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Résumé

La muhiethnicité croissante des principales villes canadiennes, dans le sillage de la

diversification des vagues d’immigration internationale depuis les années 1980, pose certains

dilemmes de planification urbaine et de gestion municipale concernant le traitement équitable

des différences culturelles et l’inclusion des groupes minoritaires dans le processus de

planification. Les théoriciens et les praticiens sont divisés quant à Ïa question de savoir jusqu’où

aller dans l’accommodement des différences culturelles et dans la priorité à donner à l’intérêt

public dans les décisions de planification en contexte multiethnique. Dans ce genre de contexte,

l’espace et le domaine public représentent un des principaux terrains sur lesquels se joue ce

débat, puisque c’est bien là que se rencontrent les réalités ethnoculturelles diverses sur une base

quotidienne.

Le propos de cette thèse est d’examiner ce dilemme au moyen d’une étude de cas qualitative

portant sur différentes approches et perceptions de la planification de l’espace public dans le

quartier multiethnique de Mountain Sights à Montréal. Des entrevues (52) semi-structurées de

résidents locaux (dont plusieurs avec des membres d’associations locales d’habitants), de

travailleurs communautaires, de fonctionnaires municipaux et d’agents du secteur parapublic ont

été menées pour examiner comment les differents acteurs perçoivent et gèrent les problèmes de

planification en contexte multiethnique.

Les résultats de la recherche montrent que les espaces publics dans ce quartier multiethnique qui

accueille beaucoup de nouveaux immigrants ont certains traits et problèmes qui, bien qu’ils ne

soient pas propres à ce type de contexte, y sont plus aigus du fait de la densité de population, de

la trajectoire des immigrants et de leurs manières de faire ethnoculturelles. Toutefois, les valeurs

et besoins collectifs transculturels d’une telle zone multiethnique sont apparus comme plus

importants que ceux proprement ethnoculturels dans le processus de planification. De plus, les

acteurs impliqués dans les opérations de planification à tous les niveaux se débattent avec les

mêmes problèmes (inclusion, équité, arbitrage entre differents points de vue, processus

democrafique). Cependant, les approches collaboratives utilisées à l’échelle locale sont

considerées comme plus inclusives et appropriées au travail de planification en contexte
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multiethnique, les approches plus formelles municipales ou institutionnelles étant considérées

comme peu utiles pour orienter de façon pratique la prise de décision et l’action de planifier dans

un milieu de diversité sociale. Pour cette raison, les dilemmes de la planification et de la gestion

de l’espace public en contexte multiethnique apparaissent comme la seule pointe de l’iceberg

qu’est le problème d’inclusion des voix minoritaires et du traitement équitable de la diversité

sociale dans le processus de planification municipal en général.

Mots-clés : aménagement, planification urbaine, diversité culturelle, espace public,

multiculturalisme, villes canadiennes, immigrants, groupes minoritaires,

développement communautaire, processus collaboratif, gestion municipale.
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Abstract

The increasing multietlmicity of major Canadian cities in the wake of diversification in

international immigration pattems since the I 9$O’s poses certain dilenimas for urban planning

and municipal management regarding the equitable treatment and inclusion of minority groups

and culturally-based differences in the planning process. Theoreticians and practitioners are

divided on the extent to which ethnocultural differences should be accommodated and the degree

to whicli the public interest should prevail over planning decisions in multiethnic contexts. In

multiethnic neighbourhoods and cities, public space and the public domain form one of the main

sites where this debate is played out, since this is where ethnoculturally diverse realities intersect

on a daiÏy basis.

The purpose of this doctoral dissertation is to examine this dilemma via a qualitative case study

on different approaches and perceptions to public space planning and management in the

multiethnic neighbourhood of Mountain Sights in Montreal. Fifty two semi-structured interviews

were carried out with local residents (many whom are members of local residents’ associations),

community group workers, municipal authorities, and public institutional actors in order to

assess how different actors perceive and deal with planning problems in a multietlrnic context.

Researcli findings show that public spaces in this rnultiethnic immigrant reception and settiement

neighbourhood have certain characteristics and problems that, while not necessarily particular to

multietimic or immigrant areas, are intensified due to population density, the immigrant

settlement trajectory, and ethnoculturally-based ways of doing. However, the transcultural or

collectively-shared needs and values of a multietbnic area emerged as being more important than

ethno-specific ones in the planning process. In addition, actors involved in planning efforts at ah

levels struggle with the same problems (inclusion, equity, arbitration between different points of

view, democratic process). However, the cohlaborative approaches used at the grassroots level

are considered to be more inclusive and appropriate to planning work in multiethnic contexts,

since the formal municipal or institutional approaches are reported to provide littie practical

guidance for decision-making and planning action in contexts of social diversity. for this reason,

the dilemma of public space planning and management in rnultiethnic contexts emerges as being
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only the tip of the iceberg, since problems related to equitable treatment and the inclusion of

minority voices in contexts of social diversity represent a major tuming point for the municipal

planning process in general.

Keywords: urban planning, cultural diversity, public space, multiculturalism, Canadian

cities, immigrants, minority groups, community development, collaborative

process, municipal management.
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CHAPTER 1: 111E CHALLENGE 0F PLANNING FOR MULTIETHNIC CITIES

1.1 INTRODUCTION

The challenge of planning and managing public space and the lived environment in multiethnic

cities should not be underestimated. Increasing immigrant and temporary worker flows since the

1980’s under the influence of globalization have had a definite impact on urban realities,

particularly on planning policy and practice from the national to the neighbourhood level (Amin

and Thrift, 2002). From the institution of multiculturalism and race relations policies to inter-

group antagonism, rapid demographic change strongly affects municipal governance in many

countries worldwide (Douglass and Roberts, 2000; Lim, 2001; Allen, 2000).

Few realms of municipal decision-making remain unaffected, as the following example shows.

In the multietlmic borough of Côte des Neiges in Montreal, conftict over the increasing use of

public parks for etlmocultural festivals and events recently came to a head (The Gazette, June $

and July 26, 2004). Complaints from residents over noise, traffic problems, and litter produced

by an “excess” of summer events held by the Filipino, Sri Lankan, and Jamaican communities

prompted the borough council to adopt guidelines restricting the number of summer events to

one per community per season, in addition to one per month per park. As well, the organizing

committee for each event must pay a $1 per pcrson deposit, refunded only if the park is ftilly

cleaned up after the event. Reactions were mixed. The Quebec branch of the Canadian Tamil

Congress was subsidized by the City of Montreal to move their “Olympic Games” (an event

drawing over 3,500 participants) three years ago to a large indoor sports centre, and was pleased

to be able to continue to avoid charging admission. On the other hand, the Jamaican Association

of Montreal was frustrated, flot because their Jamaica Day celebrations were being moved to a

nearby Hippodrome, but because this meant that they had to charge admission. The biggest

controversy lies with several local Filipino associations, who wish to sue the City of Montreal for

refusing them a permit to hold celebrations for Pista sa Nayon (Independence Day) in local

parks. In fact, the Congress of Filipino Canadian Associations was flatly refused a permit to hold

their event (which drew 3,000 in 2003) at ail, aithough a rival organization was given a permit

for the month ofJuly - one month afier the passing of Pista sa Nayon.
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The controversy leading up to, and following, this public space management decision is ail the

more teiling given Di Genova’s (2001) study of park use in Montreai neighbourhoods, which

found that parks are used differently in multiethnic neighbourhoods than in more culturally

homogeneous (French Canadian) ones. In the former, sociability and festival aspects were more

important to park users, while in the latter, peaceftil independent activities were emphasized.

This one small example, in which none of the participants actualÏy really won, aiready gives us

an idea of the challenge that different cultural values and expectations can pose for urban

residents, planners, and municipal decision-makers in multiethnic contexts. This dilemma is at

the root of this doctoral dissertation. However, before discussing the details of our doctoral

research proj cet, we will first look at the impact that increasing multietbnicity has on Canadian

cities, and the challenge that it poses for planning policy and practice.

1.2 THE IMPACT 0F INCREASING MULTIETHNICITY IN URBAN CONTEXTS

1.2.1 The Demographics of Multiethnicization

The socio-cultural face of Canadian cities bas undergone rapid transformation over the past thirty

years as a result of changing immigrant flows. Prior to the 1970’s, over 95% of immigrants came

from Europe and the United States (according to the Canadian Immigration Act of 1993,

immigrants are persons born outside of Canada, regardless of citizenship) (Ley and Boume,

1993). Since immigration regulations were opened up in the 1980’s, Canada bas seen an influx

of immigrants ftom vastly different countries (Simmons, 1999). For example, of the 1.8 million

immigrants who arrived between 1991 and 2001, 58% were from Asia and the Middle East, 20%

from Europe, 11% from the Caribbean, Central America, and South America, 8% from Africa,

and 3% from the United States (Statistics Canada, 2003).

Most of these immigrants settle in Canada’s largest cities: Toronto, Vancouver, and Montreal.

According to the 2001 Canada Census, the Toronto area has the highest proportion of foreign

bom residents in the country, accounting for 44% of the area’s population. Vancouver follows

next with 40% (31% of ail immigrants in Vancouver are of Asian origin). The profile of

immigration in the province of Quebec is somewhat different than that in other provinces due to

Quebec’s pro-French immigration policy (Gagné and Chamberland, 1999). According to the
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2001 Canada Census, the main countries of immigration to Quebec are France, China, Morocco,

Algeria, Haiti, and Romania. Most immigrants settie in the Montreal area (Ville de Montréal,

2003). In fact, of the 1,749,5 10 people living on the Island of Montreal in 2001, 26.5% were

immigrants, ofwhich 49.4% arrived afier 1981 and 25.2% afier 1991 (Ville de Montréal, 2003).

In ail three major Canadian cities, therefore, multiethnicity is a fact of life.

This trend is aiso replayed in many cities worldwide, albeit under siightly different

circumstances. While Canada, the United States, and Austraiia solicit immigrants in order to

shore up declining birth rates and increase investment in the economic sector, the emphasis in

many other countries is on temporary labourers needed to fil gaps in the labour and service

industries (Denoon et aï, 1996; Nirwan, 1997; Wu, McQueen, and Yamamoto, 1997; Douglass,

1999; Douglass and Roberts, 2000; Papademetriou, 2002). The exceptions here are countries

with an immigration policy based on the “law ofreturn”, such as Israel (Yiftachel, 2000), and ex

colonial countries obliged to accept immigrants from their former colonies (Papademetriou,

2002). These transnational flows of people due to the globalization of world economies have ied

to a complexification in the cultural composition of many world cities (Hannerz, 1996). This has

flot aiways been easily translated into social and political realities, despite the risc of

multiculturaiism and race relations policies.

1.2.2 The Institution of Multiculturalism Policies

Despite their increasing multietlmicity, few cities have adopted policies to mediate between

culturally diverse groups and proscribe the rights accorded to them (Sandercock, 2003a: 101).

National multiculturalism policies have been in place in Canada and Australia since the 1970’s

and 80’s, as well as in the Netherlands, Denmark, Singapore, and Malaysia, although each

country has a slightly different definition of multiculturalism (Sandercock, 2003a: 101). On the

other hand, race relations policies prevaii in Britain (Race Relations Act of 1976), the United

States, and South Africa. These policies are intended to promote racial harmony and outlaw

racial discrimination. In other countries, politicians tend to be opposed to any form of officiai

recognition of culturai difference, especially in social climates where immigration is needed

economically but flot necessarily weicomed (Sassen, 2000; Papademetriou, 2002).
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Since 1971, rnulticulturalism policies in Canada have framed national and provincial discourse

on the construction of Canadian society (Mahtani, 2002: 68). Initially conceived as a way of

accommodating (and containing) French Canadian nationalism (Fieras and Elliott, 1992), in the

19$O’s the federal multiculturalisrn policy evolved to include immigrants, etbnocultural

minorities (non-Caucasian and non-Anglo), and ‘visible minorities’ (defined under the Canadian

Employment Equity Act as being: “persons, other than Aboriginal peoples, who are non

Caucasian in race or non-white in colour”). Many provinces have adopted their own

multiculturalism-type policies in turn. Most of these are very similar to the federal policy, even

in the province of Quebec, which has aiways refused the concept of multiculturalism as negating

Quebec’s special status within Canada (Juteau et ai, 1998).

Multiculturalism polïcies have received their share of criticisrn over the past three decades. The

most scathing cornes from Bhikhu Parekh (2000) and Ash Amin (2002), who argue that the sense

of belonging in a multicultural society cannot be based on race, religion, or ethnicity, since a

muiticultural society is too diverse for that. Instead, it should be based on a shared comrnitrnent

to a political cornmunity (Parekh, 2000: 341; Amin, 2002: 23). In Canada, criticisrn also cornes

on three fronts. Native Canadians argue that their daims for restitution of land and self

government far outstrip cultural recognition (Sandercock, 2003a: 142). Members of different

ethnocultural cornmunities have also argued that rnulticulturalism policies foster division and

inter-group competition by focusing solely on ethnicity or race as a rneans of identification,

whereas ethnicity is only one means of identification (Bissoondath, 2002). As well, some feel

that multicukuralism policies rnask institutionalized racism and discriminatory attitudes within

Canadian society (Hill, 2001; Henry et ai, 2000; Bannerji, 1995, 2000a). A recent survey

conducted by the Association for Canadian $tudies (2004) also found that haif of respondents

from across Canada believe that rnulticulturalisrn policies either hinder immigrant integration or

else have no effect whatsoever. In other words, the mere existence of multiculturalism policies

does not necessarily mean that the challenges of diversity are being met, although they do

provide public reassurance that difference is being ‘managed’.
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1.2.3 Fear and Coexistence in Public Space

The arrivai of new immigrants is flot aiways met with open arms. Some authors argue that an

institutionalized colonial mentaiity stili exists in many Western countries (Said, 2002), creating

what Sandercock (2003a: 23) calis already racialized liberal democracies where institutionalized

racism and individual prejudice compiicate the social integration of immigrants (Hesse, 2000).

AÏready raciaÏized societies tend to be uncomfortable with the presence of minorities in their

neighbourhoods and public spaces, and immigrants are often viewed as being inferior (Bannerji,

2000b; Sandercock, 2003a: 23). Many ofthese countries have been constructed on the myth ofa

founding identity, from that of the White Nation (Hage, 1998) to Jewish national identity in

Israel (Yifiachel, 2000) and the myth of a founding lineage in China (Edwards, 2004). Increasing

cultural diversity within a short time-frame can have an unsettiing effect on this type of national

identity (Wieviorka, 1995). As Judith Stiehm (1995) points out, heterogeneity is ofien perceived

as dangerous because it threatens disruption and challenges the prevailing forms of power. This

encourages conflict and affects relations between more established groups and newer arrivais

(Soja, 1996; Rocco, 1996).

The immigrant, as a Stranger and Outsider, threatens to disrupt the imagined social order.

According to Ulrich Beck (1998: 130), the desire for the logic oforder and identity is reasserted

in face of this threat. The host society remains fascinated by the stranger, even as immigrants are

pushed to the periphery of urban life, which makes the stranger even more unsettling. Kristeva

(1991), for her part, argues that we are ail ‘strangers to ourselves’, which compromises our sense

of identity and security. The foreigner is a symptom of this unease but is flot the cause.

“Psychologically he signifies the difficulty we have of living as an other and with
others; politically he underscores the limits of nation-states and of the national
political conscience that characterizes them and that we have ail deeply
interiorized to the point of considering it normal that there are foreigners, that is,
peopie who do flot have the same rights as we do.” (Kristeva, 1991: 103)

The fear that the Stranger might threaten the national way of life is not uncommon. For example,

in some European countries, the patriarchal and fundamentalist beliefs of some Muslim

immigrants are often believed to threaten liberal social ideals (Hargreaves and McKinney, 1997).

