture are by no means absolute. These examples

suggest a range of possible conditions that may influence the political culture of the

planning organization. Here a comparison can be made to the political dynamics existing

between Council and the community. Forester's analysis is generally consistent with Neo-

Marxist's in assuming the systematic domination and bias of market rationality pervades

government, planning organizations and policy actions. But it is also feasible that a relative

plurality will exist within the community and the planning organization.

Forester's ideas are useful in characterizing how an organizational culture will set

parameters for interpreting and acting upon policy issues. Forester concludes that planners

must assess encompassing power structures and recognize how their own actions can work

to encourage or to discourage citizen involvement. Therefore, in assessing the role of

citizens in a policy process, the planner must consider the political relations that

systematically influence the activities of planning organizations and policy-making.

Norms of Administrative Function

Forester's characterization of planning organizations emphasizes the political parameters

of policy-making. Another aspect of administrative influence are the more fundamental

features of administrative function that systematically constrain the policy-making process.

Local government is necessarily a complex organization, managing numerous
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administrative functions within a legal and fiscal framework. Based on the premise that

government administration is essentially a bureaucratic organization, Kweit & Kweit

suggest that bureaucratic decision making is based on certain premises, and that these

premises have implications for the utilization of citizen involvement (Kweit and Kweit,

1981: 73). Borrowing from numerous observers of bureaucratic behavior Kweit and Kweit

suggest that bureaucratic action is premised upon functional efficiency, expertise, and self-

maintenance.

Simon argued that, in the process of decision making, the administration is guided by

the criterion of efficiency (Simon, 1976: 197; Kweit, 1981: 76-77). As a complex task

environment, bureaucratic organizations develop standardized operating procedures

designed to control the numerous administrative functions. Patterns of authority are

structured around function, and tasks are rationalized to provide consistency and efficiency

in relation to administrative function. The administration of local government is subject to

legal requirements and policy obligations which determine the operating parameters of

government function. Within the administrative apparatus, formalized departmental

structures and operating procedures are established to perform specific functions. Within

this process, the internal administrative functions take on a particular character or internal

logic. Community issues and planning tasks are, consequently, interpreted and acted upon

in a manner that is efficient in meeting municipal obligations, but also in a manner that is

efficient in regard to the internal logic of administrative structure.

Second, Simon concluded that the ability of organizations to function and make rational

decisions depends upon the abilities of experts (Simon, 1976; Kweit, 1981: 74). Kweit

adds that the bureaucrat often establishes his/her worth in an organization by being an

expert (Kweit, 1981: 75). In the context of planning organizations, I would add that

planners expertise not only refers to planning knowledge, but also to administrative

knowledge and the efficient management of administrative tasks. Maintaining functional

efficiency within the administration becomes a rationalizing premise and an evaluation
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criterion of a planner's expertise.

Finally, Kweit & Kweit refer to the tendency for bureaucracies toward self-

maintenance. Wilson stated that, the behavior of persons who lead or speak for an

organization can best be understood in terms of their efforts to maintain and enhance the

organization and their positions in it' (Wilson, 1973: 9-10; Kweit, 1981: 77). Gunton

profiles a common interpretation of planner/bureaucrats as self-serving individuals acting

arbitrarily to expand their power (Gunton 1984: 411). This suggests that the planner /

bureaucrat will interpret and act upon planning tasks in a way that most effectively

promotes their status within an organization, and the authority of that organization in

dealing with planning issues.

Therefore, policy planning within a bureaucratic or administrative context can take on

the role of an administrative task. The planner's expertise and status is measured in terms

of administrative knowledge, and their ability to maintain the internal consistency and

efficiency within the organization.

Bureaucratic Rationality and Citizen Involvement

The premises advanced by Kweit & Kweit suggest that administrative function is guided

by inherent norms that relate issues to the logic and function of the administrative system.

The interplay of organization functional and logic, of planner/experts responsible for

organizational function and rationalizing community issues, and of the self-serving

tendencies of bureaucrats, will shape policy-making and the role of public involvement.

Friedmann concludes that planning influenced by bureaucratic rationality will take account

of public interest only to the minimum extent required for the maintenance of the

organization (Friedmann, 1973: 202; Gunton, 1984: 411). The logic and function of the

system can, therefore, be inconsistent with the inclusion of citizens in policy-making (Kweit

and Kweit, 1981: 75-79).
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Commonly cited administrative issues resulting from public involvement include time

and cost factors (Gil & Lucchesi, 1979). The cost/budget allocation for public involvement

can be considerable. Participation exercises require staff time and overtime to organize,

implement, analyze and report on participation activities; with additional funding needed

for facilities and materials. These funds must come from constrained budgets and may

threaten other budget items. A second concern is that involvement processes are

unpredictable and may be protracted for an indeterminate amount of time. Apart from

budget allocation, the project may exceed an allowed time frame for completion - possibly

causing delays in other projects and commitments to Council.

However, attempting to avoid citizens may result in even greater resource expenditures,

stalling of policy initiatives, and result in protracted distrust and conflict between

government and citizens. The fundamental question is to determine if public consultation is

necessary, and to strategically plan the consultation exercise. Resources are wasted only if

the public process is unnecessary, or if the public process is poorly planned and

implemented.

Other criticism centres on the potential for citizens involvement to confound the

administrative functioning and undermine the judgment of experts. First, Kweit & Kweit

suggest that bureaucrats avoid citizen involvement because of the fear that citizens'

preferences will conflict with the goals and function of the bureau (Kweit and Kweit,

1981). Because citizens don't fully understand the technical and administrative

complexities of government operation, the policy actions they promote may conflict with

established policies and procedures. Policy implementation would be difficult if not

impossible.

Second, administrators may be concerned that citizens' preferences will undermine the

knowledge and authority of professional judgment. Planners and other organizational

professionals (accountants, engineers) have extensive experience, knowledge and skills.

The abilities and decision capacities of experts is vital in managing the performance of
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government and in resolving community issues. In performing this task,

expert/administrators legitimately question whether citizens' qualifications or intentions

would constrain or divert the performance of the agency; and reasonably fear the loss of

control over activities for which they have ultimate responsibility (Stivers, 1990: 89). The

expert's judgment can be undermined by the mediocrity of citizens' knowledge: where

citizens do not understand the complexities and implications of their own policy

preferences; and that citizens really don't understand their own best interests.

There is both validity and a danger contained in this bureaucratic rationality. An

important principle voiced by Contemporary theorists is that government should maximize

the efficiency of resource demands and service provision to the public. It is in the public

interest to have an efficiently functioning public administration. Complex systems of public

administration require experts who understand the legal, fiscal and various other

dimensions of administration and policy action. Citizens and elected representatives expect

their public administrators to be knowledgeable and to maximize efficiency in managing the

affairs of government. However, with this expectation must come some allowance for

discretion in the administrative function, and some degree of trust by the public that this

discretion will be used in the public interest.

Administrators employ their discretion when interpreting policy issues and considering

policy actions. Where discretionary decisions are rationalized according to the efficiency

and maintenance of the administrative system, there is a danger that citizens' values and

interests will be subordinated for the sake of administrative efficiency. Kweit and Kweit

make an essential point when they conclude that the primary criterion for evaluating policy

in a democratic process is the responsiveness of the policy to those who are affected by it,

rather than efficiency or rationality of the decision (Kweit and Kweit, 1987: 22). That is,

administrative efficiency is only one aspect of the efficiency equation; primary concern is

for policy actions to be responsive to the needs of the community
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Organizational Culture and Administrative Logic.

In one sense the administration is an apparatus of Council, obligated to serve political

superiors in the management of public administration and in designing public policies. In

another sense the administration develops a culture of its own, a sub-sphere of political

action, having particular characteristics that guide its overall operation and the planner

within it. The planner is a participant in the administrative system and is expected to

promote the organization mandate and the efficient functioning of the system. However, at

the same time, the planner in a policy-making role may be constrained by the organizational

culture and by the internal logic of the system.

In designing a policy-making process, the planner must contend with the procedural and

substantive expectations of political superiors and the administrative management. On one

hand, Forester's analysis reinforces the notion that planners may inevitably be forced to

defend the status quo regardless of their own political persuasion (Gunton, 1984: 412).

Yet Forester's analysis provides a means for planners to gain greater understanding of their

organizational environment, and to identify opportunities for organizations to be more

responsive to publics' interests.

Ultimately, expert judgment and administrative rationality must be rationalized to the

publics' interests.
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THE PUBLIC

Professional planners have an obligation to serve the decision making responsibilities of

political superiors, and are directly accountable to administrative superiors in their actions.

However, professional planners also have a semi-autonomous obligation to defend the

public interest, and, therefore, to consider the publics' interests as a parallel and

complementary task in policy-making.

The overriding goal of public policy is to promote the public interest. However,

Fagence suggests that the heterogeneous public taken as a whole is amorphous and

intangible (Fagence, 1977). In dealing with 'the public', Herring has concluded that no

objective standard of the public interest is possible (Rondinelli, 1975: 56). Any substantive

interpretation of the public interest is relative to various publics' interests, and the specific

constellation of publics associated with the issue under consideration. For the policy

process to be responsive to affected publics the planner must strategically identify the

numerous publics that may be affected by a policy issue. But in addition, the planner must

consider citizen initiated activism and how their demands may affect the policy process.

Just as elected officials and the administration present opportunities and constraints for

citizen involvement in public policy, the planner must assess characteristics of the public

that may affect the policy-making process. This section examines the public as participants

in the policy environment. It begins with a look at the public from a planners point of

view, defining the categories of public that should be considered in relation to policy issues.

This is followed by a profile of the characteristics of citizens' activism. This section

concludes with discussion of the representativeness of citizen involvement, and how citizen

activism can affect policy-making and public involvement.
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Defining the Policy Public

From the planner's policy-making point of view, the public can take on different forms.

Fagence provides a useful conception of the public by distinguishing 3 categories of public:

the public at large, the interest-differentiated public, and the public as individuals (Fagence,

1977: 144). The Public at large refers to a collective entity that encompasses all citizens,

residents or other interested parties within the planning jurisdiction. The public at large is

most relevant in the electoral process, in response to referendum, or in response to some

general policy issue having implications for the community as a whole. However,

following the claims of Contemporary theorists, when assessing a specific policy issue, the

public at large may not have a sufficient grasp of pertinent issues and may not be capable of

articulating a meaningful consensus. Therefore, involving the average citizen or the public

at large in policy decisions may be both ineffective and inefficient.

The Interest-differentiated public, or public factions, refers to those citizens having

some value or interest in common. This can include formally established organizations,

informal associations of citizens that coalesce around a specific event or issue, or

autonomous individuals having interests in common but no active association. These

public factions can be an ongoing presence in the policy environment, or can emerge in

relation to a specific policy issue. The most identifiable of these factions are the formal

organizations - or the special interest pressure group (Fagence, 1977: 218). These are the

well established groups or associations which have distinct membership and officially

designated representatives. Their mandate is to promote common interests of the

organization members. Such groups are politically active, monitor local issues and policy

initiatives, and have a prominent voice within the community. Their power is based on

their role within the community and the breadth of their membership. They are an ongoing

presence in the policy environment, and, therefore, any policy issue having some impact

upon the group will elicit some degree of action by the group. Typical examples of a
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special interest pressure groups in the policy environment of local government are real

estate associations, Chambers of Commerce or residents' Ratepayers' Associations.