As well, immigrants in working class areas are sometimes believed to be taking jobs away from
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local people (Allen, 2000). One notable feature ofthis fear is the way in which immigration and

criminality become merged (Gallego-Dias, 2002; Body-Gendrot, 2000; Merry, 1981). In the

1990’s, these fears have been mobilized by conservative politicians in some European countries,

who have begun introducing laws to curtail multiculturalism policies and close the doors to

international immigration (Van Kempen and Andersen, 2000; Hargreaves and McKinney, 1997).

However, while immigration is ofien synonymous with poverty and social exclusion in Europe

(Allen and Cars, 2001; Khakee, Somma, and Thomas, 1999; Khakee and Thomas, 1995), this

overlap does not exist in Canada to the same extent since immigrants are usually selected for

their professional skills (Germain and Gagnon, 2003: 298).

The extent to which individuals belonging to the more established groups perceive new

immigrants as being outsiders is an open-ended question. In North American planning theory,

the desire of established groups to exert control over space dates back to Park et al’s (1926)

concentric zone model, where new arrivais are only abie to ‘occupy’ a residential area once older

groups have moved on. Here, their inclusion in public life occurs once the newer group is no

longer perceived as existing outside the mores ofthe society at large. Inclusion and exclusion are

therefore ftindamentally related to the question of who belongs and who does not, as Elias and

Scotson (1965) found in their classic study of relations between estabiished and ‘outsider’ groups

in the small community of Winston Parva near Leicester. The problem reduces to the way

perceptions are mediated between established and newer groups, as this can lead to controversy,

if not conftict, in public space (Amin, 2002).

The history of municipal response to the Stranger is ofien an attempt to manage fear - fear of

disorder, disease, and marginal social groups (Wilson, 1991). Many different ‘solutions’ have

been proposed over the years, from spatial containment (the judenstrasse of old Europe,

American segregationalism, the ‘foreigner’ quarters of pre-Communist Chinese cities, or even

the designation of ‘red-light’ districts — Wilson, 1991) to moral reform (the idea that provision of

suitably-designed parks and playgrounds, neighbourhoods, and schools will produce ‘civilized’

urban citizens). More latterly, we have policies of assimilationism, where national language

requirements and ‘host culture’ classes are thought to help make “the Other into one of us”

(Sandercock, 2003a: 109).
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One of the more positive proposais for dealing with fear and creating harmonious urban spaces

in multiethnic neighbourhoods cornes frorn Amin (2002), who uses the 2001 British race riots as

a springboard to a discussion on what it takes to live with the “daiiy negotiation of ethnic

difference”. In Europe, Arnin (2002) and Allen (2000) identify two types of neighbourhoods

where inter-ethnie group conflict is likely to be a problern — working class areas suffering from

high levels of socio-economic deprivation that begin to receive new immigrants, and “white

light” suburbs where immigrants become targets for white suprernist groups. Traditionaily,

muitietbnic neighbourhoods do not suffer this type of inter-group conflict in public space, since

coexistence and avoidance strategies prevent friction between peopie living very different

lifestyles (Albrow, 1997: 51). Amin therefore argues against “popular fixes” sucli as the forcible

creation ofmixed housing developments, neighbourhoods, and schooÏs, or urban design based on

the idea of ‘visibility’, where increased opportunities for encounter in public spaces are supposed

to stimulate interest and exchanges between very different groups. He believes that these fixes

cannot work because spaces either becorne the preserve ofparticular groups (from youth ‘gangs’

to South Asian families) or else remain spaces of transit where very littie contact between groups

occurs (Amin, 2002: 11). Instead, along the unes of the newer British neighbourhood

revitalization programs (the Neighbourhood Management Program, UK Government Office for

London, 2002), Amin proposes the idea of ‘micro-publics’ such as the workplace, schoois, youth

centres, sports clubs, cornmunity centres, comrnunity gardens, child-care facilities, residents’

groups, and neighbourhood revitaiization efforts. Micro-publics are “spaces of cultural

transgression” (Arnin, 2002: 12) where people from different cultural backgrounds are thrown

together in new settings which disrupt farniliar patterns and create the possibility of new

attachments as feelings of strangeness are overcome. Conflict resolution on flash points such as

waste disposai and domestic habits is then easier to achieve through carefttlly managed residents’

meetings that can steer discussion without stifling views (Allen. 2000; Norman, 1998).

In other words, local accommodation to difference occurs within an agonistic politics based on

the constant re-creation and re-negotiation of a cornmon culture (Arnin, 2002: 96). Very briefly,

according to the Oxford Englisli Dictionary, agonism (“to work with, to help improve, to

increase the potency or power of’) is the opposite of antagonism (“contrary to, in opposition to,

hostile to, that which suppresses the flinction of’). In politics, agonism has the same sense. As

Chantal Mouffe (2000: 104) explains, an agonistic political culture is a culture that “values
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participatory and open-ended engagement based on the vibrant clash of democratic political

positions between empowered citizens respectful of each other’s daims.” Amin (2002: 973)

provides greater detail:

“This is a politics of emergent solutions and directions based on the process of
democratic engagement. Open and critical debate, mutual awareness, and a
continuafly altering subj ectivity through engagement are the watchwords of
agonistic politics, replacing the watchwords of trust, consensus, and cohesion that
dominate the communitarian position. Agonism may well leave conflicts and
disagreements unresolved, which is the nature of bringing distant and inimical
subjects together, but its strength lies in making transparent reasons for
resentment and misunderstanding as well as the pathos of the aggrieved, so that
future encounters (essential in an agonistic public culture) can build on a better
foundation.”

Allen and Cars (2001) also stress the importance of micro-political processes in their study of

neighbourhood revitalization programs in ten ‘socially-excluded’ multietlmic neighbourhoods in

Europe. As well, Parekh (2000) believes that governance structures in multiethnic areas should

be designed ftom the bottom up by specific groups involved in the area and flot imposed from

the top down, since top-down solutions derive from the monocultural assumptions of the host

culture and can intensify cross-cultural tensions (Parekh, 2000: 212). This is similar in some

ways to James Donald’ s (1999) emphasis on developing commonalities instead of trying to crase

ail traces of difference, requiring: “broad social participation in the neyer completed process of

making meanings and creating values in [...] an aiways emerging, negotiated common culture”

(Donald, 1999: 151).

Viewed in this way, coexistence and reduction of inter-ethnie group conflict in a multiethnic

society will not arise from instant policy or program fixes, but will evolve as citizens become

active in some form of agonistic politics. This perspective is important in the context of this

dissertation, since the question of whether or flot this type of agonistic process operates, or is

operational, in real-life multietlmic neighbourhoods remains unanswered.
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1.2.4 A Word on Analytical Categories

We have mentioned terms such as culture, multicultural, ethnicity, and race many times without

defining them or explaining their role as analytical categories in this dissertation. These are ail

rather contested concepts, since they often refer to more than just a description of state, but to a

slew of political actions and social conceptualizations that, in some cases, can have

discriminatory or controversial outcomes.

a) Multï-culture

first of ail, we have notions of a multicultural society, of cultural diversity, of culture per se.

Parekh (2000: 13) defines a multiculturai society thus: “By definition a multicuitural society

consists of several cultures or cuitural communities with their own distinct systems of meaning

and significance and views on man and the world.” This tends to be the meaning of a

multicultural society as conceived under various multiculturalism policies.

Before looking at the “multi” aspect, we need to define “culture”. In the social sciences, culture

is a general terrn for the symbolic and learned aspects of human society, and refers to a relatively

coherent system of meanings, more or less integrated with social relations, practices, and

material objects, that is socially rather than biologically transrnitted (Geertz, 1973). Parekh

(2000: 143) adds the temporal element to the definition of culture: “A historically created system

ofmeaning and significance, or [...] a system ofbeliefs and practices in terms ofwhich a group

ofhuman beings understand, regulate, and structure their individual and collective lives.”

Under multiculturalism, a form of ‘culture’ is essential to community identity (Parekh, 2000). It

has been argued that multiculturalism’s conception of ‘culture’ is too narrow, as it assumes that

communities have common political interests, common expectations, and common ways of

thinking (Baum, 2000: 117). As will become increasingly evident throughout this dissertation,

this ‘compartmentalization of culture’ actually works against a truly inclusive planning process,

since, as Baum (2000: 117) points out, in reality, many people belong to several communities

and may be untroubled with the contradiction inherent in being associated with sometimes very

different communities.
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The ‘muiti’ aspect ofmuiti-cultural therefore has two different definitions. The first definition, to

which modem muÏticuituraÏisrn poÏicies ascribe, holds that while ail groups are bounded and

distinct, some cuitural groups are more powerful in decision-making procedures than others, and

so minority cuiturai groups may require specific policies and programs in order to rectify this

imbalance (Fieras and Elliott, 1992). The second definition, which we iean towards in this

dissertation, refers to the complexity of societies where different groups have diverse

perspectives, interests, identities, and life habits. These elements can evolve, overiap, and

mutate, making cuhural identity more fluid (Parekh, 2000: 341; Amin, 2002: 23).

In some respects, this is close to the notion of hybridity, the constant social transformation and

hybridization between ethnocuhural groups that authors such as AlSayyad (2001, 2004) and

Hannerz (1996) believe accompanies the immigrant settÏement process. This leads to the

formation of meta-cuÏtural points of contact between different groups where political

commitments can be made through constantly re-negotiated meanings (Hannerz, 1992; Bhabha,

1994: 249). Like Amin’s “spaces of cultural transgression”, public space in a multietimic city

then becomes a modality through which the culture of one group is translated to the other. As we

will argue in this dissertation, this means that municipal policy needs to move beyond the idea of

accommodating difference towards the notion that there are larger collective cultures or value

sets that are constantly being formed in multietimic contexts, which can be inherently stable and

‘workable’ despite their fluidity if opportunities exist that allow the municipal decision-making

framework to retain its overali integrity.

b) Ethnicïty f ethnocuttural

The terms ‘ethnicity’ and ‘ethnocultural’ have a more chequered past, although one that is

similar in etiology to ‘culture’. Very broadly, ‘ethnicity’ defines individuals who consider

themselves, or who are considered by others, to share common characteristics which differentiate

them from other groups and within which members develop distinctive cultural behaviour

(Marshall, 1998). Ethnicity is a form of identity that is distinct from race, social class, religion,

language, or other categories of identity, since members of one ethnie group may share similar

racial or religious backgrounds without sharing in the gamut of identifiers (Marshall, 1998: 201).

Ethnicity then describes a group of people possessing a degree of solidarity who are aware of

having common origins, interests, and shared experiences (Cashmore, 1996: 119).
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The politicization of the original Greek “ethnikos” (meaning peopic or nation) began in the

1960’s, with the rise of several different schools of thought on the ftinction and formation of

ethnie groups and ethnicity. The ‘father’ of etlmicity is undeniably Frederik Barth (1969), who

argued that etimic groups are socially constructed, and that the physical and ideological

constructs of ethnic groups, such as dress, food, language, rituals, morality, and value

orientations, afthough permanent (‘primordial ethnicity’), exist only as a function of the

boundaries maintained between different groups (‘situational ethnicity’). Barth later developed a

third concept, ‘instrumental etlmicity”, based on several observations made during his fieldwork

among the Pathan and Baluchi groups of Afghanistan and Pakistan. The first observation is that

individual Pathans seemed to ‘exchange’ their Pathan identity for Baluchi identity through

marnage or changing economic circumstances, and the second is that certain Pathan groups

seemed to accentuate their “Pathan-ness” as a means of improving their foothold within Baluchi

society.

Recent work in sociology and anthropology lias been attempting to transcend the ‘bounded

ethnie group’ argument put forward by anthropologists such as Barth (1969), Gluckman (195$),

and Cohen (1969), as many scholars now feel that these conceptions are too limiting. For

example, Eriksen (199$, 2002) argues that people’s values are established through negotiations

within the family and among close friends. Once these shared meanings have been established,

they take on the form of “the unitary language-games of institutional politics” (Eniksen, 199$:

139), a conceptualization that allows ‘ethnocultural identity’ to move away from the ethnie group

towards the way that identity and cultural meaning are formed through inter-personal

interactions. This lias been picked up by Brackette Williams (1996: 421), who notes that in the

“race to nationhood”, ethnicity lias become the liglitning rod that attracts ah those with a vested

interest in promoting or defining the interests of one group over the intcrests of another. In her

‘resource competition model’, it is politicahly dominant groups that set the political agenda and

determine wide!y-held social standards. ‘Ethnie’ is a label given to subordinate groups who fail

to live up to these standards, and who are then denied a place in nationalist rhetoric by the ruling

élite, who refuse themselves to acknowledge their own etlmicity.

These notions of ethnocuhural identity as a form of identity that is constantly evolving, socially

transmitted, and consciously assumed have been adopted by authors such as G. C. Bentley

(1996) and Leonie Sandercock (2003a). Both situate the locus of ethnicity in what Pierre
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Bourdieu (1977) cails habitus, the complex of unconscious habituai actions and behaviours

towards the world. It is through shared experience of the world that members of a group identify

with a common identity. This can change during an individual’s lifetime and from generation to

generation as the ‘objective conditions oflife’ (material and economic conditions) change and as

people strive to accommodate their understanding of the world and their position in it under

changed circumstances.

Over the course of this doctoral dissertation, these various concepts of ethnicity will ail have a

role to play. As will become apparent, while ethnic identity has very strong political overtones

that derive from models of inter-group competition over shared resources, it is also subject to

alteration. In the case of immigrants, an individual’s sense of self changes over the course of

immigration, for it is extremely difficult, even in the case of reclusive groups, to maintain a

consistent level of cultural beliefs and practices outside the country of origin (DeVos and

Romanucci-Ross, 1995). Therefore, the identity of both the ethnic group and the individual will

change upon immigration (even from the moment that the decision to immigrate is made), and

this must be taken into account when studying ethnocultural identity outside the country of

origin. Therefore, interactionist and politically-based or contextually evolving conceptions of

ethnocultural identity are the ones that will form the analytical categories within which the

notions of ethnicity and culturally-based perceptions will be discussed in this dissertation.

c) Race

Ethnicity is often linked with race in the literature (Cashmore, 1998: 120), which poses a whole

series of problems. Is race an element of ethnicity or is it conceptually different? Are race and

etlmicity just aspects of a larger phenomenon? The history of the Western world, with its legacy

of large-scale immigration (voluntary/economic and involuntary/slavery) and the politicization

of “race relations’ in the United States and Europe, is perhaps the main reason why researchers

sometimes tend to link the two concepts together, creating new analytical categories such as

‘etimo-racial’ identity, which is used by scholars from Krishnarayan and Thomas (1993) to

Frisken and Wallace (2000). Likewise, Karen Blu (1980) notes that the terms ‘race’ and

‘etlmicity’ are ofien used as if they have separate but overlapping meanings — ‘race’ denoting the

biological ancestry of an individual or group, and ‘ethnicity’ denoting cultural history or



13

characteristics. The overlap cornes from the ‘groupness’, since ‘ethnics’ can share both a culture

and a race (Blu, 1980).

According to Baum (2000), the five conventional ‘racial’ categories used most commonly in

North America (White or Caucasian, Black or African American, Asian, Hispanic or Latino, and

Native American) lump together people of different races and/or cultures, ofien creating groups

with little or no common past and sometimes with long-standing animosities. For these reasons,

Glazer and Moynihan (1975: 25) argue that if etlmicity is to be a distinct analytical category,

then it bas to extend beyond “the more limited categories of race, nationality, and minority

group.” For exampie, there are rnany more ethnic groups within the Black “race” than can be

done justice by using a single ‘racial’ category. For other authors, ethnicity is a subjective feeling

of unity that a racial group may feel in certain contexts (Troyna, 199$; Cashmore and Troyna,

1983). This can range from the desire for inclusion within a larger racial or ethnic group (Banton,

1998, 2002) to a reaction against socio-economic and political inequality (Guibernau and Rex,

1997; Rex, 1986).