However, Fagence suggests that an equally important category of participant group in

the planning context are the informal factions or promotional pressure groups (Fagence,

1977: 199). Informal factions emerge on an issue specific basis, and persist for a limited

period of time. Their overt membership is small and non-distinct; however, the may have

numerous passive supporters. These citizens will be linked by common material interests,

values/beliefs, or geographic proximity, and by some perceived threat to their interests.

They will emerge and organize as a defensive response to a perceived threat, and

vigorously lobby decision makers to rectify the situation. They can also emerge at any time

during the policy process - prior to or during the policy process, or they may not emerge

until policy actions have been adopted and are being implemented. Examples of informal

factions (promotional pressure groups) in the local policy environment are less

recognizable than the formal special interest groups. However, examples can include

residents organized to oppose a specific development, or demanding the provision of some

specific service.

Individual Citizens include persons who feel they have a positive contribution to

make, or who feel they deserve redress for some grievance (Fagence, 1977: 144).

However, one can expand Fagence's category to recognize individuals as latent factions;

that is, individuals who are mutually affected by a policy issue, but do not organize. The

planner must be perceptive in distinguishing the unaffected from affected individuals; but

also in identifying an informal faction of affected citizens.

A fourth category of public that should be recognized, but is not considered by

Fagence, is future publics. Future publics include those hypothetical citizens that will face

the consequences of present policy actions. As they do not yet exist, they cannot be

involved in the policy process. In some cases the issues affecting the existing public will

affect future publics in a similar way. In this situation the concerns of the existing public
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can be equated with the potential concerns of the future public. However, there may also

be issues which have little consequence for existing residents, yet will be important for

future residents. There may also be issues that pit the interests of existing residents against

the interests of future residents. In such cases it falls to the planner and decision makers to

anticipate the interests of future residents and to inject those interests into the decision

process.

It is necessary to move beyond notions of the general public, full participation, and the

average citizen if planners are to optimize the citizens role in policy-making. From the

planner's perspective, one must recognize the diversity potential publics, and identify

factions of the public that are affected by specific policy issues and by potential policy

actions. On this basis the planner can strategically identify the public whose involvement is

most relevant to the specific policy issue. However, in addition to the affected publics, the

planner must also take into account the activism of citizens and how the citizens

themselves may actively affect the policy process and the viability of policy actions.

Citizens as Participants

Checkoway and Van Til suggest that participation is exercised in differing frequency by

individuals and groups in society (Checkoway and Van Til, 1978). Traditionally, active

participants are few in number and unrepresentative of the population as a whole. A study

by Verba and Nie of political participation in the United States was concerned with the

identity of participants and non-participants, and what these differences mean for the shape

of public policy (Verba and Nie, 1972). This study was consistent with other studies in

finding that participants are generally not representative of the population as a whole,

tending to represent higher socio-economic status and conservative beliefs (Jackson and

Shade, 1973: 62). However, in addition, this study is useful in providing a categorization
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of citizens according to their degree and type of their public activism.

Based on their study, Verba and Nie suggest that citizens can be categorized into six

types according to their participation tendencies (Verba and Nie, 1972; Fagence, 1977).

/nactives do not participate in any political activity due to a general lack of interest or a

non-commitment to civic issues. Voting Specialists show somewhat greater interest in

civic affairs, but do not participate beyond voting. In the Verba and Nie study, these

citizens altogether comprised 43% of the total population.

In identifying politically active citizens Verba and Nie devised four categories:

parochials, campaigners, communalists, and complete activists. Parochial participants are

concerned with their specific interests, and will react to any factors they perceive as

unjustly affecting their interests. They exhibit a high degree of initiative and commitment

to particular issues, but refrain from participation in general community issues. Through

their participation parochials can bring forth significant problem specific and contextual

information; however, the expression of this information is often partial and extreme. Their

civic mindedness, genuine consideration for the benefit of the community as a whole, is

secondary or non-existent. An example of such parochial interests in local government

planning is provided by the commonly defined NIMBY syndrome. Citizens, whether

individually, or coalescing as informal factions or formal associations, lobby government

and the decision process to inhibit some policy initiative. Common examples include

citizens acting to prevent social housing, specific facilities, or higher residential densities

within a particular area.

The fourth category of citizens are campaigners. These citizens emerge to seek redress

of a specific grievance or perceived infringement of their values and interests.

Campaigners are similar in intent to parochials in promoting partisan personal interests

ahead of community interests. However, the campaigners differ from the parochials in

bringing higher levels of skill, organization, efficacy and information to a broad range of

pubic issues. Thus campaigners have greater means of power and, therefore, greater ability
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to influence decisions. Translating this category of citizen into the policy environment of

local government would suggest examples such as specific business associations - real

estate and land development associations, or environmental action groups.

Fifth, Verba and Nie identify communalists as more generalist in their interests, yet

more persistent and consistent in their participation activities. These citizens or groups

also bring forth a higher degree of commitment, skill and organization, and can provide

significant information to the public debate. However, where campaigners are primarily

concerned with defending and promoting self interests, communalists assume a high degree

of civic mindedness in defending what they believe is best for the community. They will

become involved in numerous and diverse issues. An example of communalist participation

in the local government policy environment could include Chambers of Commerce or

established residents' associations.

Finally, Verba and Nie refer to complete activists as citizens committed to full-time

pursuit of policy influence. However, this type of comprehensive citizen commitment is

rare in the local government realm.

Verba and Nie's analysis suggests that the policy environment will be composed of

numerous citizen activists who are organized to some degree, and who have differing

degrees of power and influence in promoting their interest. Assuming the results of the

Verba and Nie study are generally applicable to local government, their findings are useful

in identifying the forms of citizens' activism, and the characteristics and qualities of that

activism (i.e. socio-economic status, information capacity, efficacy, partiality, and civic

mindedness). Table 1. provides the Verba and Nie findings of citizen activist

characteristics.

A common concern expressed by Verba and Nie and other studies of citizens'

participation (Milbrath, 1981; MacLaren, 1987; Jackson and Shade, 1973) is that citizen

involvement does evenly represent community interests.
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TABLE 1.

Citizen Participant Types and Characteristics

Citizen

Characteristics

Inactives Voting

Specialists

Parochials Cam-

paigners

Com-

munalists

Complete

Activist

Income Low Low-Mid Low-Mid High+ High High

Education Low Low-Mid Mid High High High

High

High

High

High

Efficacy Low Low Low High High

Information Low Low High High High

Partiality Low Low High High High

Extremism Low Low High High Low

Civic Mindedness Low Low Low Low High High

Verba and Nie (1972) Summary of Tables 5.2 and 5 3Public Representativeness

In the policy-making process the planner must attempt to incorporate a fair

representation of the affected citizens' values, interests and preferences. Yet, as Table 1.

indicates, the modes of citizen activism within the policy environment may not reflect a fair

representation of the publics' interests. Several studies, including Verba and Nie, lament

findings that participants in policy-making are not representative of the public at large.

Milbrath, MacLaren and Jackson and Shade all emphasize the main problem with

traditional citizen involvement is that participants are non-representative of the general

population (Milbrath, 1981; Maclaren, 1987; Jackson and Shade, 1973). Providing equal
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opportunity to participate and voluntary participation will result in some taking greater

advantage than others. Particularly, the studies suggest, most active citizens are

characterized by high socio-economic status (higher income and education levels).

However, these findings may reveal that most policy issues tend to affect specific

segments of the population - specifically the higher socio-economic groups - more directly

than other groups. Those citizens of a higher socio-economic status are likely to have a

greater stake in the community, whether through property ownership or

business/professionals interests. Particularly in local government, where most policy issues

deal with some aspect of land use, property owners or business interests will invariably be

affected. Consequently, they will mobilize to protect their interests.

These finding may also reveal the greater capacity of the higher status citizens to

organize, mobilize and lobby decision makers. Particular factions will have varying degrees

of power to affect the policy process and/or to affect the scope of viable policy actions.

This influence can exist through sheer presence - the control of resources and means of

policy implementation, formal or informal association with decision makers, or

organizational skill Well organized factions will have greater ability to shape the policy

agenda and influence subsequent decisions. Powerful factions may successfully apply

political pressure directly to elected representatives.

This study may also reveal the failure of policy planners to reach the relevant publics.

Particular factions will have varying degrees of concern, commitment and organizing

potential. Jackson and Shade suggest that the uninterested but affected public (which is the

substantial majority in most cases) tend to remain inactive (Jackson and Shade, 1973). In

addition, those who might be hurt by a policy are much more likely to participate than

those who might be helped. Therefore, as Checkoway and Van Til suggest, participation is

almost never fully mobilized; there is an ever present force of potential participation that

can be brought into play (Checkoway & Van Til, 1978: 30). If a planner is committed to a

fair representation of citizens' interests in pursuing the public interest and in serving
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political superiors, then the planner must solicit those affected but inactive citizens.

A third possible interpretation of these findings is based on the assumption that all

participation should be representative of the general population, and that the opinion of the

general population is a basic requirement for legitimate participation in public policy. Few

policy issues affect all citizens in a similar or equal way. Each policy issue will affect each

citizen to varying degrees, depending upon the scope of the issue and the specific subject

matter. One person's interests may be directly affected by an issue, while another's interests

are marginally affected or not affected at all. Therefore, an opinion representative of the

general population is not relevant for those policy issues that do not affect all citizens

equally.

Conclusion

In sum, for the purpose of including the public in policy-making, it is necessary to move

beyond the notions of the general public, full participation, and the average citizen if

planners are to optimize the citizens' role in policy-making. Planners must recognize the

diversity and issue specific nature of the public, and identify the public that is most relevant

to the policy issues under consideration. Merely extending the opportunity to participate

does not result in a fair representation of citizen interests. In this instance it becomes the

planner's duty to solicit those affected citizens, and to bring their values, interests and

preferences into the policy process. But the planner will not have control over the publics

in the policy process and must take into account the potential involvement and influence of

citizen activist groups.
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THE POLICY ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

For the policy planner employed within local government, considerations on the role of

public involvement in policy-making are grounded in the planner's personal values and

beliefs, and influenced by the conditions of the policy environment. In local government

the planner has obligations to serve Council, the administration and affected publics, and

must attempt to reconcile these frequently conflicting obligations within the policy-making

process.