In Canada, the notion of race has been subsumed to the label ‘visible minority’. This terrn was

developed with very good intentions within the frarnework of federal Access to Equality

programs that wished to increase the participation of racial minority groups in the labour market,

particularly at the public service level. Prior to 1996, the Canada Census did flot account for

‘racial’ differences. Thus, in order to be able to set the program targets to be reached, the

definition of visible minorities as being “persons, other than Aboriginal peoples, who are non

Caucasian in race or non-white in colour” (enacted in the Canadian Employrnent Equity Act)

was created so that people could indicate their racial status (if desired) on the 1996 Canada

Census and 50 be counted. Notwithstanding these good intentions, the problem with these types

of definitions lies in the idea that ‘visibility’ is related to non-whiteness, since the category of

‘white’ then serves as the base to which ail other ‘races’ are compared (Bannerji, 2000a). These

types of conceptions perpetuate inequality unconsciously because the basis for comparison is

biased. Therefore, Bannerji (2000a) argues that they should be replaced by conceptions that

espouse more egalitarian relations between different but equal groups.

The distinction between race and ethnicity is flot made as ofien by European scholars

(Hargreaves, 1995; Wieviorka, 1995). Most work carried out in Europe tends to view race or

etbnicity as part and parcel of the same phenomenon (usually inter-group conflict). for example,
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Michael Banton (2002) advocates the idea of ‘racial competition’ when considering relations

between ethnic or racial minorities. According to this argument, racial discrimination occurs as

the resuit of increasing uncertainty among white Europeans concerning normative values, the

‘failure’ of immigrants to abide by these norms, and the easy but false correlation of skin colour

with non-conformity (Banton, 2002).

d) Ethnicity versus race as an analytical category

Race is a tricky issue to consider when looking at ethnocultural diversity for these reasons. This

dissertation will emphasize etlrnoculturality over race as an analytical category, although race is

certainly used by many planning researchers as an analytical category (Thomas, 2000). Planning

research in the United States and Europe (for example, Thomas, 1997; Thomas and Ritzdorf,

1997; Bobo, 2000) empliasizes race and racial discrimination in planning, governance, and

housing much more than Canadian research does. The issue is not as well explained in Canadian

studies, which often find that racial discrimination is not so easy to prove even when it may exist

(Ledoyen, 2004; Hill, 2001; McAndrew and Poitvin, 1996).

Adding ‘race’ as an analytical category in this dissertation would raise more questions than

answers. It would involve grouping respondents into racial categories and focusing more on

issues ofracism, which is a vast field of study in its own right. Since the case study on which this

dissertation is based does include people of different ‘races’ within its respondent sample, the

reader may be justified in wondering how racism will play into our findings. However, the focus

here is on culturally-based differences, similarities, perceptions, and interactions, and flot on

racism or other forms of discrimination based on the visible characteristics of ‘race’. This does

flot mean that pejorative attitudes and other forms of ‘suent’ discrimination (Wieviorka, 1995)

will flot be touched on, nor that racism will not 5e alluded to. It simply means that race and

racism as analytical categories will only be discussed when and where they are brought up by

study respondents on their own accord, or where they are considered to form an essential part of

relevant planning research.
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1.3 THE CHALLENGE POSED TO PLANNING BY INCREASING

MULTIETHNICITY

As the profession and practice of city-building, planning has undeniably been affected by the

increasing multietbnicity of many modem societies. As Frisken and Wallace (2000: 250) note:

“Whether it involves changing bouse numbers to be sensitive to Asian cultural

practices, addressing neighbourhood disputes over in-fil housing in older areas

(sometimes calÏed monster homes), or adjusting parking requirements for places

of worship with a regional catchment area and a capacity flot defned by pew seats

(to narne a few examples), multiculturalism is colliding with established

assumptions in the everyday practice of planning.”

These challenges occur at several different levels. The first challenge occurs at the level of

disadvantage and discrimination, since, as Parekh (2000) notes, equality of difference does not

nccessarily guarantee equal treatment. The second involves competing daims over public space,

and the third involves the notions of public interest and equity. Both the latter challenges are

linked, since as Qadeer (1997) suggests, planning’s response to culturally different demands

tends to be arbitrary because the problem of equitable treatment between different ethnie and

interest groups is diffcuit to solve given the current state of planning systems. And lastly, the

fourth challenge involves professional mentalities and the importance that planners assign to

‘difference’ in their daily practice.

1.3.1 The Profession and Practice of Planning: Formai to Informai

Before we go any further, we need to define what we mean by ‘planning’. From the end of the

I $00’s, urban planning has been concerned mainly with regulating the production and use of

space. As Yiftachel (199$: 395) notes:

“Planning is the formulation, content, and implementation of spatial public

policies. In other words, the practice of planning includes all public policies that

affect urban and regional development, zoning and land use, or more generally,

the public production of space. It includes urban, regional, and national spatial

policies controlled directly or indirectly by the state.”
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At its most basic level, planning has aiways been a teclmically-oriented activity that focuses on

identifying the appropriate land uses for an area (Hodge, 1998). Determining ‘appropriate use’

has always been a highly politicized process, however, and planning decisions are often made

through political negotiations and the exercise of political will (Forester, 1989). Thercforc, urban

planning is concemed flot only about the physical structure of the city, but also about how people

use and are served by the structure, from the development of city plans to municipal service

provision (Hodge, 199$: 201; frisken and Wallace, 2000).

Since the mid-1960’s, with the rise of identity politics, many different strands of planning have

developed. from feminist planning to the communicative tradition, these new strands are often

critical of the rational planning model, and proponents argue that power relations between

majority and minority groups are unequal and in need of restitution (Sandercock, 2003a: 21). As

a result, urban planning has moved beyond simple land use rationalization decisions to include

elements such as environmental advocacy, historic preservation, and community development.

These new ‘social planning’ approaches attempt to bring people together to identify what

dissatisfies them, imagine alternatives, work through their differences, and work together in

solidarity for a cause (Baum, 2000: 115). Planning then deals as much with resources as with

relationships (Sandercock, 2003a: 160).

The rise of advocacy-type planning has led to the development of community-based planning or

empowerment planning (Friedmann, 1 992a). The empowerment or community-building

approach can be lcd either by planners or residents, and “integrates the principles and methods of

participatory action research, direct action organizing, and education for critical consciousness”

(Reardon, 1998: 326). In this case, Reardon is referring to the resident-led revitalization of

Emerson Park, St. Louis, where planning actions focused on neighbourhood beautification and

public safety projects, housing redevelopment, access to public transportation, and programs to

help eliminate drug-dealing. The incorporation of residents as ‘planners’ suggests that planning

also occurs in two directions. “Top-down” planning originates with the state or with the

development industry, while “bottom-up” planning originates at the neighbourhood or

community level, ofien in opposition to state-directed planning (Baum, 2000).
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Community-based planning that is rooted in the practicai knowledge of local peopie is ofien

known as “informai” planning. Viewed in this way, planning becomes a human activity, not one

that is limited to the planning profession. A planning situation is therefore informai when a

pianned end state is observed, but where the process leading up to it is flot formai or

institutionalized (Nunn, 1991; Verma, 1995). As Briassoulis (1998: 106) notes:

“A group of actors seeks to satisfy their goals, they choose rationaily, within the
constraints of the context, a feasible course of action to proceed as weil as any
available means and procedures (licit or illicit) to act as required; whenever the
formai planning system is obstructive, they bypass the impediments accordingly;
they act consistently and persistently, and they stop when they get things done. The
process just described is a planning process, although it occurs outside (or in the
shadow of) the formai planning system. The end resuit of informai planning is
usually iegitimate in a broad societal sense, although maybe not legai under the
formai administrative system.”

Informai planning actions are sometimes called ‘alternative’ actions, since they take place

outside the mandate of municipal departments. Alternative planning actions are concerned less

with shaping the physical environment than with creating a healthy iived environment, ofien in

minority or marginaiized communities where urban service delivery, access to transportation and

employment, social work, and health issues are as important during planning efforts as physical

infrastructural improvements to housing or local parks (Giikes, 1988; Dubrow, 1992; Dubrow

and Goodman, 2002). As this dissertation wili demonstrate, many of the challenges and

opportunities for planning in multiethnic contexts seem to occur at the juncture between top

down and bottom-up planning approaches.

1.3.2 The First Challenge: Disadvantage and Discrimination

Community-based planning approaches are rooted in attempts to overtum the disadvantage and

discrimination that is oflen beiieved to affect minority or immigrant communities and

neighbourhoods (Friedmann, 1 992a; Rabrenovic, 1996). In fact, many scholars consider that

planning is challenged by socio-political forces that peripheraiize minority neighbourhoods or

groups, excluding them from, or only partially including them in, the decision-making processes

that determine the quality of their daiiy iives (Thomas and Ritzdorf, 1997). This challenge

operates at the level of disadvantaged neighbourhoods and the level of disadvantaged groups.
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a) Disadvantaged neighbourlioods

Research on minority and immigrant communities tends to link ethnicity and race with lesser

economic and residential status, especially in the United States and Europe (Cross and Keith,

1993; Hargreaves and McKiimey, 1997). Researchers have pointed out that ethno-racial

minorities and newer immigrants are disproportionately represented in disadvantaged

neighbourhoods, usually defined as working class neighbourhoods with higher than average

unemployment levels where access to suitable housing, safe public spaces, recreational activities,

public transportation, and employment are ofien lirnited (Shroder, 2001; Skifier-Anderson,

2003). These neighbourhoods pose a challenge because studies tend to suggest that if the cunent

pattern of immigration continues, the need for municipal authorities to operate effectively within

these socially complex situations will become more pressing (Allen and Cars, 2001; Khakee,

Soma, and Thomas, 1999).

Concemed over conditions in disadvantaged minority neighbourhoods, authorities in many cities

have tried to ‘manage’ these areas and reduce urban fears of criminality and conflict by

instituting neighbourhood revitalization programs. These programs usually target physical

spatial infrastructure (housing renewal, improved transportation, provision of community

facilities) or broad socio-economic goals (improving local schools’ track-records or encouraging

integration in the workforce). However, many of the newer programs, such as the

Neighbourhood Management program in the United Kingdorn or the City of Montreal’s joint

municipal-provincial “Quartiers sensibÏes/Quartiers ciblés” program, tend to work at the micro

scale, in neighbourhoods of between 2,000 to 5,000 inhabitants. The goal of these ‘local

revitalization projects’ is to improve residents’ quality of life along with neighbourhood quality.

The idea is that residents will remain in the neighbourhood and flot disperse out to “better” ones,

as is the intent of programs such as the American Moving to Opportunity program (Katz, Kiing,

and Liebman, 2001).

The effectiveness of these types of responses is oflen called into question (Takahashi, 1998;

Shroder, 2001; Ellen and Turner, 1997; Allen and Cars, 2001; Khakee, Somma, and Thomas,

1999). For example, Allen and Cars (2001) evaluated the outcome of neighbourhood renewal

programs in ten ‘socially-excluded’ multiethnic neighbourhoods (degraded neighbourhoods that

are home to groups of people at risk of social exclusion) across Europe. They found that local
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service delivery agencies suffering cut-backs due to welfare state reforms were unable to deliver

appropriate levels of services to residents. This enhanced residents’ feeling ofpowerlessness vis-

à-vis larger municipal service dclivery structures, and reinforced the notion among municipal

authorities that residents make up a homogeneous disenfranchised group suffering from

‘multiple disadvantage’. Consequently, it was difficult for planners and service providers to

recognize the significant elements of social and cultural diversity within the study

neighbourhoods (Mien and Cars, 2001: 2200). In other words, municipal actions carried out

within these multiethnic ‘disadvantaged’ neighbourhoods were monocultural - rooted in the

dominant culture. Cuitural diversity was seen as a problem by public authorities as opposed to a

potential source of ideas or solutions because people did flot behave as expected (Allen and Cars,

2001: 2202). Due to mutuai mistrust and unfavourable labelling, Allen and Cars (2001: 2201)

believe that the best solution most hkely involves ways of creating effective micro-political

processes and structures within neighbourhoods.

Likewise, Khakee, Somma, and Thomas (1999) also found that municipal revitalization

programs tend to ghettoize immigrant neighbourhoods fttrther, since they perpetuate socio

economic and political perceptions that hinder integration. As Parekh (2000: 212) notes, these

types of situations (development of false perceptions on the part of authorities and residents, and

mis-targeted programs) intensify cross-cultural tensions and can only be reversed when

municipal action is designed from the bottom up by the specific groups involved in an area.

Researchers looking at disadvantaged neighbourhoods in the United States also support these

conclusions (Takahashi, 1998; Shroder, 2001). $cholarly evaluation of top-down neighbourhood

and housing revitalization programs in the United States (Ellen and Tumer, 1997; Shroder, 2001;

Goering et ai, 1999; Katz, Kiing, and Liebman, 2001; Salama, 1999) and in Europe (Donzelot

and Mével, 2001; Vielliard-Baron, 2000; Allen and Cars, 2001; Khakee, Somma, and Thomas,

1999) is tom on the effectiveness of these programs in general, feeling that they have not taken

into consideration social forces present in the host society that prevent the movement of

neighbourhoods (and their residents) into the realm of the “middle class”. Little scholarly

evaluation of recent top-down neighbourhood revitalization programs in Canadian cities exists,

particularly of the joint municipal-provincial Quartiers sensibles/Quartiers ciblés program in

Montreal (although comparative policy reviews exist — see Bacqué et ai, 2003, and Dansereau et

ai, 2003). On the other hand, fairly similar findings have been reported for the housing sector in

Canada (Henry et aÏ, 2000; Ledoyen, 2004).
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The challenge faced by planning in multietimic neighbourhoods where disadvantage adds

another level of complexity is threefold. First, municipal planning actions designed to improve

quality of life are often considered to be ineffective because they misread the issues facing

diverse groups in the neighbourhood (Allen and Cars, 2001: 2206; Parekh, 2000). Second, the

ethnocultural composition of these neighbourhoods often evolves over time as immigrant ftows

change, and therefore the expectations and concerns of current residents may flot correspond

with those of future residents. And third, authorities who are unfamiliar with the context are not

always able to distinguish between conflicts or problems that have real consequences (and

therefore require intervention) and those which “arise from the irritation of incomprehension”

(Allen and Cars, 2001: 2207).

b) Disadvantaged groups

Disadvantaged groups are another challenge for planning because research has shown that

municipal planning and service provision can discriminate either consciously or unconsciously

against certain minority groups (Krishnarayan and Thomas, 1993; Thomas, 199$). In a landmark

study, Krishnarayan arid Thomas (1993) explored the sensitivity of the British planning system

to the needs of racial and ethnie minorities. Afier surveying over 400 local planning authorities,

their report concluded that there was a great deal of ignorance about the existence and nature of

racial/ethnic disadvantage in planning. While overt attempts to use the planning system to

promote racist objectives as had occurred in parts of the United States (Thomas and Ritzdorf,

1997) were missing, authorities considered that ‘etlmicity’ and ‘race’ were social policy issues,

flot planning concerns (Krislmarayan and Thomas, 1993: 124). Therefore, planners were simply

unaware that municipal policies and practices could have a discriminatory effect on certain

groups.

This ‘blindness to difference’ was first demonstrated by Rex and Moore (1967) in their analysis

of the dynamics of residential segregation and publie housing in Birmingham. They showed how

bureaucratie procedures considered to be fair because they applied equally to everybody could

have different outcomes according to one’s ‘race’ or ethnicity. In Birmingham, publie housing

was allocated to people registered on a waiting list according to the number of points they had

accumulated, which were unintentionally biased towards native British families (length of tirne
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on the waiting iist, years of war service, etc.). b even qualify for the iist, residents had to be

living in the city for five years, which also put immigrants at a disadvantage. Therefore, these

two studies show that lack of awareness for the different realities of racial and ethnic minorities

can lead to discriminatory outcomes unintentionaliy. This type of blindness to possible

discrimination is flot as easy to address as outright racism would be, since overt discrimination

can be regulated by the courts (Wieviorka, 1995).