The policy environment is not a static or predictable context for planning activities. It is

a dynamic environment within which the major participants may take on distinctly different

roles in each policy situation. At one extreme the planner may face a policy environment

that is politically deterministic. In this situation powerful community factions, elected

representatives and administration officials embody and promote similar values, material

interests and conceptions of the public interest. Policy is inherently designed to promote or

reproduce the interests of particular factions within the community. The overall public

interest is equated with the interests of the particular group; consequently, other groups

interests must be subordinated. On the other hand, the planner may face a policy

environment that is less deterministic, allowing sufficient political space for the balanced

expression of the publics' interests in a policy decision.

But in considering that practical strategies of planning action must be context sensitive,

Forester concludes that the policy context is typically variable and ambiguous: it is not a

simple matter to know in practice what the actual decision making context is (Forester,

1989: 63-64) Within this ambiguous context and diversity of actors, planners must

emphasize the search for practical (as opposed to technical or rational) policy actions. In

informing the decision makers, the planner should act to direct the attention of the decision

maker, to suggest what important and significant actors, events and signals to be alert to.
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Ultimately, the planner must acknowledge the range of potential environmental

conditions, and adapt policy-making strategies to the demands of the situation. Although

there may occasionally be political pressure to direct policy-making toward specific

predetermined outcomes, this must not eliminate planners' concerns for public fairness.

Planners concerned with reifying democratic process in policy-making - creating a fair and

equal opportunity for those citizens affected by a policy issues to express their values,

interests and preferences - must seek opportunities to validate this approach; however, it is

equally important that planners are aware of, and able to pragmatically adapt, to the

circumstances that negate this approach.

Inevitably there will be situations where the planner's interpretation of the public interest

will be at odds with the decisions and actions of political superiors. Having dual

obligations creates the potential for conflicting obligations. The scope of this study

assumes that planners accept the existing political structures, and that elected

representatives have the legitimate authority to make decisions on behalf of the public. The

planner's duty is to provide decision makers with a practical assessment of policy issues and

policy options. The planner's obligation to the general public interest entails that this

assessment include a fair representation of the affected publics' interests. Once planners

have performed these obligations to the public and political superiors, political superiors

assume the responsibility for decision making.
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PROCESS

The practice of planning in local government poses numerous policy issues and policy-

making considerations. Each policy episode offers a unique combination of issues and

actors, and a unique policy-making challenge for the planner. When assigned a policy task

the planner is expected to identify the most effective means of resolving the specific issue.

The nature of these responsibilities requires that a planner consider not only the immediate

issues of the policy task, but also to consider the broader professional and democratic

issues that are inherent in every policy-making case.

Determining the role of public involvement in a policy-making process is, in one sense,

an issue and context specific judgment by the planner. However, the role of public

involvement is also an issue of professional and democratic practice. For the planner to

maintain some degree of consistency between the issue specific judgments encountered in

everyday practice and broader professional / ethical obligations requires criteria which can

satisfy both theoretical and practical commitments.

This study suggests that public involvement should be ethically purposeful as a

component of policy-making, but should also be strategically integrated into the policy

process, and considered in relation to the issues and questions raised within a specific

policy situation. Based on the discussions in Chapters Two and Three, this chapter

examines the application of public involvement within the policy process. A set of criteria,

or meta-goals for public involvement, are proposed and discussed within the context of a

policy process model and four case examples of municipal policy planning.

This chapter begins with a review of the meta-goals or criteria for public involvement in

69
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policy, and a profile of the policy process model. This is followed by a review of legal

requirements for public involvement within a British Columbia municipal context, and a

brief profile of the four case examples of local government policy-making. The remainder

of Chapter Four provides a description, analysis and discussion of the application of public

involvement in the policy process. Each element of the policy process model is employed

as a frame of reference to discuss the experience of public involvement in each of the policy

cases, and to evaluate the proposed public involvement criteria.

Meta-Goals For Public Involvement in Policy Making

Discussions in Chapters Two and Three have examined the theoretical principles of

democratic process and planning traditions, and the obligations of professionals in public

service. Based on the previous discussions, two primary criteria are proposed to guide the

role of public involvement in local government policy-making. These criteria attempt to

reconcile a respect for citizens and democratic process with the need for institutionalized

decision making.

• Pubic Involvement in Policy Making Should Facilitate the Decision Making of

Function of Elected Representatives. For the policy planner in local government, the

most immediate obligation and demand is to serve and support the decision making role

of elected representatives. As discussed in Chapter 3, elected representatives

(Councillors) have legal authority and responsibility to make decisions of behalf of the

public. Planners and the policy-making process are obligated to provide Councillors

with a comprehensive assessment of the policy issues, and to provide viable policy

options for Council's evaluation and decision.

• Public Involvement in Policy Making Should Be Responsive to Affected Publics.

Based largely on the arguments of Classical democracy and the Social Learning Theory
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Chapter Two concluded that, in defining the public interest, public involvement is

obligated when citizens interests are directly affected by a policy issue. Being

responsive to affected publics is based on the following procedural and substantive

grounds:

a) Procedurally, being responsive to affected publics requires that planners identify

affected citizens and provide a fair opportunity for those citizens to be informed of a

policy initiative that may affect their interests, and to exercise their democratic right

to express their opinions, values, interests in regard to the issue under consideration.

b) Substantively, citizens have direct experience and knowledge of the issues and

situation. For the policy process to be viable it must be based upon valid and

comprehensive information. Through affected citizens, planners can interpret (from

each factions point of view) the context of the issue, what is problematic, understand

what are the desired outcomes, and benefit from an understanding of citizen's

preferences and ideas for resolving specific problems/issues. This can assist the

planner in interpreting policy issues and in devising practical policy actions.

A Policy Process Model 

If policy-making and public involvement are to achieve these meta-goals, these criteria

should be designed and implemented within the components of the policy-making process.

Numerous authors conclude that there are many interpretations and prescriptions for

planning process; yet the study of policy has so far produced no common frame of

reference and no useful general prescriptive theory for policy-making (Hogwood and

Gunn, 1984; Leung, 1985; McDowell, 1986). This study does not attempt to rectify this

situation. Nevertheless, to provide a framework for discussing the role of citizens in

policy-making, this study employs a generic model of planning process. This model is an

adaptation to the standard systematic approach, dividing policy-making into 8 task
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categories:

1.Defining the Task.^5. Assessing Actions/Strategies.

2. Analyzing and Defining the Issues.^6. Decision Making.

3. Defining Goals and Objectives.^7. Implementation.

4. Identifying Actions/Strategies.^8. Monitoring and Evaluation.

Each category represents fundamental tasks and questions that should be addressed

within the policy-making process. While the merits of this model as a descriptive or

prescriptive process of how planning works can be debated, the intent is to bring out and

discuss the generic elements of policy-making and questions of public involvement.

Fagence's important advice is that all channels of the policy process should be open to the

potential for citizen input (Fagence, 1977). However, this study will focus on five pre-

decision elements:

• Defining the Task. Defining the task requires an interpretation of the mandate, intent

and scope and expected results of the policy assignment.

• Analyzing and Defining Issues. This is the process by which an issue is perceived by

various interested parties and given a definition in terms of its likely causes,

components, and consequences.

• Defining Goals and Objectives. This is the process of determining what the policy

should achieve both in relation to a specific policy issue and in terms of broader

community goals.

• Identifying and Assessing Actions/Strategies. This is the process of identifying and

assessing the various actions that could potentially resolve the issue under consideration,

and to achieve broader community goals.
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For public involvement to be purposeful and strategic, it must be designed into the

elements of the overall policy process. Following a review of the legal requirements for

public involvement, and a profile of the local government policy cases, the next section

discusses the elements of policy process in relation to the meta goals of policy-making and

public involvement, and the experience of specific case examples of policy-making and

public involvement.

Legal Requirements for Public Involvement

In British Columbia, the legal basis and scope of municipal authority is set out in the

Municipal Act. Legal requirements for citizen consultation are minimal, specifying

conditions where a Public Hearing is required, and the conditions under which council may

create an 'Advisory Planning Commission'. The most common use of public involvement

follows the requirement for a public hearing under Section 956. The Municipality is bound

to hold a public hearing prior to the adoption of Community Plan by-laws (Official

Community Plan), rural land use by-laws, or zoning by-laws. This section states that 'all

persons who believe that their interest in property is affected by the proposed bylaw shall

be afforded a reasonable opportunity to be heard or to present written submissions

respecting matters contained in the by-law that is the subject of the hearing' (Province of

British Columbia, 1989: 294).

The vast majority of public hearings involve rezoning or redesignation of land to allow a

specific type of land use or development. Any policy implementation involving a by-law

amendment or an Official Community Plan amendment is also subject to a public hearing

prior to adoption. Public hearings are required near the end of the decision making

process, after most of the planning has been completed, and provide a last chance for

citizens to influence Council before a final decision is made.

The Municipal Act does not specify any additional requirements for public
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involvement. Additional requirements for public involvement are themselves a matter of

policy, where each municipality provides principles and statements on public involvement

within their Official Community Plan (OCP). An OCP often includes generally stated

objectives to promote public participation in community issues, as well as requiring that

specific public involvement activities take place in specific policy situations. For example,

one OCP states the intent of public input is 'so that particular community concerns can

become known and reach the planning process in time for effective consideration; and to

'assist local government in resolving the conflicts which often exist between the interests of

a small group and those of the overall large constituency' (District of Surrey, 1985: 235).

An OCP may call for citizen input to be obtained from time to time to provide information

on the general state of the community, or may require the creation of Advisory Planning

Commission for overall planning issues, or for the creation of Local Area Planning

Committees when considering plans for specific areas, or, more specifically, specify that

public meetings be scheduled prior to the completion and adoption of Local Area Plans.

Nevertheless, OCP policy applies to few specific cases, and is intended more as a general

commitment to consult the public on planning issues.

Therefore, legal and policy parameters provide only minimal guidance for planners in

determining the role of citizen consultation in planning issues. Public hearings do provide

citizens an opportunity to defend their interests; however, public hearings are required near

the end of policy-making process, after substantive policy actions have been recommended

to decision makers. Any other public involvement in the policy process is discretionary and

determined by planners on a case by case basis.

Profile of Policy Case Examples

In assessing the issues of public involvement and the planning process, I will draw

examples from four cases of local government policy-making. These examples are chosen
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as typical examples of policy-making, representing common types of policy tasks faced by

municipal planners. To assist in subsequent analysis a brief description of each case is

provided.

Religious Facilities Location Policy

A common policy issue involves regulating the land use of a specific type of facility.

This typically requires special location guidelines and siting regulations to minimize the

impacts of the facility for surrounding land uses. This case examines a policy process to

establish location guidelines for religious facilities in the city.

Planning staff was instructed by Council to review the existing policies relating to the

location of religious facilities. The existing policy had been in effect for approximately six

years. However, religious organizations had protested that the policy was overly

restrictive and generally unrealistic in regard to the needs of the religious community. To

accommodate the religious community Council had approved a number of facilities in

locations which contravened policy guidelines - in effect nullifying existing policy. Other

facilities were being proposed in locations which contravened existing policy, and in

particular cases residents of the surrounding area had voiced opposition to the proposed

locations. Residents made reference to existing policy guidelines; however, because

existing policy had been breached, Council could not justify rejecting the proposal on the

basis of policy.

The policy process began with a review of the various issues through interviews with

representatives of recently developed facilities, reviews of citizen comments relating to

previous and proposed developments, and a review of policy initiatives in other

municipalities. A preliminary report was written containing an assessment of the issues and

a series of policy proposals. These proposals were presented, discussed and refined

through a series of meetings with religious organization representatives. With the support
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of the religious groups, policy recommendations were approved by Council, proceeding

through public hearing unopposed.

Establishing Development Permit Areas

This policy project emerged from a genuine concern for the impacts of urban growth on

the natural environment. The local government had engaged a consultant to study and

make recommendations for dealing with the impacts of future growth and development and

the conservation / protection the natural environment. The study identified locations

needing protection, and recommended policy action to control development in those areas.

One of the recommendations was to create Development Permit Areas (DPA's) in these

locations and to devise specific development guidelines to protect their environmental

integrity. This was to be a policy model for DPA's in other areas of the city.

This policy task was endorsed by Council for staff implementation. Planners proceeded

through the process of designating the specific boundaries for the DPA, and devising

development guidelines for the area. It was determined that public involvement was

unnecessary and would be too time consuming. The policy proceeded without informing

or consulting the property owners and residents of the affected area. It was not until public

hearing that residents were notified of the DPA proposal, and invited to attend the formal

public hearing.

During the public hearing residents of the area expressed confusion and anger over the

proposed development guidelines, as well as anger that this process had taken place

without residents being informed. Consequently, Council asked that two public

information meetings be held to inform the residents of the policy proposals and to

consider residents opinions. At the public meetings residents continued to express strong

anger and opposition to the proposals. Due to overwhelming resident protest and

opposition the DPA policy initiative was terminated and the remaining DPA projects were
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put on hold.

A Local Area Development Plan

The diminishing supply of developable residential land in the city had prompted Council

to request a study of future land use potential. An initial study had identified and

recommended areas to be designated for urban expansion. With these areas tentatively and

unofficially identified, Council requested that planning staff create Local Area Plans

(LAP's) to define the specific boundaries and detailed land use allocations to guide future

development.

The policy process included one public information meeting and four public meeting /

workshops. The public information 'open house' was widely publicized and provided

various policy and development information to all interested persons. Subsequently, four

workshops were scheduled to allow property owners and residents the opportunity to

participate in devising the LAP. The first workshop asked participants to suggest issues

and objectives relating to future development of the area. In the second workshop

participants were asked to comment and choose among three alternative plans that had

been drafted by planners. For the third workshop planners then combined the three plan

proposals and comments into a single draft plan. Participants were asked to evaluate and

comment on the draft plan. A final meeting was held to present the proposed final plan to

the residents and to hear any final comments.

During the first workshop it was apparent that participants were distinctly split into pro-

development and anti-development factions. The individuals making up the anti-

development faction stated that the area should be left as is; and challenged the validity of

the consultation process in stating that the area would be developed regardless of their

opinions. When the alternative plans were later presented to the participants, it was

apparent that only urban development was being considered. The individuals of the anti-
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development faction coalesced as a parochial or pressure group intent on mobilizing anti-

development sentiment. This group began to lobby outside of the planning process,

through the media and directly to Council, to stop development of the area. The planning

process proceeded through the following workshops as planned. A Local Area

Development plan recommending urban development was presented to Council. During

Council's public hearing the anti-development faction maintained their protest; however,

Council voted to approve the development plan and urban development of the area.

Greenhouse Development in Agricultural Areas

With the growth of the greenhouse industry in the municipality, concerns were raised

over the appropriateness of large commercial greenhouse operations within agricultural

areas. The municipality had no policy reference or specific regulations for this land use.

Council asked planning staff to examine the issue of greenhouses in agricultural areas and

to recommend policy action for this land use.

Based only on a preliminary assessment of the policy issues, planning management

proposed a set of policy actions. The planner was instructed to fine tune the details of

these actions, and to prepare a report for Council information. The report contained

specific land use control proposals, and a series of potential regulations to control siting

and specific uses. The planner requested that the report be discussed with the greenhouse

and agricultural representatives prior to Council's formal consideration. Management

agreed.

A series of public meeting / workshops were planned for public discussion of the policy

issues and actions. The participants were selected on the basis of their functional

relationship to greenhouse operations. Participants included greenhouse operators and

association representatives, representatives of agricultural associations and agencies

(governmental and non-governmental), and representatives of suburban residents
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associations to interpret the impacts of greenhouses for nearby residential uses.

The report proposals were then taken through two workshop sessions. During the

workshop sessions the greenhouse representatives, with the support of agricultural industry

representatives, challenged the interpretation of greenhouse issues, and challenged the

validity of the proposed regulations. The sessions convinced planners that greenhouses

were a legitimate agricultural use, and that the issues were more relevant to the need for a

general agricultural policy rather that piece meal regulation of individual agricultural uses.

On the basis of these workshops planners suggested that the original policy proposals

should be reversed. Planning management was split on the results of the workshop and the

revised recommendations. The managers who had originally proposed the regulations

criticized planners for not guiding their recommendations through the public consultation

process. Other managers were convinced that the original regulations were an over-

reaction. With this stalemate the policy initiative was tabled.

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT IN THE POLICY PROCESS

With consideration of the preceding discussion this section examines the applications of

public involvement in the planning process. Using the policy process tasks as a frame of

analysis, case examples are employed to discuss the capacity of the planner and the policy

process to be responsive to affected publics, and how being responsive to affected publics

can in turn enhance the policy process and Council decision making.

1. Defining the Policy Task. 

Defining the task requires the planner to interpret the mandate of the policy initiative, to

scope the primary issues, and to design a policy process. The interpretation of the task,

either in the scope of subject matter or in timelines, can have significant influence in the
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subsequent design of the policy process. Issues emerge through the political agenda and

are formally assigned to planners through Council. This request takes the form of a short

statement regarding a perceived issue and a request for staff to analyze the situation and

provide policy recommendations for Council deliberation. The task may originate from

Council in response to a perceived issue, in response to citizens' concerns, or as an

implementation of recommendations approved by Council in regard to a previous report.

Typically, Council requests for policy reports refer only to a general issue of concern.

In the Religious Facilities case, the task assignment simply stated that the location of

churches be referred to the Planning Department for a report, and that this be undertaken

in cooperation with the Ministerial Association. Similarly, for the Greenhouse policy, the

task assignment requested that staff investigate large scale greenhouses and their land use

impacts. Another type of policy assignment may stem from recommendations of a previous

study. In the DPA and LAP cases, previous studies had recommended the creation of

DPA's and LAP's. These recommendations were formally endorsed by Council, with

planning staff given the task of planning these policy projects.

With reference to these cases it is suggested that, while Council identifies the general

issue of concern and provides a mandate for staff action, the administrators (management)

and planners must interpret the substance and context of Council's request. In the

Religious Facilities case there had been a number of controversial developments approved

by Council. These developments were approved contrary to existing policy, rendering the

existing policy to be unrealistic and essentially nullified. Council, therefore, required new

policy guidelines to guide future decisions. In the Greenhouse case, a series of large

greenhouses had recently been built in the Agricultural Land Reserve. There were no

existing policies or land use controls for greenhouse uses. Council was concerned whether

this use should be subject to specific policy guidelines and development controls. In the

DPA case Council was responding to the general issue of environment protection, and the

recommendations of a previously adopted policy. In the LAP case Council was again
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responding to the recommendations of a previous study. The diminishing supply of

developable residential land had prompted Council to request a study of future land use

potential. The study recommended specific new areas be developed for residential use.

The LAP's were requested to establish land use plans for each of the new areas.

In interpreting Council's decision making needs, planners must be responsive to the

initial problem identified by Council. Councillors take their authority seriously, and expect

staff to respond dutifully to their request. However, the management and planner have

degrees of autonomy and discretion in interpreting the scope of the policy task, and in

designing a policy-making process. In the Greenhouse and Religious Facilities cases, the

scope and procedure of the policy task were determined in an interative and interactive

fashion. Typically the planner provides a preliminary assessment of the issues and policy

process in a proposal to management. The content of the proposal is then negotiated

between the planner and management; however, management retains authoritative

judgment in interpreting the task, issues, and particular actions in the policy process.

Here the planner's task assessment and policy proposal can benefit from the experience

and judgments of management. However, the planner will also encounter the prevailing

biases of the organizational culture, which I suggest will reflect the Social Reform tradition

of planner as expert, as well as the pressures of bureaucratic rationality. Following a brief

discussion of the issues in the Greenhouse case, management intuitively concluded a policy

solution. The policy task then became a process of fine tuning the details of this preferred

action. The planner was expected to guide this solution through public discussions, and

take the publicly endorsed recommendation to Council. In this case, the task was

immediately defined and resolved by intuitive expertise, and the process designed to

achieve that solution.

The DPA case was defmed by management as a technical and administrative task of

implementing a previous policy recommendation. Planners were to determine the

appropriate Development Permit areas, devise the Development Permit guidelines, and
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recommend that Council adopt the planner's recommendations. Management was intent on

minimizing the time frame for policy completion (based on an arbitrary decision to use this

policy for a grant application). Involving the affected residents in the process was rejected

as being too time consuming.

However, the planner's autonomy in defining the task and the role of public involvement

can vary from case to case. In the Religious Facilities case management allowed the

planner bounded discretion in carrying out the policy process. In this sense the planner was

allowed to involve the public as deemed necessary. But particular initiatives or conclusions

throughout the planning process were subject to management adjudication and approval.

In the LAP case Council was again responding to the recommendations of a previous

study, with the definition of the task being partially prescribed through precedent and

Official Community Plan policy. The Official Community Plan prescribes that public

meetings be held for any local area planning process. However, beyond these very general

parameters, the planners had discretion in designing the policy process and the public

involvement component.

Considerations and Conclusions

As the cases suggest, the way that the policy task is defined will have a determining

effect on the procedural and substantive scope of the policy process. Council expects that

the policy process will be responsive to their original mandate, but that the policy process

will also provide a thorough assessment of the issues, and provide viable policy options.

Planning managers and the planner must assess and interpret the scope of the policy issue,

and devise an appropriate method for responding to the policy task. The Greenhouse case

demonstrated how the intuitive conclusions of the expert can immediately narrow the scope

of the policy task and consideration of alternative policy solutions. In the DPA case

previous policy recommendations had established the parameters of the task, yet the
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planners demonstrated the prevalence of administrative rationality in defining the policy as

an administrative task. In both cases the definition of the task subordinated the interests of

affected publics to planner's expertise and bureaucratic logic. In the LAP case planners had

the public process prescribed by policy, but it was left to the planners to determine the

form and substance of the public process. In the Religious Facilities case the planner had

broad discretion in determining the scope of the task and the policy process.