As a whoie, planners and municipal managers find it difficuit to accept that current bureaucratic

procedures can systematically cause disproportionate probiems for certain sectors of the

population (Rex and Mason, 1987; Mason, 1987; Allen, 2000; Frisken and Wailace, 2000;

Moore Milroy and Wallace, 2002). In addition, several studies have shown that planning

authorities tend to fail into two broad categories depending on the importance they attribute to

‘race’ or ethnicity in their daily activities (Thomas, 1995; Frisken and Wallace, 2000). The

iargest group aiways considers that ‘race’ or ethnicity has no particular relevance to their day-to

day planning functions. A much smaller group is more inclined to introduce innovations of

various kinds to help resoive issues or problems involving different cultural groups. Ail in ail,

blindness to the fact that municipal policies or programs may possibly resuit in discriminatory

outcomes for certain groups is a very difficuit challenge for most planners and municipal

authorities, because these professionals usually assume that their practices are fair and just to ail

groups (Moore Milroy and Wallace, 2002).

1.3.3 The Second Challenge: Claims Over Public Space

The second challenge involves competing daims over public space. As different ethnocultural

and immigrant groups grow larger and become more established over time, so do their

institutions, organizations, and leadership, which sometimes ‘compete’ for urban space with host

society institutions and values (Sassen, 1996). One only has to look at the conflict engendered by

“monster homes” in Vancouver, massive houses constructed by immigrants from Hong Kong

that defy planning ordinances and neighbourhood zoning regulations (Smart and Smart, 1996).

Another example is the controversy erupting over the siting of places of worship belonging to

ethnic minority groups in host society neighbourhoods (Germain and Gagnon, 2003; Isin and

Siemiatycki, 1999). The symbolic and visible daims made to public space in the form of new
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housing construction types and etlmic places of worship are therefore a challenge for planners

who are often caught in the middle.

These types of daims also occur in the commercial sector. North American examples include the

proliferation of “Asian-theme” condo-mails, where store units are owned by individual

proprietors (Wallace, 1999), “Asian-style” residential development that is marketed to

prospective immigrants in Asian countries (Light, 2002), and certain retail and other commercial

practices (signage, street vending, health regulations regarding the preparation and storage of

food, construction practices, etc.). In many cases, planners find themselves mediating between

the developer/entrepreneur and fearful residents/authorities in order to ensure that planning

guidelines are respected while stili allowing the entrepreneur to proceed according to his or her

own conceptions (Edgington and Hutton, 2002; Frisken and Wallace, 2000).

A third type of daim involves actual public spaces, ranging from neighbourhood transformation

to park design and recreation. Ameyaw (2000) discusses the case of Surrey in British Columbia,

a historic Victorian neighbourhood where South Asians have been constructing mega-homes for

their extended families and using streets and sidewalks as active public spaces. Planners in

Surrey have had to mediate between South Asians and other residents in order to resolve conflict

over neighbourhood style and use. No matter what the social composition of a given

neighbourhood might be, municipal authorities across Canada are faced with demands for such

things as culturally-specific park infrastructure or commemorative parks and statues dedicated to

etimo-national heroes or events (Martin, 2000). These wishes are flot aiways easy for planners to

accommodate, especially when the item requested has littie resonance for other members of the

society (Martin, 2000). As well, some municipalities are struggling to deal with increasing

demands for different types of recreational services, from requests for “women-only” swim times

at public pools to ethnic sports clubs that demand full access to public facilities even though their

activities are closed to non-ethnie group members (Richardson, 2001).

The dilemma here has less to do with the use or development itself than with the way the

meaning of public space is mediated between established and newer groups. The challenge for

planning occurs at two levels. First of ah, the potential for conflict between established and

newer groups can create situations where xenophobia or racism within neighbourhoods finds
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expression or outiet through the planning system (Sandercock, 2003a: 131). As Moore Miiroy

and Wallace (2002: 250) report:

“These conflicts are usually debated in terms of traditional, technical planning
concems like parking, traffic, appropriate planned use, etc., although some ask if
these camouflage fears about demographic change and discriminatory attitudes.

[...] As a result, the planning process can potentially become a venue that exposes
tensions, conffict and racism in a community.”

In addition, municipal authorities often corne up against cultural practices that are not easily

reconciled with their own assumptions, values, and professional training (Sandercock, 2003e),

which can challenge their established assumptions about everyday social life and colour their

response.

1.3.4 The Third Challenge: Ideas of the Public Interest(s)

The collision of culturally-based values and assumptions leads us to the third major challenge for

planning — that of determining the public interest in societies that are rapidly diversifying.

a) Conflicting notions of “public interest”

Moore Milroy and Wallace (2002) surveyed urban plaimers in 25 municipalities in the Greater

Toronto Area to determine the extent to which they acknowledge ethnocultural and ‘ethno-racial’

diversity in their daily planning activities. All planners interviewed report that they are working

“in the public interest”, which means striving for equity in their activities. However, like other

researchers before them (Krishnarayan and Thomas, 1993; Qadeer, 1994; Sandercock and

Kliger, 1998a, 199$b), Moore Milroy and Wallace discovered that planners have a good deal of

difficulty figuring out what ‘equitable’ and ‘public interest’ mean in a multiethnic context. The

great majority said that they do not reach out to ethnocultural groups or encourage their

participation in public consultation forums. Either they do flot have the resources to do so, or else

they feel that it is inappropriate to target a particular group. Overali, planners seemed unaware

that ethnocultural differences could be an issue or that the concerns of ethnocultural communities

could be different from those ofthe general population.
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The assumption of a single public interest flot only challenges planning practice, it also hinders

the development of a truly equitable and inclusive process (Young, 2000). Despite this, Canadian

planning practice tends to consider that planning in the common public interest is the most

appropriate and equitable approach (Hodge, 1998: 439). Planning is said to operate in the public

interest if it creates “sound, amenable development for the community as a whole” (Hodge,

199$: 197). Planners have flot only assumed that a common public interest exists, they have also

assumed that they are capable of defining what it is (Alexander, 1992: 129), even though there is

no ready mechanism for doing so (Hodge, 199$: 402).

The idea of a common public interest was put into question by Davidoff (1965), who argued that

planners should not only identify what values underlie their proscriptions, but also take action to

affirm them. Over the ensuing decades, different groups have indicated that their interests are not

being met because ‘public interest’ is too narrowly defined, from feminists (Sandercock and

forsyth, 1992) to racial minorities (Thomas and Ritzdorf, 1997) and gays and lesbians (Forsyth,

1997). Despite almost four decades of criticism, however, the notion of a single common public

interest prevails (Alexander, 1992: 130). Some still believe that planning is in the public interest

if it appears equitable, or if it improves the situation of those worst off in the community

(Alexander, 1992). On the other hand, others interpret the public interest to mean the ‘relevant

public’, where planning is in the public interest if it benefits the individuals who are relevant to

the issue at hand, although it is the planner who decides who is relevant (Klosterman, 1980:

326). In addition, the democratic participation approach holds that planning is in the public

interest as long as everyone participates. Therefore, the accuracy of the public interest is related

to the level of participation in public forums (Amstein, 1969). This latter perspective continues

to dominate even though the effectiveness of the public participation process has been

questioned substantially (Wallace, Woo, and Boudreau, 1997; Vertovec, 1999).

For these reasons, authors such as Sandercock (199$a, 2003a) and Young (2000) argue that the

idea of a single common public interest has littie validity in a multiethnic society. They propose

expanding the definition of public interest to one that takes a ‘multiple publics’ perspective,

assuming diversity in behaviour, opinion, and experiences to be the norm rather than the

exception.



25

b) ‘Public interest’ versus ‘multiple publics’ in Canadian and Quebec planning policy

Nevertheless, urban planning in Canada is regulated through provincial legislation and municipal

by-laws, where “assumptions of a single public interest, in fact, of a single homogeneous

population, have deep foots in the legal and professional tradition that municipal planning is

based on” (Moore Miiroy and Wallace, 2002: 66). For example, the Quebec provincial planning

code, the Act Respecting Land Use Planning and Development / Loi sur l’aménagement et

l’urbanisme (enacted in 1979 and amended in 2002), requires municipal and regional

administrations to hold public consultations to determine if a proposal is ‘in the public interest’.

This includes changes to official plans and zoning by-laws, or any development matter that

might be of interest to certain individuals or organizations. On the other hand, the cities of

Montreal and Quebec were granted charters in 1831 that give them a wide leeway in terms of

deciding when and where public consultation is required in order to determine if a proposai is in

the public interest (Germain and Rose, 2000). The problem this poses is that in Quebec, land use

planning law is inspired more by the American than the British system (Giroux, 1979) and the

legal procedures for recourse available on municipal planning decisions in Ontario are practically

non-existent in Quebec (Poirier, 1995). It has always been possible to appeal a decision to the

Minister for Municipal Affairs. while recourse to the Quebec Municipal Commission is available

for matters related to official plans. However, these types of venues do flot necessarily give

citizens full opportunity to challenge municipal planning decisions that might be based on

erroneous notions of the common public interest (Poirier, 1995). This leaves only the courts as a

main recourse, which can sometimes be too costly and time-consuming for many citizens or

citizens’ groups.

It should corne as no surprise that the Quebec provincial planning code makes no mention

whatsoever of anything more diverse than a single common public interest. On the other hand,

the Canadian Institute ofPlanners adopted a Statement of Values in 1994 that directs plaimers to

“value the natural and cultural environment, [...] to respect diversity, [...] and to foster

meaningful public participation by ail individuals and groups and to seek to articulate the needs

ofthose whose interests have flot been represented.” This Statement of Values is not enforceable,

however, since it does not show up in the Institute’s Code of Professional Conduct (Canadian

Institute of Planners, 1994). This recommendation does not exist at all at the level of the Ordre
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des urbanistes du Québec (or the Association des aménagistes du Québec, for that matter),

although the issue of cultural diversity has been brought up in terms of ethical behaviour during

member training sessions (OUQ, 2004).

Despite the relative ‘invisibility’ of notions of a more diverse public interest at the provincial

level in Quebec, the situation is slightly different in the case of the City of Montreal. In Les

orientations et les stratégies du Plan d’urbanisme de Montréal, the guide that accompanies the

final version of Montreal’s Master Plan (1992), recognition of a diverse public is made

throughout. It appears in the demographic portrait of Montreal and in the various objectives of

the Master Plan, including the need to accommodate a heterogeneity of family types (particularly

larger or extended families) in new housing construction and to attend to culturally diverse needs

in neighbourhood planning and conmiercial/economic development. This attention to diversity

also appears in the separate neighbourhood plans established for each district in Montreal,

especially those that have a tradition of immigrant reception and settlement. However, the means

of ensuring that the diverse interests of different groups are factored into local planning

processes are lefi up to the vagaries of the public hearings that take place on a monthly basis in

Montreal’ s boroughs.

Urban planning responsibilities in the City of Montreal are spread out across a range of planning

agencies (from the Executive Committee to the Urban Development Commission and the Urban

Planning Division of the Service du développement économique et urbain). In addition, each

borough has a local planning team whose sole responsibility is permit approval, heritage issues,

and development consultation. The strategies mentioned in the Master Plan demonstrate that

urban planning responsibilities in Montreal overlap with those of many different municipal

departments (parks, sports and recreation, community development, public works, public

housing, etc.). The extent to which these various divisions and actors take the recognition of

cultural diversity made in the Master Plan into account when determining what the public

interest in a multiethnic city might be remains unknown.

The challenge for planners faced with contested notions of the public interest is that the “norms

and values of the dominant culture are usually embedded in legislative frameworks of planning,

bylaws, and regulations” (Sandercock, 2003a: 130). These frameworks have been developed

over many years and are not so easily overhauled (Sandercock, 2000). The problem is that the
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notion of ‘public interest’ silently encodes ideas on society, from the form of relationships to

family structure, religious practices, and public space preferences. In other words, planning

principles developed on the notion of a common public interest are also “embedded in the social

pattems of the dominant culture” (Qadeer, 2000: 17). The principle of equity, so cherished by

planners in Moore Miiroy and Wallace’s (2002) study, is questionable if a lag exists between

legislated notions of a common public interest and the social reality of multiple publics or

culturally diverse interests (Sandercock, 199$a, 2003a; Young, 2000).

1.3.5 The Fourth Challenge: The Dïfficulty of Taking Diversity Seriously

The idea of a common public interest prevents planning professionals in multiethnic contexts

from taking culture seriously, since it makes it easier for planners to believe that others see

things the same way that they do. Therefore, when ‘cultural Others’ say or do something ‘we

would not’, they are simply being illogical (Baum, 2000: 11$). This presents a more insidious

challenge for planning because the norms and values of the dominant culture to which most

planners belong (either through etimic origin or through occupational affiliation) become

embodied in their attitudes, behaviour, and practice (Sandercock, 2003c). This challenge

becomes even greater when municipal decision-makers hold deep-seated beliefs about the

superiority of their own culture, or if they believe that immigrants and minority groups should

adopt the norms of the rnajority culture. Even when plaimers do recognize differences between

other cultures and their own, they can stili hold unconscious assumptions about these cultures

(Baum, 2000: 119).

When planners insist on seeing themselves as neutral and objective actors, this can encourage

professional certitude that can lead to misunderstandings, animosity, or professional difficulties.

The situation is not much clearer for planners who are themselves of minority origin, for they

must still be able to understand other cultural viewpoints and be able to develop a modus

operandi that respects ‘multiple publics’ and multiple interests. If, as Baum (2000: 132)

suggests, all planning is a cross-cultural encounter, then the potential for cultural

misunderstandings is only amplified in a multiethnic setting (Burayidi, 2000). Planning is carried

out by people who have their own values and perceptions. In the absence of a legislated vision of

‘multiple publics’, this becomes the most difficult challenge to overcome, for it helps determine

the willingness ofplanners and municipal authorities to accommodate multiple interests.
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1.4 MUNICIPAL RESPONSE: FROM POLICY 10 PRACTICE

1.4.1 Global Responses

Faced with the challenge of managing increasingly multietlmic cities, municipal actors

worldwide have responded to diversity in several general ways. These range from the refusai to

consider difference at ail to the development of more culturally-aware policies and practices. In

Britain, Thomas (1995) discovered that municipal planning response to cuÏtural and racial

diversity depends on two main factors. f irst of ail, it depends on local political circumstances, or

on what lie cails the ‘local politics of race or ethnicity’. This means that policy measures are

needed to encourage pianners to move from a purely technical response to one in which cultural

or racial difference becomes an operational planning problem. And second, the response of

planning officiais depends highly on how important they believe that etlinicity or race is to their

planning functions. In other contexts, pro-diversity municipal responses have sometimes been

sidelined due to antagonism from local constituents. for exampie, in the United States, the

challenge of dealing respectfully with diversity lias been complicated in many cases by the

reluctance to accommodate racial openness (Martin and Warner, 2000: 272-8). The resuit is that

municipal planning programs geared towards combating racial disadvantage, such as anti

redlining campaigns, equity assurance programs (designed to assuage fears that property values

will decrease if the number of African American residents increases), and pro-residential

integration programs have sometimes been met with scepticism and outright antagonism by local

residents and actors (Rotella, 1998).

Tliese researcli findings have been replicated by a growing number of studies in Canada (Qadeer,

1994, 1997; frisken and Wallace, 2000; Moore Miiroy and Wallace, 2002; Wallace and Moore

Milroy, 1999; Germain et aÏ, 2003; Ameyaw, 2000; Edgington and Hutton, 2002), the United

States (Burayidi, 2000), Australia (Thompson, 2003; Watson and McGillivray, 1995; $andercock

and Kiiger, 1998a, 1998b), Europe (Allen and Cars, 2001; Khakee, Somma, and Thomas, 1999;

Ratcliffe, 1999; Vertovec, 1999), and Israel (Yifiachel, 1992, 1996, 2000; Fenster, 1999a, 1999b,

1 999c). In addition, a small but growing body of research on municipal response in East Asian

and South Asian cities lias also been coming to sirnilar conclusions (Logan, 2002; Islam et ai,

2003; Shami, 2003, for example). Ail these studies carried out in different cities and in different

national contexts are important because they show tliat increasing multiethnicity tends to elicit
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the same types of responses on the part of municipal authorities, pianners, and residents — from

“biindness to difference” and outright antagonism to policy measures that intercede and mediate

between different cuiturai groups in the name of “equity”.

1.4.2 Policy Responses: Institution of Multiculturalism or Interculturalism Policies

Although many municipalities have no cultural diversity policies at ail, others have instituted

policies or strategies designed to help “deal” with diversity. In Alexander’s (2001) study of

municipal policies towards immigrants in 25 European and Israeli cities, he concluded that cities

pass through a five-part evolution regarding the amount of attention they accord to immigrants.

The initiai tbree stages involve assimilationist-type policies. These range from “non-policy”

(municipalities are unaware of, or ignore, immigrant populations) to “guest-worker” policies

(services to immigrants are limited since they are considered to be merely temporary workers)

and “assimilationist” policies (immigrants are considered to be permanent, but their Otherness is

expected to disappear). The next two stages are more inclusive. In the “pluralist” stage,

difference is valorized for its integrative capacities as well as for the cultural wealth it bestows

on a city. The formation of etimocultural associations is encouraged and the representation of

ethnic groups on political instances is sought. In the final “intercultural” stage, the integrative

capacity of intercultural exchange is stressed, aithough specific needs are usually accepted under

certain circumstances. Immigrants and members of the host society are encouraged to share

common spaces and activities in order to leam from one another and to create a more

harmonious urban environment.

Some researchers do flot feel that Alexander’s stages can be applied as easily to Canadian cities.

In their study of municipal response in the Montreal area, Germain et al (2003: 12) argue that

few municipalities seem to have the wealth of experience required to move through these

different stages. In addition, Alexander’s stages may be inappropriate to Canadian cities since

they focus solely on immigrants, not cultural diversity. for this reason, Germain et al (2003)

argue that Michel Wieviorka’s (1993) policy response types may be more appropriate. These

range from: 1. Republican-type policies where public expression of cultural difference is flot

recognized but where private expression is accepted, 2. policies where difference is recognized,

respected, and accorded certain rights, and 3. policies of tolerance where difference is acceptable

as long as it does not pose conflict, tension, or visible problems in public and private life.
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A quick survey of multiculturalism or interculturalism policies in Canada’ s three largest

immigrant-receiving cities (Vancouver, Toronto, and Montreal) shows that perhaps the latter

policy type is the one that tends to dominate (see discussion below). On the other hand,

researchers have noted that despite the importance granted to immigration, race, and ethnic

diversity in multiculturalism policies and programs at the national level, this has been relatively

neglected at the municipal level (Abu Laban, 1997; Frisken and Wallace, 2000; Germain and

Gagnon, 2003). Despite this, several municipalities in the Vancouver, Toronto, and Montreal

areas instituted multiculturalism or interculturalism policies in the 1990’s that resemble one

another in many respects.

It bears mention at this point that this dissertation will flot discuss policies developed after 2001.

f ieldwork for our doctoral research project ended just prior to the Montreal municipal mergers of

January 2002. The context of post-merger harmonization of policies across different boroughs in

the new City of Montreal is incomplete, particularly in the wake of the de-merger referendums

held in June 2004, where many formerly-independent municipalities were given the green light

to de-merge, and will do so over the course of 2005 and 2006. As well, harmonization and

development of new policies afier the mergers in Toronto will only be discussed up until the end

of 2001, although many interesting new developments in terms of diversity policies have

occuned since then. However, the research project on which this dissertation is based ended in

late 2001, and so policy events taking place after this time do flot affect the study’s results.

a) Vancouver and Toronto: multiculturalism poticies

Only three out of 22 municipalities in the Vancouver area have adopted formal diversity

management policies — the cities of Vancouver, Richmond, and Burnaby. These are the oldest

and most multiethnic municipalities in the region, and receive the highest number of new

immigrants (Edgington and Hutton, 2002). These policies include the commitment to support

multiculturalism and to adapt local services in order to render them accessible to all residents (by

means of translation services and inter-ethnie participation programs, for example). The City of

Vancouver itself has had a multiculturalism policy since 1992, when the CityPlan initiative was

devised to increase ethnic cornmunity involvement in politics and planning through “locally

based visioning exercises” (Abu Laban, 1997). In 1995, Vancouver instituted the City

Diversification Strategy, designed to involve local communities and minorities in community
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based planning processes and local decision-making forums. Fairly recently, the City of

Vancouver hired “muiticultural” urban planners, who are tasked specifically with ensuring that

planning response concords with multicuitural social realities and with leading mediation

sessions between different groups (Edgington and Hutton, 2002: 20).

Tuming to municipalities in the Toronto area, only the City of Toronto has adopted broad

multiculturalism and diversity management policies. In 1990, Toronto adopted the Principle of

Ethno-Racial Access to Metropolitan Services, which required that ail departments develop an

Access Action Plan in conjunction with the newly-formed Multicultural and Race Relations

Division, later consolidated into the Access and Equity Centre. The Access and Equity Centre

administers Toronto’s employment equity, human rights, anti-harassment, and anti-hate policies.

It also supports cultural sensitivity training for municipal staff and oversees a multiiingual

information unit. In 1999, despite differences of opinion on the lengths to which the newly

merged city of Toronto should go in promoting employment equity and the full participation of

minorities in decision-making forums (Frisken and Wallace, 2000), Toronto adopted a Vision

Statement that committed ail the newly-rnerged municipalities to the creation of an environment

of equaÏity for ail. As a resuit, the Community Advisory Committee on Race and Ethnic

Relations was created in 2000 to advise City Council on related issues. Most other municipalities

in the Toronto area do not have diversity management policies (although some have ‘race

relations’ policies), especially those that receive less immigrants or that are farther away from

the urban core (Frisken and Wallace, 2000). This is also true for the rnajority ofmunicipalities in

the Vancouver area (Au, 2000; Edgington and Hutton, 2002).

b) Montreal: fnterculturalism policies

The City of Montreal was the first city in Canada to develop a policy demonstrating its openness

to ethnocultural diversity (Germain et ai, 2003). In 1988, the Bureau Interculturel de Montréal

was created as a reference and consultation centre. This division devised the Déclaration de

Montréat contre la discrimination raciale, adopted by the City in 1989. This policy statement

recommended implementing an access to equality program in employment, as well as creating a

consultative committee on inter-racial and intercultural relations (the Comité A viseur sur les

relations interculturelies de Montréal, created in 1995). Now the Bureau des Affaires

interculturelles, this division is mandated with ensuring that all municipal departments take the
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concems and needs of cultural communities into account. In specific cases, Bureau

representatives encourage parties to find mutually acceptable solutions, while more generally,

the Bureau offers intercultural awareness sessions to managers, describing the culturally-specific

realities they are confronted with on a daily basis and dernonstrating how they should behave in

conflictual situations (Germain et aÏ, 2003: 41).

Recognizing that most new immigrants to the province of Quebec settie in Montreal, in 1999 the

Bureau des Affaires interculturelles instigated a cooperative program between the City and the

provincial Ministère des Relations avec les citoyens et de 1 ‘Immigration called the Plan d’action

visant 1 ‘acceuil et Ï ‘intégration en français des immigrants dans les quartiers de Montréal. The

main objective of this program, besides that of neighbourhood integration, is to help introduce

new arrivais to the municipal structure and to the services offered by the City of Montreal.

In 2000, the Bureau des Affaires interculturelles released the outiines of an interculturalism

policy and management strategy entitled Construire Ensemble — Orientations 2000-2001-2002.

This document highlights four main management targets: 1. focus on immigrant reception and

settiement; 2. apply the principles of equity, non-discrimination, and non-exclusion; 3. account

for diverse needs in operations and service provision; and 4. consolidate Montreal’s

cosmopolitan character. An accompanying guide was published in 2001 in order to help

managers and ernployees implement aspects of the city’s new interculturalism policy, entitled

L ‘accommodement raisonnable: Guide à I ‘intention des gestionnaires de la Ville de Montréal

(Reasonable Accommodation: a Guide for City of Montreal Managers). This guide outiines the

main principies of reasonable accommodation, which is a measure intended to counter

discrimination within municipal institutions by providing a general ftamework for responding to

requests or dealing with situations where cultural diversity or difference may be an issue.

Management principles include: 1. recognizing community organizations as key players in the

municipal service provision field; 2. encouraging ail residents to take an active role in municipal

life (but discouraging the creation of parallel networks, which could marginalize cultural

groups); and 3. supporting the inclusion of ail City departments in this dynamic because they

provide services to ethnocultural groups, either directly or indirectly.
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Unlike the multiculturalist approaches favoured by the cities of Vancouver and Toronto, the City

of Montreal has adopted an interculturalist approach that is based on the interculturalism

principle developed by the Quebec provincial government. In passing, it bears note that Quebec

is the only province where the term “cultural communities” (referring to people who are not of

french Canadian, English Canadian, or Native Canadian descent) has entered public speech.

This term was coined in 1980 by the Ministère des Communautés culturelles et de Ï ‘Immigration,

which wished to stress its openness to cultural difference. However, there has been a change of

course in Quebec since the 1990’s, which began when the Ministère des Communautés

culturelles et de 1 ‘Immigration changed its name to the Ministère des Relations avec les citoyens

et Ï ‘Immigration (MRCJ). At that time, the MRCI stopped using the term ‘cultural communities’

officially (although it remains in common use). Although the MRCI emphasizes that all citizens

of Quebec should be treated equally, it now considers that cultural differences are less important

than the sense ofbelonging to Québécois society (Helly, 1999).

Likewise, the interculturalism principle aims to promote intercultural exchanges between the

various cultures that contribute to the province’s identity and that support its social, cultural, and

economic development. As adopted by the City of Montreal, “the intercultural approach

promotes exchanges among individuals and groups of different cultural backgrounds, as part of a

dynamic and interactive effort” (Ville de Montréal, 2000b), and preaches respect for difference

and other cultures while valorizing cross-cultural understanding through participation in common

activities (Ville de Montréal, 2000a: 17). The interculturalist approach therefore differs from a

multicuituralist approach in that it proposes a way of living together in which everyone has

similar civic rights and responsibilities, and where mutual understanding and respect within the

overall framework of adhesion to Québécois society is important (Germain et aÏ, 2003: 40).

It is interesting to note that studies on Montreal and Toronto have found that formal cultural

diversity policies do not always filter down through various municipal departments, and that

when they do, they are flot aiways applied uniformly (if at ah) within the same department

(Germain et al, 2003: 11; frisken and Wallace, 2000). For example, despite the existence of a

formai interculturalism strategy, only a handful of City of Montreal departments have developed

internai interculturalism policies or action plans (Germain et aÏ, 2003: 171). The first to do so

was the Sports and Recreation Department, which developed an Action Plan on Intercultural
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Matters in 1997 in order to respond to the evolving nature of its clientele (Richardson, 2001).

The Action Plan stresses the participation of ail in recreational activities, while acknowledging

that obstacles to accessibiiity exist for certain groups and that recreational needs can differ

between cultural groups. However, this action plan is not applied uniforrnly by the various

regional offices of this decentralized department, and practices differ according to clientele and

territory (Germain et ai, 2003; Richardson, 2001). Some regional managers refuse to entertain

any sort of cuitural particularism while others are more inciined to acquiesce to requests

emanating from different ethnocultural groups in order to ensure that they are not unwittingly

excluded from pursuing a recreational activity (Germain and Poirier, 2001; Richardson, 2001).

Tuming to other municipalities in the Montreal area, severai studies have found that there is no

automatic correlation between the number of immigrants on a municipality’s territory and the

existence of formai intercuituralism or multiculturaiism policies (Germain et ai, 2003: 171;

Germain and Gagnon, 2003; Paré, frohn, and Laurin, 2002). In some cases, municipalities that

formerly had formai cukurai diversity policies are beginning to renege on this commitment due

to “managerial overload” and increasing controversy over certain projects and decisions among

residents (Germain and Gagnon, 2003; Germain et ai, 2003). Like their counterparts in

Vancouver and Toronto, the largest municipalities in the Montreal area (Montreal, St. Laurent,

and Lavai) tend to have a wider range of formai cultural diversity poiicies than do smailer or

more peripherai ones (Germain et ai, 2003). Although Montreal area municipalities may differ in

the form and content of their diversity policies, the overriding concern of municipal actors is to

ensure immigrant integration. This means setting limits on the extent to which difference is

publicly expressed, while still accepting requests that appear to be very important to particular

communities (Germain et ai, 2003; Germain and Gagnon, 2003).

In a nutshell, diversity policies instituted by municipalities in the Vancouver, Toronto, and

Montreal areas ail focus on ways of increasing the accessibility of city services to different

cuitural groups and of mediating between culturally-based requests. However, none of these

policy responses are what miglit be caÏled proactive responses, which are institutionalized efforts

to identify and address needs before problems arise (Tate and Quesnei, 1995). They are mostly

reactive responses, since they invoive setting up a unit of city government (an advisory

committee, a local ombudsman) to deal with demands and concems coming from diverse

communities and to advise municipal managers how to respond (Tate and Quesnel, 1995).
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1.4.3 Practical Responses: From Universa]ism toAdHoc Measures

Quite a few Canadian scholars have noted that a gap seems to exist between the existence of

municipal multiculturalism or interculturalism policies and the response to diversity on thc

ground (Frisken and Wallace, 2000; Moore Miiroy and Wallace, 2002; Germain and Gagnon,

2003; Germain et ai, 2003; Edgington and Hutton, 2002; Au, 2000). Given this, how are planners

and other public actors actually responding to cultural diversity in their daily practice? The

majority of research conducted on municipal practice in Canada suggests that across the board,

public actors are either resistant to difference or cisc respond to it only if it appears necessary.

Studies on municipal practice in Toronto show that of ail municipal authorities, planners are the

least willing to account for etimocultural variables in their daily work, and often perceive

conflicts between different cultural groups as being merely land use conflicts (frisken and

Wallace, 2000; Moore Miiroy and Wallace, 2002). Even when conftict arises, planners report

that they are basing their decisions on the merits of the proposal, flot on cultural issues. On the

other hand, planners in the largest and most multiethnic municipalities are more iikely to favour

flexibility and compromise, especially with respect to commercial development (Asian-theme

mails, for example) or uses that are unlikely to cause demonstrable nuisance to other groups

(such as places ofworship in an industrial zone). However, as Qadeer (1997) notes, this does not

mean that planners are flexible in zoning matters that might favour one group while being

restrictive to another.

Planners will oflen piay the role of mediator between different cultural groups, flot in support of

culture, but in order to ensure that a compromise is reached between proponents and opponents

of a particular developrnent or use. for example, in municipalities such as Richmond and

Bumaby, planning conflicts over “monster homes” have been defused by planners acting as

mediators between concerned residents and Asian deveiopers razing Victorian-era homes in

order to build large Asian-style homes on the entirety of the iot. In these cases, the goal of

planner-led mediation is to allay residents’ fears while ensuring that construction meets the letter

of local by-laws (Edgington and Hutton, 2002: 20). Planners also play a similar role during

conflicts over Asian-theme mails and ethnic places of worship in Toronto area municipalities

(Wallace, 1999; Isin and Siemiatycki, 1999, 2002; Qadeer and Chaudhry, 1999). for example,
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Jsin and Siemiatycki (1999) studied a series of disputes sunounding applications for permits to

establish mosques in Toronto. These proposais were hotly contested because for some, the

visible presence of Islam on the urban landscape was somehow “non-Canadian”. However, Isin

and Siemiatycki found that media attention and planner-led mediation between local authorities

and different groups lcd to the majority of these proposals being accepted, ofien in a more

modified form that satisfied all parties.