Management is responsible for administrative performance, and must, therefore, act as

gatekeeper in controlling the scope and substance of the policy process. In this role

management style will vary in the degree of autonomy allowed to the planner. In each

policy case the planner had the opportunity to influence the definition of the task. If policy

is to be responsive to affected publics, the planner must take advantage of this opportunity

to assess the potential implications a policy issue may have for citizens, and be prepared to

negotiate the interpretation of the policy task with management. Here the planners true

expertise is put to the test in diagnosing the technical and political dynamics of the policy

environment, and assessing the potential interaction of publics in relation to the policy issue

and situation.

2. Analyzing and Defining the Issues

In the policy process, defining the issue(s) of concern is the most fundamental element

of the policy process. This task has been defined by Hogwood and Gunn to mean the

process by which an issue (problem, opportunity, trend), having been recognized as such

and placed on the public policy agenda, is perceived by various interested parties; further

explored, articulated and possibly quantified; ... and given a definition in terms of its likely

causes, components, and consequences (Hogwood & Gunn, 1984: 108).

To assist Council in making informed, practical and politically viable policy decisions,

the planning process should provide a thorough assessment of the relevant issues. Policy
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issues can take on many dimensions and potentially include the interactions of numerous

issues and publics. Defining an issue is a matter of perception. The interpretation of any

issue or situation is relative to the values, interests and meanings held by those making the

judgment. In the policy process, interpretations of the issues and facts will be shaped by

the planner and the actors within the policy environment. The prevailing definitions will

influence the range of goals and actions that will be considered in Council's policy

decisions.

Chapter Two concluded that the role of public involvement should be issue relevant.

The role of specific publics in the policy process should be determined by the degree to

which they are affected by the issues, and/or by the need for specific policy relevant

information. Therefore, in the process of analyzing the issues the planner should identify

the publics affected by the issues and consider how those publics may contribute to the

issue analysis.

Each case provides a unique experience of public involvement in analyzing and defining

the issues. In the greenhouse case the participants were selected on the basis of their

functional relationship to greenhouse operations. The most obvious choice of participants

were official representatives from greenhouse growers and trades associations. However it

was also considered important to include views of the broader agricultural community

through representatives of agricultural associations and agencies (governmental and non-

governmental). As well, it was thought necessary to include representatives of suburban

residents associations to interpret the impacts of greenhouses for nearby residential uses.

The choice of participants in this case was, therefore, consistent with the notion that public

involvement should be based on the affected publics.

The planner had prepared a preliminary assessment of issues related to greenhouse

operations. The information was based on case experience in other cities and discussions

with agricultural industry representatives. The issues were presented to management for
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review, with the recommendation that issues be discussed with greenhouse representatives.

However, with minimal review of this issues, management proclaimed a set of preferred

actions. The planner was instructed to fine tune the actions and present the proposed

solutions for public discussion.

A series of public meeting / workshops were planned for public discussion of the policy

issues and actions. During the workshop sessions the greenhouse industry representatives

challenged the validity of the pre-defined issues and the actions proposed by planners.

They claimed that many of the interpretations were blown out of proportion, and that other

issues should be considered as acceptable operating procedures for agricultural operations.

Residents added that, although they did not like the visual appearance of greenhouses in

some areas, the presence of greenhouses within agricultural areas was acceptable.

Residents were more concerned with the presence of greenhouses in suburban residential

areas. Following discussion among all participants it was generally agreed that, in relation

to agricultural areas, many of the stated issues did not warrant further consideration. But

more importantly, agricultural participants maintained that the outstanding issues were

symptomatic of problems experienced by many types of agricultural uses. They suggested

that a more relevant policy issue was the need for a general agricultural policy rather than

the piece meal regulation of a single agricultural land use.

Based on this consultation process the planners were convinced that the policy issues

and actions originally proposed should be reconsidered. In this case the prior definition of

policy issues without the benefit of consultation led to inappropriate assumptions and

conclusions by planners. The participants successfully challenged the interpretations of the

'expert' planner, revealing that the planner's expertise was not sufficient in assessing the

policy context and the technical aspects of the issues. However, undermining

management's preferred solutions proved contentious.

In this episode of defining issues the process was responsive to affected publics.

Consultation served a Classical protective function for the greenhouse operators and
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agricultural representatives as their interests and opinions had a significant influence in re-

defuiing the policy issues.

In the LAP case, the task of the LAP process was to devise a land use plan to guide the

expansion of urban development into a semi-rural area. Public meetings were required by

Official Community Plan policy, and a series of public workshops were planned to give the

public an opportunity to express their ideas for the development of the area. In planning

these workshops a controversy emerged over which members of the public should be

involved in the consultation.

Three positions were taken. First, it was argued that the LAP was creating a new

community, and a broad range of special interest / community groups should be included to

consider the numerous issues that may potentially exist within that community. Secondly,

it was suggested that only those persons residing or owning property within the LAP area

should be invited to participate. Third it was suggested that the sessions should be left

open to anyone interested in participating.

It was determined, through the interaction of management and staff, that the inclusion

of a broad range of special interest and community groups was not appropriate for this

policy issue. The list of community groups represented specific issues that may be

important to the city as a whole; but the issues raised by these groups would only distract

from, and confound, the primary task of creating a land use development plan. It was

considered more appropriate for consultation to focus on area residents and property

owners, as these citizens' property and lifestyle interests would be directly affected by the

land use decisions.

The decision to focus participation on the area residents and property owners was

intended to maintain focus on the specific task, but this decision was also strategic in

anticipating Council's public hearing. Official land use plan amendments require Council to

hold a public hearing prior to adoption of the amendment. All property owners within the
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subject area must be notified of the Council public hearing, and are, consequently, the

primary participants in the Council public hearing. In this case, then, having the LAP

consultation process be responsive to the affected publics (property owners and residents)

would also serve as a political filter for the subsequent Council public hearing. Issues and

preferences of the public factions could be identified, assessed and provided to Council

prior to the public hearing.

In the first LAP workshop session the participants were asked to identify issues and

objectives for planning the development of the area. The focus question for the workshop

was, 'What type of community would you like to see?'. During the workshop participants

were evenly split between those in favour and those opposed on the basic issue of urban

expansion in the area. Those opposed, the anti-development faction, simply stated that the

only relevant issue was whether the area should be developed at all. Any additional issue

statements made by this faction referred only to preserving the semi-rural character of the

area. Issue statements by the pro-development faction were consistent with the assumption

of urban development. Planners in the workshop attempted to encourage the anti-

development participants to voice their concerns, suggesting that their concerns would be

taken into account in the plan. However, anti-development participants perceived that the

workshop was based on the premise of urban expansion, and charged that the area was

destined for traditional urban development regardless of their input.

In the LAP case, the process was procedurally responsive to affected publics. The

residents were given a fair and equal opportunity to express their interests and preferences.

However, for the anti-development faction, the fundamental issue of development versus

non-development of the area had not been resolved. As the purpose of the workshops was

to devise a development plan, the anti-development faction challenged the ability of the

workshop to be substantively responsive to their concerns.

In the Religious Facilities policy the primary issue was to determine location criteria for
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large scale religious facilities. The planner began the process with numerous meetings and

conversations with the leaders of religious organizations that had recently developed new

facilities, or who were in the early stages of planning new facilities. The intent was to

understand, from their points of view, the purpose, preferences and constraints they had

experienced in the development process. This information was contrasted with the issues

raised by residents in response to proposed religious facilities. A third major source of

issues was the planner's review of the multi-functional aspects of church facilities, and the

church's role as a community facility for numerous community groups and activities.

In this case, defining the issues was responsive to the affected publics; however, only

the religious organization representatives were consulted directly. Resident's views were

well documented in correspondence received by Council in response to past controversial

church developments, and this information was readily accessible. It was decided that

direct contact with residents would yield no additional information. Further, residents

affected by this policy were only hypothetical; that is, policy would apply to future

locations and, therefore, the potentially affected residents were indeterminate.

Unlike the greenhouse case, this process was not based on preconceived solutions. The

process of defming issues was an uneventful exercise of individual meetings and research.

However, during the planner's analysis of the issues and discussions with management,

management was impatient with the time spent on the assessment of issues. While the

planner attempted to systematically assess the issues, with the intent of having solutions

relate directly to the specific issues and objectives, management emphasized the need for

solutions and recommendations.

Considerations and Conclusions

Simon's concept of bounded rationality suggests that the expert can never be completely

rational or have total knowledge of a situation. While planners' knowledge and experience
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does play a key role in understanding the nature and implications of community issues,

planners must strive to provide Councillors with the best possible assessment of policy

issues. This requires the planner to expand the limited realm of expert rationality to include

the rationales and first hand experience of the issue affected publics.

If policies are to be responsive to affected publics, then the planner should identify the

publics affected by the issues, and attempt to incorporate their interests into the issue

analysis. However, in this process, the planner must also consider the expectations of the

prevailing administrative culture - generally the expectations of the planner as expert and

the pressures and constraints of bureaucratic rationality.

The following considerations are drawn from the case examples.

• If planners do not consult the affected citizens on issues, they are prone to

misinformation and misinterpretation of the issues. This was seen in the Greenhouse

case, as the technical / rational judgments of the expert planner were successfully

challenged by the experience and knowledge of the participants. The misinterpretations

and confrontation with the greenhouse operators could have been avoided if the planner

had interpreted the issues in conjunction with greenhouse representatives prior to the

workshop.

• For the Greenhouse operators the consultation process provided a protective function

by filtering out questionable issues and regulations that may have unduly constrained

their interests. Alternatively, consultation served as a political filter for Council by

eliminating a potential conflict over questionable policy regulations. Greenhouse and

agricultural representatives were well organized and active. If the original Greenhouse

policy recommendations had proceeded to a formal public hearing without being

filtering through consultation, it is likely that the agricultural and greenhouse factions

would have mobilized and challenged the recommendations during Council's public
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hearing.

• The implications of issues defmition for Council's decision making may not become

apparent until a policy has reached the public hearing stage. By consulting the publics

affected by the issues planners can provide decision makers with some practical security

in knowing the publics' interpretations of the issues and knowing where the relevant

publics stand in regard to the issues. To avoid surprises for Council and planners in the

public hearing, planners should anticipate the publics that are likely to be activist in the

public hearing, and attempt to include those publics early in the issue identification

process. The example was inadvertently demonstrated in the LAP case.

• If, as in the DPA case, the planner does not consult affected citizens on issues, affected

citizens may challenge, misinterpret or simply distrust any proposed policy actions.

Subsequently, in the public hearing Council may face a hostile and confused public. If

the policy is dependent upon specific public validation and support, then that public

should be consulted in defining, assessing and validating the issues.

• Each participant faction was primarily concerned with self interest, and the intent of

defining issues is to assess how the specific interests of each faction are affected.

However, each issue may have implications beyond the interests of the directly affected

publics. Consideration of broader community interests, or the interests of less or

moderately affected citizens, will not be represented by the factions. It is the planner's

obligation to identify those issues and bring them into the policy discussion.