Research on planning response in Montreal also tends to come to similar conclusions, although

there are slight differences that arise due to the provincial context. for example, Germain and

Gagnon (2003: 304) report that a certain concession to ethnocultural difference existed in

Montreal throughout the 1 990’s, although at the end ofthe decade planning authorities seemed to

be back-pedalling on their formerly toierant attitudes towards culturally different uses in some

cases. for example, the City of Montreal’s by-Jaw reforms of 1994 encouraged the use ofspecial

permits that granted non-transferable temporary dispensation from existing zoning regulations

and by-laws. This allowed the City to dispense with spot-zoning or other permanent measures

requiring substantial public hearings in order to accommodate requests for such things as ethnic

places of worship, schools, and old-age homes (Germain and Gagnon, 2003). In 199$, the

Montreal City Council made amendments to its zoning by-laws in order to allow places of

worship to be established on the ground floor of buildings in commercial and service sectors.

However, a dramatic increase in the number of permit requests for ‘storefront’ places of worship

lcd to the enactment of a moratorium on new permit issuance in 1999, since planners wanted to

buy time in order to study how the City should address this highly vocal need on the part of

certain cultural groups (Germain and Gagnon, 2003: 304).

Germain et al (2003) analyzed the response of municipal authorities in the Montreal area to

cultural diversity in the fields of sports and recreation, planning (places of worship), and public

housing. Their findings are similar to those of other Canadian studies (for example, frisken and

Wallace, 2000). Planners and municipal authorities either refuse outright to consider culturally

based differences at ail, or cisc they prefer to respond on an ad hoc basis. The prevalence of what

Germain et al (2003) call “adhocratism” means that municipal officials usually proceed by trial

and error, constructing positions on cultural difference as problems crop up and as municipal

authorities interact with different communities and actors in the field. Refusal to consider

cultural difference is usually based on fears that acceptance might lead to the formation of etimic
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‘ghettos’ or to the withdrawal of the ethnie group from the society at large. On the other hand,

there are two main reasons for responding in favour of difference. f irst, decision-makers

consider that immigrants will gradually integrate and become active citizens who participate in

common political institutions if they are ‘allowed’ to enjoy the comfort of their own community

during this process. The second reason is that these seemingiy favourable decisions are

sometimes the resuit of intensive lobbying by established ethnocultural communities or by

elected officiais beionging to these communities, and ofien override the objections of local

citizens (Germain et aÏ, 2003: 173).

furthermore, Germain and Gagnon (2003) found a growing unwiÏlingness among municipal

authorities to accommodate permit requests for new ‘ethnie’ places of worship in their study of

the expansion or siting of sixteen places of worship in different municipalities in the Montreal

area. Many applications were being ftatly turned down, even when the site was previously used

for institutional purposes, which was not the case in the early to mid 1990’s. Unlike the situation

in the Toronto area where satisfactory compromises between opposing groups tended to be

reached (Qadeer and Chaudhry, 1999), Germain and Gagnon (2003) found that planning

approval of new places of worship had ofien been pushed through council over the objections of

citizens or as a resuit of intensive negotiations between opposing groups, leading to an uneasy

stasis. This reluctance of decision-makers or citizens to accommodate ‘different’ uses might

possibly be linked to negative attitudes towards new immigrant groups arising from popular

resistance in Quebec to the increasing visibility and role of religion in a “secular” society

(Germain and Gagnon, 2003).

These types of attitudes and this ambivalence to difference in practice is perhaps stronger in

Quebec than in other provinces due to the history of Montreal area municipalities and to the

Iegacy of the Quiet Revolution. In the 19tui century, English, Scottish, and Irish immigrants and

existing french settiers established their own neighbourhoods in different parts of the island

(McNicoll, 1993). Over the next century, newly arriving European immigrants, African

Americans from the United States, and a trickie of Asian immigrants usually chose to settie in

“Anglophone” areas, which tended to be more tolerant of different ethnie origins, languages, and

religious practices (Germain and Rose, 2000). While over time some groups followed the classic

models of immigrant assimilation and dispersion by moving on to more ‘host society’

neighbourhoods, others created specific neighbourhoods as their communities’ economic status
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and political stature improved (Germain et ai, 2003: 2). Despite the increasing diversification in

immigrant flows in the 1970’s and 80’s, many new immigrants stiil chose to settie in traditional

immigrant reception neighbourhoods such as Park Extension and Côte des Neiges (Germain and

Rose, 2000). However, this paftern changed in the early 1990’s as new immigrants began settiing

in neighbourhoods unaccustomed to receiving immigrants. In some cases that is where they

managed to find affordable housing, although in others they were directed there by settiement

organizations wishing to hasten their integration into Quebec society. In addition, some were

comparatively wealthier than previous immigrant groups and were able to purchase suburban

homes right away (Charbonneau, 1995). This means that many newer immigrant groups now

tend to be scattered across different neighbourhoods and municipalities, and so the notion of

‘etlmic neighbourhood institutions and services’ no longer applies. Not surprisingly, some of the

most controversial planning cases that Germain and Gagnon (2003) studied are those where an

ethno-religious group wished to build a large place of worship in a municipality where very few

of their members live, but where the proposed site was close to public transportation and the

municipality in question appeared to offer the services that the proposed institution might

require.

In addition, french Canadian society as a whole has undergone a radical transformation since the

1960’s with the advent of the Quiet Revolution, which stemmed from the desire to bring french

Canadians into the modem economic age as well as from a rebellion against the dominance of

the Roman Catholic Church (Levine, 1990). When this trajectory is combined with increasing

immigrant waves from vastly different countries and societies, this might lead to the creation of

greater tensions between immigrant groups and the host society than may occur in other

provinces where this history of nationalism and the assertion of secularization on the part of the

majority group does not exist. Viewed from this angle, the ambivalence towards accommodating

culturally-based requests (particularly requests for ‘ethnie’ places of worship) on the part of

many citizens and municipal authorities in the Montreal area begins to make more sense.

Despite contextual and historical differences between Canadian municipalities, the handful of

studies conducted on municipal response to date all show that there is a profound uncertainty on

the part of municipal authorities when it comes to cultural differences. It is not surprising to find

that municipal plaimers across the board report feeling more comfortable adopting as neutral and

rational a position as possible. This means using teclmical criteria to rationalize their defence of
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minority interests or to acknowledge the impact of their decisions on different ethnocultural

communities (Qadeer, 1997; Frisken and Wallace, 2000). It also means choosing to remain

“blind” to ethnocuftural differences, even though planners accommodate them as long as they fit

in with the overali land use by-laws and regulations (Qadeer, 1994: 193). On the other hand, the

existence of ad hoc planning responses (Frisken and Wallace, 2000; Germain et ai, 2003)

certainly fits in with what Wieviorka (1993) describes as policies (or practices) of tolerance,

where cultural difference is acceptable as long as it does flot pose any major problems and flues

below the radar ofthe dominant group’s values.

The distance between the existence of municipal muÏticulturalism/interculturalism policies and

the ‘adhocratism’ (Germain et ai, 2003) and ‘blindness to difference’ (Frisken and Wallace,

2000) that ofien prevails at the level of daily practice in Canada’s largest immigrant-receiving

cities can partially be explained by the fact that increasing immigration levels and diversification

have occurred at the same time that municipalities are struggiing to maintain satisfactory levels

of services in the face of declining resources and the downloading of program responsibilities

from provincial authorities (Edgington and Hutton, 2002). As Moore Miiroy and Wallace (2002)

note, most municipal departments do not have the resources needed to adopt more inclusive

practices (these resources can range from demographic analysis to community outreach and

better cross-cultural communication skill s). On the other hand, this may not be the full answer.

The choice of a rational and value-neutral approach to planning, based on the principles of equity

and a common public interest, is upheld by professional training and education, and thus may

also serve to maintain this distance between policy and practice.
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1.5 THE RESEARCH PROJECT

The existence of a distance between policy and practice suggests that more research is needed on

the way planning operates in multietirnic contexts, from the level of the micro-unit (Street or

neighbourhood) to the reaim of municipal process, in order to understand how this distance may

be closed and how inclusive policy and practice may be instituted in municipalities that presently

enjoy neither. This doctoral dissertation wishes to do just that, through a case study on the way

planning for public space and the Iived environment is approached and perceived by actors

(residents, community group workers, public authorities) in a highly multiethnic neighbourhood

in Montreal.

1.5.1 Evolution of the Researcli Project

This doctoral research project was inspired by several other research projects in Montreal. first,

in 1995 Germain et al published their in-depth analysis of inter-ethiic coexistence in public

space in seven multiethnic neighbourhoods in Montreal. Contributors such as Blanc (1995)

analyzed patterns of inter-group interactions and public space use in major public parks and

micro-spaces in the district of Côte des Neiges North. Like other contributors to this work, she

concluded that harmony within these spaces was maintained by the distance that members of

different groups kept between them (although young children were an exception).

Second, several other projects carried out under the auspices of the Metropolis Project in

Montreal (Immigration et métropoles: Centre de recherche interuniversitaire de Montréat sur

l’immigration, l’intégration et la dynamique urbaine) also served as inspiration. The Metropolis

Project is an international partnership of scholars searching for ways to address the challenges of

urban immigration in different national contexts (Metropolis, 1997). Among the many research

initiatives and programs irnplemented by the Metropolis network in Montreal is a long-terrn

program on immigration, neighbourhood life, residential trajectories, social networks, and

municipal management (Volet 2: Vie de quartier, trajectoires résidentielles, réseaux sociaux et

gestion des équipements coÏlectfs). Several studies on the lived reality of rnultiethnic

neighbourhoods and on municipal cultural diversity practices have been carried out as part ofthis

larger research program (refer to Germain et al, 2003, for example). In particular, two related
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studies take a detailed look at the way long-term residents of two streets in Côte des Neiges

North perceive historical environmental and socio-economic change in their neighbourhoods

(Barclay Avenue - Blanc and Viannay, 2000, and Mountain Sights Avenue - Sweeney and Blanc,

2000, 2002). Both neighbourhoods went tbrough a period of increased violence and degradation

in the 1980’s only to become more peaceful in the 1990’s afier concerted effort by local task

forces. These studies highlight long-term residents’ perceptions of changes to their

neighbourhoods since the 1970’s, including the quality of their apartment buildings and green

spaces. Despite certain differences between respondents on both streets (Mountain Sights is more

multiethnic than the section of Barclay that was studied, although residents of both streets are not

always all that well-ofO, most respondents felt that the interventions carried out by actors with

the Société d’habitation et de développement de Montréal (SHDM), the City of Montreal, local

community-based organizations, and residents’ associations had been fairly positive. In addition,

a portrait of socio-demographic change was elaborated for both neighbourhoods, in which

coexistence was generally reported to be harmonious but distant even though sorne respondents

exprcssed a longing for the “good old days” when residents were more homogeneous in origin.

The research project on which this dissertation is based evolved out of the latter study, since the

researcher carried out the study on Mountain Sights Avenue on behalf of the project’s director.

Based on this experience, the researcher concluded that Mountain Sights would make an ideal

site for pursuing a case study on planning practice and process in multietimic contexts. First of

all, it is a highly multietlmic neighbourhood. Second, a significant amount of planning

intervention has been carried out there over the past fifieen years, which could provide

significant material for a case study on planning practice and process. Third, these interventions

have been carried out by a variety of actors (individual residents and residents’ associations,

community group workers, public authorities) at different levels (grassroots activism, municipal

service provision, etc.). This matched up with the raison d’être of the case study, which is to

examine perceptions and approaches to planning in a multiethnic environment. Fourth, the

researcher already had a good familiarity with the site and had made contact with several

residents and community-based actors over the course of the previous project. In fact, sixteen

residents interviewed for the previous project on historical transformations agreed to participate

in this doctoral case study on planning process, which provided an initial entry into the

community. And fifih, the idea of focusing on one particular neighbourhood was interesting

because, as Sandercock (2003e: 140) notes, while large scale studies are essential, “there is also
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micro-sociological work that needs to be donc street by street, neighbourhood by ncighbourhood,

and across a range of institutions, to stress the importance of the daily negotiations of difference

in the ‘micro-publics’ ofthe city.”

1.5.2 Intent of the Research

This chapter discussed the impact that increasing cultural diversity has had on urban life, as well

as on the response of municipal authorities and planning professionals. Variations in the way that

municipal authorities and plaimers have been dealing with these challenges, ranging from

nothing at ail to the development of inclusive policies and practices, demonstrate the complexity

involved in planning and managing the multiethnic urban reaim. This doctoral rescarch project

will examine this issue at the micro-level, by looking at the way planning for public space and

the lived environment in a multiethnic neighbourhood in Montreal is perceived and practised by

different actors located at differcnt levels. This will hopeftilly further understanding of the

complexity faced by planning and municipal management in multiethnic contexts, while

suggesting ways to help narrow the distance betwecn philosophy and practice.

This doctoral research project will endeavour to respond to four main types of questions that

have been highlighted in this chapter.

First of ah, despite the work that has been carried out on the challenges to planning posed by

competing or different daims and visions of public space in multiethnic cities (refer to Chapter 2

for a more comprehensive analysis), we are still in the dark regarding the way that public space

concerns and expectations are expressed and addressed in multiethnic neighbourhoods. Most

studies have either examined a single phenomenon (such as places of worship - Germain and

Gagnon, 2003; Qadeer and Chaudhry, 1999, or inter-group interactions and spatial use —

Germain et aÏ, 1995), or else have focused solely on the public space preferences of different

ethnic groups for specific services such as park design or recreational activities (Loukaitou

Sideris, 1995). The crucial linking of different perceptions and expectations of public space

within multietimic neighbourhoods has not been made, and questions regarding the intersection

of different uses and expectations in multiethnic contexts remain. We need to understand this

intersection in order to sec how different uses, concerns, and expectations might affect, and be

affected by, the planning process. This study will thus first attempt to shed some light on the way
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that culturally different uses, preferences, expectations, and visions of public space intersect with

one another and affect planning decisions.

Second, although municipal decision-makers seem to address cultural diversity in several main

ways (‘blindness to difference’, ad hoc responses, inter-group mediation), comparatively littie

research has looked at the different approaches to planning and expectations of the planning

process that exist within the same context. Most studies focus on ‘flash points’ or controversial

cases (Wallace, 1999; Amin, 2002; Isin and Siemiatycki, 1999), or else they examine specific

institutional forums (public participation processes or municipal decision-making, for example —

Germain et ai, 2003; Frisken and Wallace, 2000). Given this, how do very different actors

actually “do” planning in a multiethnic neighbourhood? What approaches do they favour, and

why? What are the difficulties and issues that arise when doing planning in multietlmic contexts?

Hopefully, this case study will provide some initial answers to these questions.

Third, the distance between existing municipal multiculturalism/interculturalism policies and

actual daily practices has been noted (Moore Milroy and Wallace, 2002; Edgington and Hutton,

2002; Germain et ai, 2003). Scholars have also noted the diversity of ways in which municipal

officiais and planners have been ‘dealing with difference’, as weil as the restrictions that hinder

pursuit of a more culturally-aware practice (Frisken and Wallace, 2000). While research in

several Canadian cities tends to look at these issues in terms of municipal departmental response,

questions on how various public actors go about making decisions in multiethnic contexts in

Montreal remain unanswered. Why would they accept or reject difference? What operational

constraints on accommodating difference exist? What are their perceptions of the efficacy of

their actions? This research project will therefore attempt to shed some light on these issues,

albeit from the perspective of a single multiethnic neighbourhood.

And fourth, a wide range of solutions for making planning and municipal policy and practice

more responsive and respectful of diversity have been suggested in the literature, which will be

discussed in detail in Chapter 3. Planners and other municipal officials cannot be expected to

practice effectively if they do not have sufficient information on what citizens want and expect

from public space and their urban environment. As well, plaimers lack very specific knowledge

on how to carry out equitable planning in culturally diverse contexts. What do “best practices” in

heterogeneous social contexts entail? How can planners maintain equity within a ‘multiple
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publics’ perspective? How do political and social realities affect how public actors make

decisions regarding the changing needs and concems of different minority and immigrant

communities? And lastly, how do actors at ail levels think that planning and municipal

management should be operating ideally in multietimic contexts? Hopefully, this doctoral

research project will be able to provide planning and municipal practice in Montreal, and in other

cities as well, with at least the begmnning of an answer to these very complex and ofien

controversial questions.

1.5.3 Presentation

This dissertation will follow the following format:

Chapter 2 will discuss the issue of public space use, concerns, expectations, and dynamics in

multietbnic contexts, and the relevance of focusing this doctoral research project on public space

issues will be demonstrated.

In Chapter 3, the debate over how planning should operate and respond in multiethnic contexts

will be discussed. This analysis will focus on the way that different (and sometimes competing)

currents of thought conceptualize how planning and municipal decision-making should operate

in multiethnic contexts. Tt will also look at the potential impact of these philosophies on

municipal management and urban life in general. This discussion will situate this dissertation

within the larger theoretical debate taking place in the literature.

Chapter 4 will discuss the research project’s methodology, from choice of qualitative methods to

data collection and analysis.

In Chapter 5, the case study context will be discussed. This will begin with a profile of socio

demographics and planning efforts in Côte des Neiges, one of Montreal’s most multiethnic

districts, before zeroing in on the neighbourhood of Mountain $ights, located at the northernmost

tip of Côte des Neiges.
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Research project findings will be presented in Chapters 6 and 7, including interview findings

with residents (Chapter 6) and with local community group workers, municipal authorities, and

public institutional actors (Chapter 7). These findings will be divided into four sections:

perceptions of public space use, local planning approaches and interventions, the municipal

planning process in multiethnic contexts, and the feasibility of doing inclusive planning in

culturally diverse contexts.

Chapter $ will bring these findings together in a comparative analysis of all these different

perspectives. This will help provide answers to the four main types of research questions guiding

this dissertation.

In Chapter 9, the concluding chapter of this dissertation, the relevance of these research findings

for planning and municipal practice and theory in general will be discussed, and

recommendations for inclusive planning practice in multietimic contexts put forward. Lastly, the

transferability of many of these conclusions and recommendations to other contexts and to

broader socio-political theorizations of cultural diversity and the city will be demonstrated.
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CHAPTER 2: PUBLIC SPACE AND THE MULTIETHNIC CONTEXT

Planners, architects, and developers generally begin every project with a statement or survey of

user needs, which are then supposedly incorporated into a design programme. It is notoriously

difficuit to assess a “need” in planning in gencral, and even more so for public spaces (Lynch

and Hack, 1990). In an increasingly multiethnic society, how do we decide what is incorporated

into public space and what is lefi out? Planning is supposed to be the mechanism whose chief

social benefit is to help development fit better with its locality and hopefully then with

community values. But whose values are we taiking about in a multietimic neighbourhood?

Planning theory and policy in multietimic cities can no longer be separated from the culture and

expectations of all residents, and should extend an understanding of the socio-spatial and cultural

interactions and influences flowing between urban residents and their public spaces. In this

chapter, we will look at the ways that culturally-based public space concerns are generally

addressed in planning (including cultural differences in use, preferences, expectations, and

visions of public space) before focusing more specifically on public space issues in multiethnic

contexts.

2.1 PUBLIC SPACE: A COMMON GROUND?

2.1.1 Diversification of Public Space

While hypothetically access to our homes is reserved for only a select few, exterior to our

residence we enter into the public realm, coming into contact with other city dwellers and

interacting with them in public space. By definition then, ‘public’ space generally refers to areas

which are accessible to the public. While these have traditionally been defined as outdoor leisure

spaces such as squares, plazas, public markets, parks, and gardens, public space can also refer to

‘living spaces’ or ‘passageways’ (Allmendinger, 2001). These are spaces that are accessible to

the public as part of their function but are flot designed as recreational spaces (this includes

streets, alleys, vacant lots, spaces between buildings). The term ‘public space’ means that there is

also space that is private. Ail spaces are owned in a certain fashion: by society, by a

municipaiity, by a company or individual who has acquired rights to the land and the buildings.
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The difference is that oniy certain persons or “members” can access private space (such as the

family home, for exampie).

In between these two polarities are semi-public spaces. Essentiaily, these arc public spaces that

are privateiy owned while being accessible in part to the public. Semi-public spaces can refer to

larger spaces such as subway stations, restaurants, and shopping centres, but can also include

micro-spaces such as the inner haliways of a building, an elevator or stairweii, a baicony that is

shared by ail tenants on a particular floor, or the laundry-rooms of an apartment building. Ail

these different types of semi-public space can take on many of the characteristics of public

leisure space (in the case of a patio deck accessible by ail tenants of an apartrnent building) or

public passageways or transit spaces, which provide access between one modaiity in space and

another (the concourse of a shopping mail or hallways in a building, for example) (Wei, 2003).

In fact, semi-public spaces now make up the majority of urban public spaces (Nalbantoglu,

1997). However, while access to semi-public spaces is usually controlled by the owner of the

space, open public spaces (such as streets or public parks) are patrollable, but flot necessarily

controllable.

Notwithstanding the differences between public, semi-public, and private space, the key notion

that ties them together is that they are ail shared between different users in one respect or

another. These are ail spaces where life plays out on a daily basis. Stephen Carr (1992: 1) defines

public space as: “The common ground where peopie carry out the functional and rituai activities

that bind a community together, whether in the normal routines of daiiy life, or in periodic

festivities.” Public space is therefore social in character, as Henri Lefebvre argues in The

Production of Space. It is produced by human action and implies interaction and contact.

According to Lefebvre (1974: 101): “The form of social space is encounter, assembly,

simultaneity. [...] Urban space gathers together crowds, products in the market, acts, and

symbois.”

Public space has traditionaily been considered the locus of public iife (Elshtain, 1981; Sennett,

1974), although its role as a community gathering place has shified in North America over the

past thirty years. While authors such as Sennett (1994) believe that the declining role of public

squares and parks corresponds with the advent of current contemporary social isolation, others

argue that this deciine is not go much a loss of public life but a transformation in the modalities
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of public life (Brui, 1989). This is due in part to postmodem social changes that have led to the

proliferation of spaces of consumption, festival spaces, and the privatization of public space

(Gottdiener, 1997; Zukin, 1995). It is also due to urban sprawl and suburban expansion in North

America (Kaplan, 2000).

Greater socio-cultural diversity means that the type and range of activities taking place in urban

public space also increase (Watson and Gibson, 1995). New forms of public space are constantly

emerging, sponsored by both the public and private sectors (recreational trails, bike paths,

community gardens, pedestrian streets, ethnie festivals, street fairs, landscaped areas in housing

developments, downtown courtyards, subway stations, etc.). We also have the growth of a whole

new category of “communal activity spaces” or spaces that are shared by specffic interest groups

(entertainment arcades, cinemas, casinos). None of these are public spaces in the traditional

sense of the word, yet they form part of contemporary public life and serve the same social

ftinction (Hannigan, 1998).

On the other hand, some scholars and authors argue that in this era of high mobility,

muhiethnicity, and stressful lifestyles, many people actually prefer public space that is relativeiy

predictable and homogeneous (James, 2000). This is the strain of thought that believes that

“people feel more comfortable with their own kind” (Schlesinger, 1992). Increasing immigration

from non-European countries and the heightened visibility of immigrants in the city has

sometimes led to the withdrawal of wealthier groups from the urban core into gated communities

and to the proliferation of restricted spaces accessible only to ‘members’ of these groups

(Tiesdell and Oc, 1998). This Fear ofthe Other has the negative effect of endowing public spaces

in minority areas with a higher “fear-value”, even if in reality they are no more dangerous than

those in any other part of the city (Nasar and Jones, 1997). This is an extremely important issue

that bears consideration in any discussion of public space in multietlmic contexts.
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2.1.2 Equal Access to “Shared” Space

If public space is a “common ground”, this implies that ail people can have access to a given

public space and can equally partake in their desired activities within the space. Necessarily, the

intersection of individuals in a theoretically accessible space means that social interactions and

experiences occurring in public space mirror those taking place in all other facets of urban

existence. As Roy (2001: 232) puts it: “There is a wonderfiil liveliness to these tainted sites, a

jostling and elbowing for cultural hegemony.” The interaction between people in public space

and their ability to use the space as they rnight desire is oflen referred to as the “appropriation of

space”. De Lauwe (1975) shows that appropriation is the repetition of actions within space, the

forging of relationships with others, the act of creating itineraries in space. When the act of

appropriation is not socially or legally acceptable, this gives rise to a sense of danger or conflict.

In this sense, a person may have physical control over a space by virtue of his of her physical

presence, but not have social control (Wolfe and Laufer, 1976). It is better perhaps to view

appropriation of space as continued reappropriation (Korosec-Serfaty, 1973), because once

individuals, groups, and social organizations have appropriated space, it is oniy natural that they

will seek to maintain whatever control or authority they have over it.

The way people perceive and use public space depends on two things: the physical and socio

cultural environment that sunounds them and the internal meanings that space has for them (the

psychology of spatial experience). The fact that people project their own personal meanings onto

space suggests that part of their identity is wrapped hp in how they perceive spatial forms and the

actions of others in space. This intemalized aspect of space is what Proshansky (1976) calls the

“place-identity”. This place-identity is subject to constant change over an individual’s lifetime,

through acquisition of new roles, behaviours, and activities. In other words, while people

appropriate space in their own manner and according to the social pressures they feel exist in

these spaces, people can also be appropriated by space, since their physical and social settings

can have an effect on their inner self. Using this notion in our doctoral research project will help

us detect larger patterns in spatial use, expectations, and preferences in a multiethnic

neighbourhood, and will also help pinpoint differences in perspective between individuals

belonging to established groups and newer immigrant groups.
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2.2 ETHNOCULTURAL DIFFERENCE IN PUBLIC SPACE

The sociability function of public space goes unquestioned in almost every design textbook in

the field, from urban planning to landscape architecture, along with qualities such as aesthetics

and security. Generally speaking, traditional design thinking believes that the way a space is

designed and programmed will encourage its proper use by a certain type of user and discourage

its improper use by undesirable users (Cooper Marcus and Francis, 1990: 8). For example,

neighbourhood parks have usually been designed to encourage use by children and families or to

provide a green space for socially correct activities that are determined by the community that

“owns” the space in question (Katz, 1994). Uses and activities that fali outside the accepted

definition of socially correct are supposed to be controlled either through design, social pressure,

or security control.

The interesting thing about most of these texts is that littie or no discussion takes place on what

is socially correct or flot. The tacit assumption is that professionals already know what these

things are. On the other hand, most design books have a section on highly undesirable uses:

vagrancy, criminal activities, or even the presence of racial minority groups or immigrants

(depending on the date of publication). The latter point has actually been rather predominant in

design texts up until the advent of postmodemism critique. For example, taiking about the siting

ofneighbourhood parks, Clarence Perry ofthe Chicago Urban Ecology School once said that: “A

certain degree of racial and social homogeneity must be assured among playground patrons or a

healthy play-life wilI flot occur” (Perry, 1926: 240). The underlying assumption is that socially

acceptable users and uses ail corne from the same defined ethnocultural and socio-economic

group and share the same values, whatever these may be (Rapaport, 1977). In fact, if we look

back over design manuals and principies pubiished this century, most recommend that

individuais belonging to different classes, races, and etlmocultural backgrounds be kept apart

(Thomas, 1998). Postmodem critique takes this to task, arguing that even in a socio

econornicaiiy static society, individuals of similar etimic origins can nonetheless have vastiy

different needs. Therefore, a space’s success or failure wiil be determined partly by how these

users interact with one another and with the space itself, and partly by the influence of wider

urban social dynamics (Burayidi, 2003; Alimendinger, 2001).
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Many scholars and practitioners consider that public spaces “fail” because the needs of their

users are not met. In The Death andLife of Great Arnerican Cities, Jacobs (1961) criticized the

way unvarying rules and standards are applied without regard for cultural, geographic, or user

differences, and argued that this results in the social failure of many neighbourhood spaces.

Others feel that public spaces such as parks are ofien underused, particularly by women or the

elderly, who sometimes find them “unliveable” (Wekerle, 2000; Day, 1999b; Teo, 1997). Part of

the problem is that designers of public space have usually proceeded with the idea that spatial

proximity, visibility, and transparency will help urban residents appropriate public space equally,

assuming that once people see more of each other, they will develop more egalitarian

relationships (Coutras, 1987). In fact, with little attention paid to how individuals view each

other and how they might attempt to appropriate space, just the opposite can happen, since

proximity and visibility risk stressing difference rather than cornmonality (Amin, 2002; forsyth,

2001). Witness the failure ofneighbourhood or housing integration projects in some American or

British cities (Thomas, 2000; Thomas and Ritzdorf, 1997).

This distinction is important because studies from the 19$O’s on try to show that there are

important differences between identity groups (women, ethnie minorities, the disabled) in terms

of public space design, aesthetics, use, and appropriation (Newell, 1997; Francis, 1988; Kaplan,

1985; Anderson and Schroeder, 1983). Up until recently, most studies have focused on

comparing public space needs and wants between people of different ethnocultural backgrounds,

as opposed to looking at how individuals in a multiethnic neighbourhood use the same space.

The objective ofthese studies is to show that preferences differ substantially between individuals

of different ethnocuhural groups (witness studies of African American and Hispanic recreational

preferences carried out by Kellert, 1984, and Hutchinson and Fidel, 1984). However, these

studies do flot show how individuals of different etbnocultural origins interact or use space

within the same spatial and temporal boundaries, nor do they suggest avenues for policy or

planning action. Instead, these studies conclude that the similarities in public space use and

preferences between individuals of the same ethnie origin are sufficient enough to warrant

tailoring park design to the needs of specific mono-ethnie groups, instead of attempting to create

multi-purpose spaces that can serve individuals from a diversity of ethnie origins.
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For example, Loukaitou-Sideris (1995) studied four parks situated in four different ‘ethnic’

neighbourhoods in Los Angeles. Because people residing in different neighbourhoods seemed to

have different use preferences, she concluded that it might make more sense to tailor these

spaces to the specific preferences of the dominant ethnic group in each neighbourhood. For

example, individuals of Hispanic origin use parks for large family reunions, while people of

African American descent prefer to use them for sporting activities. On the other hand, people of

Caucasian and Chinese descent value aesthetic aspects the most and prefer to use parks for

solitary activities. In a similar study, Zhang and Gobster (199$) studied the use and experience of

public places among individuals of Chinese descent in Chicago. They concluded that there are

definite cuhural expectations that cannot be served in rnixed-community parks and that the

deveÏopment of etbno-specific community parks is a more appropriate response.

On the other hand, recent cross-cultural studies are beginning to show that the matter is flot so

cut and dried. For example, two studies on landscape preferences (Yang, 1992, and Neweil,

1997) found that while certain preferences could be keyed to an individual’s ethnocultural

origins, respondents ail reported that the same basic issues are most important - security,

cleanliness, and positive encounters. These resuits confirm the findings of Burgess, Harrison, and

Limb (198$) in their large survey of user needs in England. The authors report that broad

agreement exists between very different individuals (immigrants, lower and upper income users,

etc.) on what constitutes a liveable public space. In addition, Husbands and Idahosa (1995)

conducted studies on the relationship between etimicity and recreational behaviour, and found

that many preferences are commonly-shared despite the ethnicity of the user. The same is also

true for studies on accessibility and use preferences among the disabled and the elderly (Teo,

1997; Butler and Bowiby, 1997).

Similar findings were aiso generated diiring Tuttle’s (1996) study of public space use and

preferences in lower and higher income neighbourhoods. She found that individuals living in

higher income areas prefer to use their yards and open spaces around their home (parks,

shopping streets, plazas), while residents in lower income areas prefer not to use neighbourhood

open spaces, feeling that they are unpleasant and unsafe. While residents of lower income areas

use public spaces in higher income neighbourhoods wherever possible, the reverse neyer

happens. Tuttie found that although public spaces are unequally distributed between Iower and

higher income neighbourhoods and are used differently in each of these contexts, people seemed
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to value the same things: clean air, trees, natural landscapes, flowers, safe play-spaces for

children, and places to walk, sit, talk, and “connect with the world” in a peaceful way.