• In the Religious Facilities, DPA and Greenhouse cases there was management emphasis

on action and solutions rather than detailed analysis of the affected publics' points of

view on the issues. This may suggest the prevalence, influence and expectation of the

planner to act as intuitive expert in solving community problems.

• In cases such as the Religious Facilities policy, affected publics may be hypothetical or

indeterminate. Here direct consultation may not be possible and the planner should

attempt to identify the issues from alternative sources.
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3. Defining Goals and Objectives

Policy is defined in Chapter 1 as calculated action(s) designed for the purpose of

achieving specified goals. Policy goals identify what the policy should achieve - both in

relation to the specific policy issue and in relation to the community as a whole. In

characterizing the planning process, Gil and Lucchesi promote the traditional Social

Reform position in suggesting that the primary role for citizens should involve all matters

of values, goals and objectives (Gil and Lucchesi, 1979). They suggest that citizens should

give direction to the plan since the quality of their lives is affected.

Policy goals can exist on two levels. First, goals must be considered in relation to the

specific issues and situation. Second, goals should be considered at the more general or

community level. This relates to broad community goals or values, for example, to

preserve and enhance the natural environment.

In the LAP case the policy task was to devise a land use plan for the urban development

of the area. The initial workshop was intended to identify participant's issues and

objectives. The workshop immediately revealed that participants were distinctly and evenly

divided on the basis of pro-development and anti-development for the area. Pro-

development participants expressed goals consistent with the development of traditional

urban neighbourhoods. However, the anti-development faction sought to prevent any

development in the area, seeking to preserve the semi-rural character of their property and

the surrounding area.

Although the basic question of whether the area should be developed had not been

officially resolved by Council, the task of the LAP workshop was to devise a detailed plan

for urban development. The consultation process was, therefore, asking the anti-

development faction to identify objectives for a development plan to which they disagreed
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with in principle. The anti-development participants sensed this presumption early in the

workshop. They questioned why they should participate and challenged the legitimacy of

the workshop in responding to public opinion. Following the initial workshops, the anti-

development participants concluded that they could not achieve their objectives within the

consultation process. The individuals coalesced to font; a parochial, or special interest

pressure group, and began to lobby through the local print media in an effort to achieve

their objectives.

In the LAP case the more fundamental policy issues and objectives of growth

management were being assessed outside of the public involvement process. The public

involvement task and mandate did not allow the process to be responsive to the anti-

development faction.

The DPA case was somewhat similar to the LAP case in that the broader goals of

environmental protection within the community would contend with the specific goals of

affected publics and the use and enjoyment of their property. A preceding policy study had

established the general goal of protecting environmental resources, and had identified

specific strategies to achieve these goals. This study had included consultation with

various groups on the general issues of environmental protection, and had recommended

that the implementation of the action proposals (DPA's) include an education / consultation

process with citizens. Council endorsed the report goals and the recommended actions,

and instructed planning staff to carry out one of the recommended actions - the creation of

DPA's.

However, in devising the DPA policy, planners chose to avoid consultation with the

specifically affected publics. Some residents later commented that they were in favour of

environmental protection; but were uncertain how the DPA would affect their property

rights. The absence of consultation and consideration for the residents' goals, and the

missed opportunity to establish a potential basis of agreement within the policy process,

contributed to subsequent misunderstandings, mistrust and conflict.
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In the Greenhouse and Religious Facilities cases discussions did not focus distinctly on

goal definition, but combined discussions of issues and preferences. In the Religious

Facilities case participants were asked to identify their location preferences and any factors

that may influence their locational choice. Participant statements included numerous issues

and preferences, with some statements providing explicit goals, while other statements of

issues or action preferences containing implicit goals. Following the initial discussions,

planners reviewed participant statements to summarize the explicitly stated goals, but also

to infer goals based on participant's statements of issues and preferred actions. Similarly,

planners reviewed resident correspondence from previous application cases to elicit both

the explicit and implicit goals from the residents' point of view. Both participant sources

were synthesized to define policy goals For example, some religious organization

representatives expressed the need to locate near new residential neighbourhoods.

Alternatively, residents complained of the additional traffic and parking created by large

scale churches in residential areas. These statements were inferred as goals for the location

policy: to allow locational proximity to residential areas; and, for locations to minimize the

potential traffic and parking overflow in residential areas.

In the Greenhouse case participants were reacting to prescribed planning proposals,

with terse discussions revolving around the critique of those proposals. In these

discussions participants expressed numerous land use problems and preferences for

greenhouse operations. Again, the planners reviewed participant statements to elicit

participants' explicit and implicit goals.

What is common in both cases is that participants were expressing self-interest in stating

their preferences. What was less apparent in participant statements was consideration for

the larger community goals, and how, from the community perspective, both greenhouses

and religious facilities fit into the community. In the Religious Facilities case, churches are

used by many community groups as a facility for numerous activities and services (i.e. child
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care, group meetings). Therefore, objectives for the location of churches also had to

include the broader questions / goals for the location and provision of community facilities

and services by non-profit organization activity centres. In the Greenhouse case,

greenhouse agriculture is a growing industry in the city and is becoming an important

economic component. Land use policy for greenhouses had to consider the balance of

regulating land use impacts with the viability and incentive for the growth of the

greenhouse industry in the city. In both cases the larger considerations could have

expanded the scope of public involvement. However, the planner chose not to solicit

public discussion on these aspects; rather, these factors were taken into account by the

planner in considering policy alternatives.

Considerations

• Goals expressed by affected publics can only provide a partial picture of policy goals.

By soliciting the specific interests and preferences of affected publics, public input will

generally reflect the self interest of the participants. While this is a desired result and

essential in being responsive to affected publics, all policy issues will have some

additional degree of implication or consequence for other publics or the public at large.

Attempting to incorporate the general public in each policy issue would, as

Contemporary theorists maintain, be logistically unfeasible. In these cases the planners

chose to employ research and their 'collective mind' to identify and represent community

goals in the policy process, and to consider how the goals of individual factions relate to

other community goals.

However, while this method may be sufficient for more discreet or specific policy

issues such as greenhouse or religious facilities policy, broader policy tasks such as an

Official City / Community Plan review involve numerous diverse issues and publics.

This type of policy task will place greater emphasis on the broad community policy
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goals and require public involvement as broad community representation. In this

situation being responsive to the publics directly affected by the policy issue may not be

appropriate nor feasible. The public at large becomes the affected public.

• In each case the goals were both explicit and implicit within the issues and actions

statements of affected publics. This required the planner to infer or generalize the

statements of issues and actions into policy goals.

• As suggested by the DPA case, goals can potentially be a means of common agreement.

Where affected publics are informed and given the opportunity to discuss their specific

interests in relation to community objectives for the policy initiative, there can be a basis

for understanding in resolving differences in policy actions. Alternatively, as suggested

by the LAP case, the goals can be mutually exclusive and a fundamental means of

division. In such cases public involvement can inform decision makers of the factional

preferences, and the relative alignment and degree of activism of community factions in

relation to their preferences. Decision makers must make the decisions.

4. Identifying and Assessing Actions / Strategies

Through the policy-making process planners are expected to provide specific policy

recommendations for Council evaluation and decision. Traditional planning practice holds

that the task of devising policy actions is the domain of the planner rather than the public

(Gil and Lucchesi, 1979). However, while the planner should play a central role in all

elements of a policy process, the task of developing policy actions should also be open to

the potential benefits of citizen involvement. Based on their personal experience and

knowledge of the policy issues and situation, citizens may be able to provide practical ideas

on how issues can be resolved and to assess the practical viability of policy options.

In the Greenhouse case, consultation with affected publics had defused many of the
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issues planning staff had identified in the initial planning report. Through consultation the

planners were also convinced that the regulatory actions initially prescribed by management

were inappropriate. The planner prepared a report to this effect, suggesting that it would

be more appropriate to review greenhouse issues within the context of an overall

agricultural policy review. This recommendation contradicted management's expectation

that the planners would prevail in convincing the greenhouse and agricultural groups that

the actions were appropriate. Management was, subsequently, divided on the results of the

policy process and the revised recommendations. But because the public did not support

management's original position, and there was no political urgency in this matter,

management tabled the second report and chose not to proceed to Council.

However, the Greenhouse case also demonstrated how the interactions and

collaboration of public factions can lead to unique policy options. For example, some

citizens were concerned over greenhouses in or near residential areas (i.e. visual impact,

vehicle parking). However, greenhouse operators claimed they had been located in those

areas prior to residents, and, therefore, had a right to be there. A resident responded by

giving an example of a greenhouse operation that had taken special measures (landscape

buffering) to blend with the community, and that residents felt this was an attractive

component of the streetscape. Operators generally agreed that this should be done. But

the operators also suggested that when new residential subdivisions are created near an

existing greenhouse, that the subdivision layout include consideration for the existing

greenhouse and include a landscaped buffer as part of the subdivision plan. In this

situation, this type of interactive dialogue among factions led to the unique action

suggestions. Because these actions were based on the actual experience of the factions, it

is unlikely that a planner would have considered those solutions.

Throughout the initial stages of the Religious Facilities case the planner had consulted

numerous religious organizational representatives, and had gathered their various
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interpretations of the location issues and location preferences. To gain further perspective

on past experience in the city, the planner reviewed previous development cases and the

correspondence sent to Council by citizens opposing specific development proposals.

Finally, the planner reviewed literature and similar policy applications in other cities. Based

on the information gathered from the affected publics, and research of policy literature and

case experience in other cities, the planner devised a set of policy options.

During a series of meetings held individually with a number of different religious

groups, the policy options were presented to each group for review and comment.

Through these meetings the participants expressed general agreement with the policy

proposals. A final report was presented to Council, where the proposals proceeded

through public hearing facing no opposition, and were unanimously adopted by Council.

The experience of the Religious Facilities case suggests that the integration of affected

groups throughout the policy process was effective in reaching a mutually acceptable

policy resolution. However, the opposite may be true for the DPA case. In the DPA case

policy issues and actions were calculated by planners alone, having no contact or

consultation with affected citizens. The completed policy report and recommended actions

were presented to Council for consideration. Prior to Council decision a public hearing is

required to allow citizens the opportunity to speak to the policy proposals and to express

their concerns to Council. In a public hearing all residents and property owners living

within the area are contacted and informed of the by-law proposals. At the public hearing,

the residents affected by the DPA proposals protested angrily that these regulations were

being unfairly imposed. But the residents were also uncertain of the purpose, meaning and

implications of the Development Permit guidelines. This also caused the citizens to be

suspicious of the planner's motives. Council agreed with the citizens' protests, and

instructed the planners to hold a series of public information meetings to discuss and clarify

the policy proposals. However, these meetings also devolved into angry confrontation and

contempt for the planning staff. All trust for the policy process had been broken and the
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public simply refused to accept any further proposals from the planners. Subsequently,

Council abandoned this policy proposal.

In the LAP case the details of the Local Area Plan were devised through a series three

workshops. In each of the workshops planners provided alternative draft plans for

participant comment and revision. A final version of the Local Area Plan was concluded in

the third workshop. Throughout the plan making process the anti-development faction

steadfastly maintained their opposition to development, expressing their opposition both

within the plan making process and through print media. Within the consultation process,

planners attempted to accommodate the interests of the anti-development faction through

boundary adjustments and specific design features. However, the faction was not

impressed, and proceeded to take their case to the media and to Council during the LAP

public hearing.

In the public hearing the question before Council was, a) whether to approve urban

development; and, b) whether to approve the Local Area Plan as the guide for area

development. During the public hearing the anti-development faction protested to Council

that the majority of residents were opposed to development. In stating their objectives the

anti-development faction (primarily owner-residents) claimed to be the only legitimate

representatives of the community. They claimed that much of the pro-development faction

was dominated by non-resident land owners, concerned only with profits from land

speculation. The anti-development faction claimed, therefore, that local residents-owners

had the most at stake, and that their opinions should weigh more heavily in determining

what should occur in the area.

However, while the concerns of residents were acknowledged, Council's decision was

more fundamentally a political matter of growth policy for the city as a whole. The LAP

process and the public involvement in devising the plan was a secondary consideration.

The policy task did not have a mandate that could allow the process to be responsive to the
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anti-development faction. Consequently, the LAP public involvement process was not

directly relevant or responsive in addressing the fundamental policy issue and concerns of

urban development. Planners were compromised in unfairly engaging the anti-development

faction in token participation.

Considerations and Conclusions

• In the absence of public consultation, discrepancies between planning recommendations

and public views may not become apparent until Council's public hearing. Where

discrepancies arise during a public hearing, as in the DPA case, Council will be placed in

the centre of conflict and controversy. In some instances, such as the LAP case, conflict

may be unavoidable as there are mutually exclusive factional interests. However, in the

DPA case, conflict with citizens may have been avoided or filtered through involvement.

In the DPA case it appeared that citizens were not opposed to environmental

preservation. It is conceivable that discussions between planners and residents could

have reached a mutually acceptable compromise.

• Particularly in the DPA case, the effect of planners not consulting citizens created an

embarrassing situation for Council and staff, and undermined the credibility of a major

policy initiative promoted by Council. This case illustrates both the substantive and

procedural rationale for including the affected public in the initial stages of the policy

process. Residents protested as much to the unfairness of the process as to the

perceived substance of the policy proposals. But most important, the policy itself was

jeopardized - resulting in the ultimate inefficiency.

• Citizen's experience and knowledge of their situation, and their action preferences, can

assist the planner in identifying and assessing actions. In all three participatory cases,

participants provided vital context specific information and ideas, and were instrumental

in using this contextual knowledge to assess the validity of planners' ideas.
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• The planner has an essential role in co-ordinating and devising policy actions. Devising

policy actions requires an understanding of the legal and administrative parameters

through which policy actions are implemented. While participants can provide ideas and

preferences for policy action, planners must co-ordinate and reconcile the various ideas

into implementable policy options. The planner should research and present any

relevant information to participants and the policy process. The information and

opinions provided by affected publics is vital, but should not be considered as absolute.

The planner should thoroughly research similar case experiences and provide this

information for consideration in the policy process.

• Factions will promote policy actions that enhance their interests and oppose policy

actions that constrain their interests. In the Greenhouse case, participants were

defending their interests in challenging the planners views. However, in this case the

support of the agricultural industry representatives provided legitimate support for the

policy reversal.

• For Council, the inclusion of affected citizens in designing actions should provide

Councillors with an assessment of potential action options that are considered practically

effective and politically viable from the perspective of the public factions involved. In

their decision making function, Councillors, therefore, have the benefit of contextual

knowledge and a gauge of practical and political options. One the other hand, as

demonstrated by the DPA public hearing, without the benefit of political filtering,

Council can find themselves uninformed and unprepared to act.
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CONCLUSIONS

The policy cases each provide unique experience and considerations for public

involvement. The DPA case portrays what may happen if affected publics are ignored

throughout the planning process. The greenhouse case indicates what can occur if

solutions and specific actions are established prior to consultation with affected publics.

The religious facilities case provides an example of consultation with affected publics

throughout the policy process. Finally, the LAP case is an example of a public involvement

process that was successful on a procedural basis, but systematically excluded the

preferences of the primary public faction.

This final section presents conclusions that can be drawn from the case analyses.

• The way the policy task is defined can be pivotal in the role of public involvement and

in the success of a policy process. Although Council is responsible for officially

identifying the policy issues, the planner and management are responsible for the

procedural and substantive components of the policy process. The DPA and

Greenhouse cases demonstrate how the initial definition of the task contributed to

difficulties and conflicts later in the process. In the Greenhouse case the premature

policy proposals for regulating greenhouses led planners into a position from which

they were forced to retreat. The DPA case suggests that the task was too narrowly

defined or misinterpreted as an administrative task, or that the planner failed to identify

and anticipate the potential for affected citizens to react to the policy issues.

Therefore, the way a policy task is defined and carried out can shape the policy

environment and the ways in which the participants of the policy environment will act

and react to a policy issue. A true challenge of the planner's expertise is in anticipating

the scope of the policy issues, identifying potentially affected publics and anticipating

how publics may be affected and responsive to the issues. However, this expertise
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must include the ability to effectively advise and negotiate with management over the

appropriate scope and process for the policy task.

• The cases suggest that public involvement can provide a protective function to

Council and to affected publics. In the Greenhouse case the public involvement

process allowed the representatives of the agricultural industry to successfully protect

greenhouses from questionable regulations. Consequently, the consultation process

filtered the issues and actions prior to Council decision. The DPA case demonstrated

the opposite effect as the lack of political filtering placed Council in a difficult situation.

Although the formal public hearing did allow the affected residents to successfully

protect their interests, the affected residents and Council would have been better served

if the public been consulted earlier in the policy process.

In the Religious Facilities case the issues and actions had been filtered by the

affected public, and Council advised of the publics' views. Council's public hearing and

decision proceeded smoothly and unanimously. In the LAP case the plan had been

filtered through public process; however, the anti-development faction continued to

actively oppose the plan. With the benefit of the public process, Council was aware of

the degrees of support and opposition to the plan, and aware of the potential

implications for their decisions.

• Planners can have a range of autonomy and influence in defining the policy task and

in carrying out the policy process. In exercising their administrative responsibilities,

planning managers maintain authoritative control over the policy process and

interpretation of policy issues, goals and actions. Throughout the policy process

planners and managers negotiate the interpretations and conclusions that shape the

outcomes of the process. Management style will vary, but tends reflect the mainstream

planning emphasis on planner as expert, and bureaucratic rationality - as seen most

clearly in the Greenhouse and DPA cases.

Planner autonomy will also vary but will depend upon the planners ability to
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negotiate with management. If there is a commitment by the planner to be responsive

to the views and preferences of affected publics in policy-making, the planner must be

prepared to negotiate and demonstrate the utility of this method to management.

• The planner may find himself in a conflict between management objectives and being

responsive to affected publics. In some cases management may prescribe policy

solutions prior to public consultation. The planner is then expected to guide these

solutions through the policy process. As seen in the Greenhouse case, management

objectives can conflict with the knowledge and preferences of affected publics. In this

case the planners decided that the participants' arguments were sufficient to challenge

the validity of the prescribed solutions, and wrote a report to that effect.

• Attempting to ignore affected publics in order to improve administratively efficiency

can result in much greater inefficiencies. The DPA case provides a classic example of

a planning process providing a disservice to affected publics, Council decision making,

administrative efficiency, and the public interest. In the DPA case planners attempted

to avoid the affected publics in order to improve the efficiency of the planning process

and to address alternative administrative tasks. Policy issues and solutions were not

politically filtered through consultation with affected publics. Therefore, both on

procedural and substantive grounds, affected publics challenged the policy proposal.

Secondly, because political filtering did not provide Council with a valid assessment of

the issues and situation, or with a viable policy options for decision making, Council

was blindsided by public response and left with no alternative but to abandon the policy

initiative. Consequently, the larger policy initiative for environmental protection was

stalled and the citizens were left with a lingering bitterness and distrust.

• If planner does not consult the affected citizens on issues, he is prone to

misinterpretation of the information and issues in subsequent phases of the policy

process. If the nature of issues is not considered from the point of view of affected

publics, devising actions may be inconsistent with the real experience of issues as
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perceived by the affected public; or, actions may be imposed that are ineffective in

resolving the original issues. This is point is most explicit in the DPA and Greenhouse

cases, where the planner's interpretation of the issues was successfully challenged by

the affected publics.

Alternatively, if affected citizens are not consulted or informed during the policy

process they may misunderstand, misinterpret or distrust the proposed policy actions.

In the DPA case many of the affected residents did not understand how the regulations

would affect them. This uncertainty led residents to speculate, misinterpret and distort

the impact of the regulations. Residents suspected that the government was attempting

to pass this policy behind their backs.

• Public involvement in policy -making will occur whether or not planners plan for it.

The requirement for Council to hold a public hearing prior to adopting any by-law

provides an opportunity for affected publics to express their opinions. As the DPA and

LAP cases, and the studies of Jackson and Shade suggest, the public will react to policy

actions that affect their interests (Jackson and Shade, 1973). Ignoring affected publics

only to have those citizens appear at the Council public hearing angry and misinformed

is a disservice to Council and the public. Therefore, the planner should anticipate the

effect of a policy issue for specific publics, and if the policy is dependent upon the

support of those publics, the planning process should be responsive to those groups.

• The cases suggest that the planner maintains a central role in devising and co-

ordinating policy actions I options for citizens' assessment and evaluation. While the

participants are able to suggest numerous action preferences, the planner must attempt

to reconcile the array of action preferences voiced by the publics with the

administrative parameters and implementation tools available.

On the other hand, as seen in the Greenhouse case, the participants did not have

input into the original definition of the issues. The actions proposed by planners were

met with hostility and conflict as the actions were inconsistent with the participants's
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experience of the issues. This suggests that, for policy actions to be considered valid

by participants, policy actions must reflect participants knowledge and experience of

the issues and practical action.

• The cases suggest that the procedural aspect of being responsive to affected publics is

very important. In the Religious Facilities and Greenhouse cases, participants were

appreciative of the opportunity to have a say in the policy process. This was somewhat

surprising in the Greenhouse case. Although there was confrontation between the

Greenhouse representatives and planners in the early stages of the policy process,

greenhouse representatives were later complementary on the consultation process. The

opposite reaction was created in the DPA case. It is suggested that the residents in the

DPA case protested policy proposals due as much to the perceived unfairness of the

process as to the actual substance of the policy proposals. The legacy of the DPA case

is a hostility and distrust which will affect future planning initiatives in that area.

Therefore, rejecting the procedural aspects of public responsiveness as unproductive

and inefficient can have serious consequences for the viability of the project.

• Concentrating on responsiveness to the directly affected publics creates the potential

for policy actions to serve the interests of individual factions rather than the

community as a whole. Planners should assume that public factions tend to pursue self

interest in the policy process. All issues affect the public-at-large to some degree;

however, it is not practical (logistically and substantively) to include consultation with

the public-at-large on each policy issue. Therefore, it becomes the planners

responsibility to anticipate and represent the larger community interests during the

policy process, and for Councilors to represent the interests of the larger community in

decision making.

However, while being responsive to affected publics may be appropriate for more

discreet or specific policy issues such as greenhouse or religious facilities policy, broader

policy tasks such as an Official City / Community Plan review involve numerous diverse
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issues and publics. This type of policy task will place greater emphasis on the broad

community policy issues and require public involvement as broad community

representation. In this situation being responsive to the publics directly affected by the

policy issue may not be appropriate nor feasible.

The conclusions drawn from these case examples cannot be taken as absolute. They

represent only specific incidents and interpretations. These interpretations can best be

utilized as hypotheses for consideration in future cases.
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PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT IN PUBLIC POLICY

The issue of public involvement in public policy-making is a fundamental problem for

professional planners, public policy and ultimately a problem of democratic governance.

Planners have a responsibility to consider the way in which their day-to-day policy planning

actions contribute to the public interest. However, despite the attention given to the issue

of public involvement in literature and in practice, there is little agreement on the

theoretical basis of public involvement and little consistency in the application of public

involvement in professional practice.

How planners deal with their policy-making responsibility is both a matter of personal

ethics and commitment, and a matter of professional strategy. This thesis has attempted to

devise theoretical rationale and practical strategies, and to identify various constraints and

opportunities to guide the role of public involvement in local government policy planning.

The discussions in Chapters Two and Three examine the theoretical rationale for public

involvement, and how the characteristics of the local government policy environment affect

the role of public involvement. Chapter Two borrows from Classical and Contemporary

theories of democracy, and the Social Learning and Social Reform traditions of planning

theory to conclude that policy planning should be ethically purposeful in pursuing

democratic ideals, with the primary criterion that the planning process should be responsive

to citizens directly affected by the policy issue. This entails that affected publics be

informed and given a fair opportunity to speak to their interests. Public involvement

should also be pragmatic in being relevant to the specific issue at hand and relevant to the

specific parameters of the situation. Being responsive to affected publics allows an

107
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assessment of issues and consideration of solutions within the specific context of public

experience.

Chapter Three examines the policy environment of local government to assess how the

characteristics of Council, the Administration and the public may affect the planner's use of

public involvement. Here the guiding rule for planners is the dual obligation to serve

political superiors (Councillors and senior administrators), and to defend the public

interest. The planner must reconcile the obligation to defend the public interest with the

obligation to serve the decision making responsibilities of elected representatives, and the

requirements and expectations of the administrative system. Chapter Three concludes that

the policy environment is not static nor highly predictable; it can differ according to the

nature of political relations between the community and Council, the administrative culture

of local government, and the specific nature of the issues and situation. The planning

process and the planner are subject to a range of political, administrative and public

constraints and opportunities. It is important for the planner to be aware of these various

factors and how they may affect the role of public involvement. With each policy situation

the planner must assess the configuration of the policy environment and seek ways to

reconcile professional judgments on the role of public involvement with the constraints and

opportunities within the political environment.

With consideration of the criteria proposed in Chapter Two, and the conditions of the

policy environment discussed in Chapter Three, Chapter Four proposes a policy on public

involvement for policy planning. The essential criteria of this policy are that policy

planning and public involvement should be responsive to affected publics, and should

facilitate the decision making function of elected representatives. To achieve these meta-

goals, the potential for public involvement should be strategically integrated into all

elements of the planning process.

An assessment of policy case examples portrays how each policy situation can present a

unique set of conditions and considerations for public involvement. The planner's ability to
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assess the potential public impacts and public activism for each policy situation is crucial in

determining the appropriate role of the public and in guiding a successful policy process.

However, being responsive to affected publics is not a sufficient, nor a necessary, condition

for policy success. Each policy situation will suggest variable roles for publics, and will

require the contributions and interaction of planners, manager/administrators, and elected

decision makers. Facilitating the policy process to be responsive to affected publics can

potentially make policy more relevant to citizens' experience and preferences, and enhance

planners capacity to inform and advise decision makers. Yet, ultimately, the authority to

shape public policy in the publics' interest resides within the political arena and the

discretion of elected representatives.

This study does not resolve the issues of public involvement. Nevertheless, what can

this study contribute to the issue of public involvement in public policy and the planning

process? I will conclude with a series of hypothesized conclusions, and personal

considerations and observations for the planner engaging public involvement.

• Public involvement, as responsive to affected publics, can enhance the planner's

capacity to inform and advise decision makers. To serve political decision makers

planners should provide a comprehensive analysis of planning issues, and provide

practically effective and politically viable options for decision makers consideration.

The policy cases suggest that being responsive to affected publics can ground the

planner's interpretation of policy issues in the reality of public experience, and generate

policy solutions that take into account the interests of those publics. Consequently, the

planner can provide Council with a policy analysis and policy options that have been

politically filtered by the citizens, and offer Council some degree of predictability in the

public response. Alternatively, the absence of public involvement, as demonstrated by

the DPA case, can render Council uninformed and unprepared for public reactions.
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Following Forester , in informing the decision makers, the planner should act to

direct the attention of the decision maker, to suggest what important and significant

actors, events and signals to be alert to (Forester, 1989: 63). Where the policy process

does not lead to consensus, the policy process can inform decision makers of the

alternative points of view, the degrees of support for alternative views, and potential

actions and implications of choosing alternative actions.

However, public involvement as a political filter in serving decision makers treads the

fine line of public co-optation - that public involvement is utilized only to manipulate or

pacify the public. Co-optation is a matter of intent, and although the planner may intend

public involvement to be responsive to affected publics, there is no guarantee that the

interests and preferences expressed by publics' will be endorsed by decision makers, or

that all citizens' opinions can be reflected in policy decisions. Inevitably, policy

decisions will often be contrary to specific publics' interests or preferences. Having dual

obligations creates the potential for conflicting obligations, and planners may

occasionally find themselves in contradictory positions. The planner's duty is to provide

decision makers with a practical assessment of policy issues and policy options. The

planner's obligation to the general public interest entails that this assessment include a

fair representation of the affected publics' interests. Once planners have performed these

obligations to the public and political superiors, political superiors assume the

responsibility for decision making. With elected representatives having decision

authority, the results of the planning process are purely advisory. The planner must

explicitly state to public participants that their involvement is consultative.

• Public involvement, as being responsive to affected publics, can only be partially

effective in reconciling planner's obligations to defend the public interest. The case

experiences suggest that being responsive to affected publics can enhance the

responsiveness of the policy actions to affected publics. However, all policy issues will

have some degree of consequence for other publics and the public at large. The
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definition of policy issues, goals and actions requires a balance of the affected publics'

interests with the interests of the community as a whole. Affected publics tend to

pursue self interest, and if policy is responsive only to directly affected publics, the

interests of lesser affected publics and the public at large may be compromised.

In being responsive to affected publics it becomes the planner's responsibility to

represent and ensure that broader public interests and implications are considered in the

policy analysis and in proposed policy solutions. Here I concur with the Social Reform

tradition and Tugwell's concept of the planner's collective mind (Friedmann, 1987: 124),

where planners employ their expertise to calculate the potential implications of policy

actions for the broader community. All policy issues have implications for numerous

potential publics and the community as a whole. But in regard to broad based

participation I must agree with Contemporary theorists and Social Reform planners who

suggest that consulting the average citizen and the public at large in regard to all policy

issues would place excessive demands on the functioning of government, and may yield

only marginal practical benefit. With the assistance of affected publics, planners can

most effectively and efficiently provide decision makers with a thorough policy analysis

and policy options. Ultimately, in the evaluation of the community interest, it is

Council's responsibility to speak for the community as a whole in decision making.

However, an exception to this method occurs when the policy issue relates primarily

to the community as a whole and requires widespread popular endorsement. The

criterion and method of being directly responsive to affected publics, with the planner

calculating broader community issues, may be sufficient for more discreet or specific

policy issues such as the Greenhouse or Religious Facilities policies. However, broader

policy tasks such as an Official City / Community Plan review involve numerous and

diverse issues and publics. This type of policy task will place greater emphasis on the

broad community policy issues and require public involvement as broad community

representation. In this situation attempting to identify and be responsive to the publics
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directly affected by each of the many policy issues may not be appropriate nor feasible.

Rather, the public as a whole becomes the affected public.

• Public involvement in policy-making will occur whether or not planners plan for it;

therefore, planners can best serve Council and the public by anticipating and

facilitating public involvement in the policy process. Whether it be during the policy

process or after policy has been adopted by decision makers, the public will react to

policy actions that affect their interests. For citizens to appear at a Council public

hearing angry and misinformed is a disservice to Council and the public. And, following

policy adoption by Council, for citizens to uncover a fatal but potentially avoidable

policy contradiction, and to angrily protest to Council and the media, is a disservice to

Council, the public and the planning profession.

• Planners should employ their influence and discretion in policy-making to promote the

responsiveness of public policy to the public. Planners can influence the way public

issues are defined and the way that policy solutions are developed, and have the ability

to organize the publics' attention to a policy issue and to influence the conditions that

enable citizens to participate in public decisions. This requires a professional

responsibility to use discretion and judgment in directing the policy process in a way that

is responsive to the publics' interests in defining the public interest.

The planner's capacity to be responsive to affected publics is dependent upon his

ability to diagnose the potential public impact of a policy issue, and his ability to

negotiate with political superiors over the appropriate role of affected publics in the

policy process. This is the crucial opportunity for the planner in designing the role of

public involvement. In this negotiation planner must be prepared to demonstrate how

public involvement can contribute to the resolution of the policy issue: how public

involvement can potentially produce a more effective and more efficient policy process;

more practical and politically viable options for Council; and more implementable policy

actions.
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Planners should identify aspects of administrative structure and process, as well as

the prevailing professional beliefs and practices that inhibit the responsiveness of policy-

making to the public. Here the planner can anticipate the traditional expectations of

planner as expert, intuitively prescribing personal visions of the public's interest, and the

influence of administrative structures and rationality in subordinating policy issues and

public interests to the logic of bureaucratic efficiency.

Without the commitment by planners to be responsive to affected publics, public

policy can only become increasingly alienated from the public, and prone to the

technocratic whims of professional bureaucrats.

The role of public involvement continues as an ethical, political and practical dilemma

for planning practice. This study attempts to devise a frame of reference for the public

involvement in policy-making; however, this frame of reference is admittedly and

necessarily subjective. The conclusions and considerations raised in this study will be

further tested and revised by the author through practice. The author sincerely hopes that

some component of this study will benefit other students or practitioners concerned with

integrating public and policy.
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