Therefore, the findings of these studies are sornewhat inconsistent. Sorne suggest that individuals

and different groups use public space in the same way and others disagree, feeling that as society

increases in diversity and complexity, the asserted fit between ethnoculturally-based differences,

social reality, and the built form is harder to find (Day, 1999a; Friedman, 1997; Alba, 1995). Part

of the problem is that most studies looking at user group preferences adopt a rather bounded, or

even divisive, definition of the ethnocultural group. This gives the impression that individuals

belonging to similar ethuocultural groups have similar use pattems and spatial preferences, and

that these groups can therefore be treated as bounded units in terms of public space design and

planning. However, as Bourdier and AiSayyad (1989) point out, individuais belonging to the

same etlmoculturai group wili flot necessariiy have the same beliefs and values, and therefore

will flot attempt to appropriate and negotiate space in the same manner, a conclusion that seems

to increase the complexity of determining public space concerns and preferences in multietlmic

contexts.

2.3 PUBLIC SPACE AND IMMIGRATION

2.3.1 Does the Home Cu]ture Immigrate as WeIl?

On the surface, il seems logical that in order to understand how immigrants perceive and

experience public space in their new country, one must first understand how it is conceptualized

and used in their home countries. In fact, there are quite a few studies availabie on public space

use and meaning in other countries and regions (Latin America, North Africa, Israel, Saudi

Arabia, Iran, China, Japan, Singapore, and India are the most common). b a certain extent these

studies are very useful, since they illustrate the type of formai and informal public spaces that

prevail in these countries and how they are used. For exampie, studies looking at North Africa,

the Middie East, and South Asia oflen paint a picture of highly socially stratified public spaces.

Parks, public squares, and commercial gathering spaces (cafés. for example) are male preserves.

A large variety of more secluded female-friendly spaces exist that allow women to circumvent

the restrictions placed on their presence in public (roofiops, marketplaces or commercial strips,

enclosed areas in public parks, to name a few), in addition to the provision of family-only areas
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in parks, beaches, and even in restaurants (Goodwin, 1995). In ail these spaces, the social codes

goveming behaviour are known, and architecture that works with these codes increases the

ability of different groups to access public spaces as they desire (Mazrui, 2001; Fenster. 1 999a;

Germeraad, 1993; Joardar, 1989). Closer to home, studies on the role of the Central American

plaza or market-square emphasize the sociability function ofthese public spaces (Segovia, 1997;

Low, 1997). In most of these studies, the importance and design of market areas is stressed, from

the Chinese liÏong to the Middle Eastem souk.

The problem here is that these studies only report on certain aspects of public space in these

countries or regions, which is normal considering that they are mostly published reports of

project evaluations or academic research. Unless one actually visits these countries or finds a

way to experience the full range of public spaces native to these regions, one has no idea of the

actual variation or depth that exists. Despite this, studies on preferences that are ‘shared’ between

individuals of the same ethnocultural origin try to demonstrate that these are culturally

determined preferences imported from immigrants’ home countries (such as the Chinese

preference for highly-landscaped floral gardens — Zhang and Gobster, 1998). On the other hand,

other studies have shown that immigrants ofien reconstruct their conceptions of public space

after arriving in their new country (Moghaddarn and Taylor, 1989), and may in fact wish to leave

many things coimected with their home countries behind once they immigrate (Dwyer, 1999).

However, this does not help us understand whether or not:

1. Immigrants have the same culturally-based public space preferences in their new country as

they did in their home country;

2. Immigrants wish to see the overail type and use of public space that exists in their home

country replicated in their new country (which is fundamentally impossible, given

architectural and socio-political differences between countries);

3. Immigrants have any desire at ail to replicate specific characteristics of some of their home

countries’ public spaces in their new country ofresidence;

4. Immigrants’ spatial preferences and behaviours are modified or changed over the course of the

immigrant experience or through interaction (or transactions, if one follows the thinking of the

Belgian sociologists Remy, 199$, or Grafmeyer, 1999) with public spaces in their country of

immigration.
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2.3.2 The Role of Public Space in the Immigrant Experience

In multiethnic contexts, public spaces are by definition sites of multiethnic intersection and

interaction, assuming that more than one ethnie group is able to access these spaces. Since public

spaces are shared by virtue of being public (Elshtain, 1981), they are therefore spaces that can

transmit social values through their symbolism, design, and use. This can reinforce the exclusion

or marginalization of those “in the minority” from public life if they are isolated from positive

interactions with others in public space (Vertovec, 1999). Because they transmit social values

and meaning, public spaces then have the ability to teach new immigrants about the social

dynamics of their new society. But what is being taught? Public space is often considered to be

immigrants’ main point of physical contact with the society at large, a point of contact that can

be experienced either positively or negatively (Legault and Lafrèniere, 1992). Negative

experiences can range from being a victim of discriminatory action to identity crises (Day,

1999a). for example, some studies suggest that certain immigrants (particularly women)

experience considerable isolation and culture-shock since the society that they find reftected in

public space in their new country is often in confrontation with the values and mentalities with

which they were raised (Geadah, 1996; Ardener, 1921).

Over the course of the immigrant integration trajectory, interactions in public space can result in

cognitive change as immigrants adapt to their new environment. It is through this spatial contact

with the outside world that immigrants obtain jobs and gradually become integrated (Dwyer,

1999). The handful of studies that have looked at the role of public space in the immigrant

settlement process have shown that immigrants leam to appropriate publie space in their new city

in different ways, depending on their culture of origin and on the characteristics of the

neighbourhood in question. However, immigrants who settie in host society neighbourhoods do

not necessarily have an casier settiement process than those living in more multiethnic

neighbourhoods (Dansereau and Bernèche, 2003; Dansereau and Séguin, 1995; Moghaddam and

Taylor, 1989). According to most studies, the most important factor is not where immigrants

live, but their ability to observe and interact with other individuals, be these other immigrants

(especially long-term immigrants) or members of the host society (Dwyer, 1999; TastsogÏou,

1997; Day, 1999a).
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Similar studies have tried to extract the variables that influence the integration or incorporation

of immigrants into the receiving society. These spatial variables usually refer to access to

hierarchically-distributed urban spaces, institutions, and services. In this une of thinking, the

intersection of an immigrant’s cultural values and beliefs with those of the receiving society can

lead to assimilation or else can encourage the immigrant’s ‘withdrawal’ into an ethnic enclave

(these studies provide no middle ground between these two extremes). In the case of

assimilation, immigrants resist minoritization by adopting the socio-spatial behaviour and

attitudes common to more powerful social groups (Davies and Herbert, 1993; Christensen,

1986). In the second case, exposure to different value systems and spatial envirornrients increases

the feeling of being excluded from the receiving society. This then encourages withdrawal into

the comfort zone of the ethnic enclave, leading immigrants to adopt certain behavioural patterns

that reinforce their difference and ‘ethnic groupness’, and that distinguish them from individuals

in the host society (Dwyer, 1999). Therefore, withdrawal into the ethnic enclave happens for

reasons of defence (self-protection), avoidance (reducing cultural isolation), preservation

(maintaining traditional cultural lifestyles), and resistance (creating a power-base for reaction

against discriminatory policies) (Boal, 1996).

The bulk of studies showing how public space affects immigrant integration in Canadian,

American, and European cities has focused on fernale immigrants, and more specifically, on the

way immigrant women learn to negotiate urban space in these cities (Day, 1 999a). for immigrant

women, public space is their main point of physical contact with the wider society and

sometimes their only way of leaming about their new social environment besides watching

television (Legault and Lafrèniere, 1992). These studies show that it is through spatial contact

(either formai or informai) with the “outside world” that immigrant women gradualÏy becorne

integrated. On the other hand, formai and informai contact with members of the wider society

can provoke a corresponding mental shift that makes it difficuit for some immigrant women to

retain the distinction between public and private (or male and fernale) space that ofien prevails in

their country of origin (Day, 1 999a; Altman and Churchman, 1994). Rowever, immigrants who

find themselves negotiating public space in a very different cultural context do flot ail necessarily

react to this change in the same way. Their reaction depends on their personal value systems,

family situations, and experiences at home and abroad (Dwyer, 1999). for example, some female

immigrants from Islamic contexts in the Middle East or Asia adopt the veil or some form of

hUab in their new country (although they did flot at home) in order to reinforce their difference,
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while others reject it, even though they wore sorne form of hliab in their home country due to the

social context (Geadah, 1996)

Therefore, it seems very likely that the different roles and meanings that public space has for

immigrants depend on several factors: on their stage in the immigrant settlement process, their

experience with this process, their personal feelings regarding public space use and dynamics in

their home countries, and the extent to which they internalize the values of their new society. In

other words, new arrivals may very well have practices and visions of public space that are very

similar to those they held in their home countries. But over time, these perceptions either begin

to approacli those held by members of the host society, or else exposure to the host society

reinforces certain fundamental or non-negotiable cultural beliefs about what is acceptable or flot

in public. The problem here is that once again, we have very little understanding of how these

processes work in general, if indeed these are the processes at work, and even less knowledge

about how they operate in multiethnic contexts.

2.3.3 Public Spaces in Multiethnic Contexts

While the literature is fihled with model affer model of the immigrant settiement process, cadi

one assumes integration into a relatively homogeneous society. As fortuijn et al (1999) suggest,

studying the symbolism and lived dynamics of public space in multietimic neighbourhoods, and

by extension, a multiethnic host, may help point the way towards a new model of immigrant

settlement - integration into a highly diverse society. This is important, because there is a

growing concern in the literature over ethnoculturally-based conflict, and many programs and

policies are being drawn up to allay public fears (Amin, 2002; Takahashi, 1998; Ellin, 1997).

Unless a way can be found to conceptualize the public space experience in multiethnic contexts

on the part of individuals belonging to host, established, and newer groups, we have littie way of

conceptualizing what objectives a more inclusive planning process should espouse.

This is especially significant considering that studies on modes of interethnic coexistence under

multiethnic conditions tend to show contradictory results. Either coexistence is relatively smooth

(Germain et ai, 1995) or else it appears to exacerbate the incidence of conflict (Bollens, 1996).

To a certain extent, this seems to be related to the degree of multiethnicity. For example, several

studies (Albrow, 1997; Germain and Gagnon, 2003; Germain et ai, 1995; Dansereau and Séguin,
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1995; Rogers, 1995) show that in neighbourhoods where no one ethnocuÏtural group is in the

majority, relatively littie conflict seems to occur since individuals appear to pursue a strategy of

accommodation. On the other hand, in neighbourhoods where one or two ethnie groups

dominate, the struggie for dominance in public space sometimes leads to inter-group conflict.

The same is also true for indoor semi-public spaces, as Dansereau and Séguin (1995) found in

their study of interethnic coexistence in public housing projects located in different Montreal

neighbourhoods. There is also the element of individual or ‘ethno-national’ preferences or fears

involved here as well. For example, in a study of integration strategies used by Haitian and

Indian immigrant women living in various Montreal neighbourhoods, Moghaddam and Taylor

(1989) found that public spaces in host society neighbourhoods played a more positive role in the

settlement process for Indian women than for Haitian women. For the former, they provided

opportunities to observe how members of the host society do things and to interact with them,

while the latter tended to feel the spectre of racial discrimination more in these spaces than in

areas where ethno-racial minorities were in the majority. On the other hand, respondents

belonging to both groups who lived in multietimic neighbourhoods reported more diverse social

networks and felt less isolated than those living in less diverse neighbourhoods.

Although for some scholars urban diversity equals chaos, enough evidence exists to refute this.

Some thinkers on the Far Right, such as Etzioni (1996) or Schlesinger (1992), feel that a growing

social polarization and antagonism in North Arnerican society comes from a “breakdown of

community” that results in part from increasing immigration from non-European countries. The

notion of neighbourhood as a place-bounded world where people are connected to one another

and share common moral orders, social responsibilities, and value systems despite their

individual differences lias a long tradition in planning thought, particularly in Anglo-American

thinking (Davies and Herbert, 1993; Williams, 1975). Despite the perpetuation of this “anti

immigrant” current, most authors recognize tliat people coexist very well despite their

differences and can have helping relations with their neighbours without necessarily sharing a

common moral order (Hiebert, 2002; Healey, 1997: 124). Henri Lefebvre (1974) is therefore

correct when lie states that the idea of a “common concem” in culturally diverse contexts is

better expressed by looking at the strategies and interests people pursue in the context of daily

life as opposed to examining their political interests as citizens.
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2.3.4 Re-Conceptualizing Pub]ic Space: Interactions Along the Fault-Line

Conflict is a by-product of coexistence, and therefore the point of collision or the fault-line

between different ways of thinking and doing in public space can challenge more established

perspectives. Good public space planning is always supposed to resuit in spaces that are

responsive, democratic, and meaningful. As Carr (1992: 20) relates:

“When designs are not grounded in social understanding, they may fail back on
the relative certainties of geometry, in preference to the apparent vagaries of use
and meaning. [...] Public space has a special responsibility to understand and
serve the public good.”

Although Stephen Carr’s work on public space is “the Bible” for public space planning

nowadays, he does flot question what makes up the public good. Therefore, if public spaces are

to respond satisfactorily to the socio-demographic reality of a multiethnic context, ways of

addressing these fault-Iines must be found.

Sometimes these fault-lines can be very controversial, as studies on the reaction of local

residents and municipalities to etlmic places of worship have shown (Germain and Gagnon,

2003; Isin and $iemiatycki, 1999; Qadeer and Chaudhry, 1999). Outright physical conflict

between individuals of different ethnocultural origins tends to occur mostly in bi-cultural

situations, where one group feels that their vision of public space must prevail over that of

another group at ail cost. Witness the escalating conflicts over store and street closings on the

Sabbath in Jerusalem (Boliens, 1996) or over conflicting national holidays in California (Rogers,

1995). Aithough these fault-iines can sometimes result in ver’’ controversial cases, in many

instances the outcome is some sort of compromise between different perspectives because the

public space mentalities of both sides have been re-ftamed (Kaufman and Smith, 1999). When

compromise does flot occur, it is clear that a return to the prior situation is neyer possible. As

Baum (2000) showed in his study of conflict between various Jewish groups (from Reform to

Ultra Orthodox), even if one side comes out “the loser”, a transformation has occurred within all

groups as a result ofthe interactions occurring between them.
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$tudies analyzing the type of public space controversies that can arise when immigrants or

ethnocultural “Others” begin to actively appropriate space in a way that alters its appearance and

use tend to give the impression that the host society is absorbing new ways of doing with

difficulty. In Canadian studies, individuals denouncing ethnoculturally different uses are usually

affiliated with the host society and are pitted against individuals belonging to etimocultural

minority groups (Germain and Gagnon, 2003; Edgington and Hutton, 2002; Isin and

Siemiatycki, 1999). The same is also true for studies on Australian, Arnerican, British, European,

and Israeli cities (Baum, 2000; Thornpson, 2000, 2003; Thomas, 2000; Amin, 2002; Forester,

1999b; Yiftachel, 2000; fenster, 1999a). The problem this portrait poses is that 1. the reactions

and perceptions of more established immigrants to newcomers are flot so readily available. since

this tends to be a politically sensitive subject that many researchers wish to avoid, and 2. if

immigrants leam about their host society through transactions occurring in public space, then the

host society Ïearns about immigrants in the same way. Unfortunately, we have littie

understanding about how this process works in multiethnic areas, where the receiving society is

composed mainly of people of established immigrant or minority group origin.

In a muhiethnic environment, the intersection of newer and more established groups occurs over

the force of habit and along these fault-lines. Force of habit means that over time and with

exposure, immigrants’ visible differences can become more mainstream and more anonymous

(in other words, as the ‘outsiders’ become ‘insiders’). The fault-lines are also a medium through

which the values and mentalities of one culture are made available to another, flot because an

individual seeks out new cultural experiences (etlmic restaurants or movies, for example), but

because intrinsic notions about what is acceptable or not in public space corne into confrontation.

Usually, this confrontation occurs between members of the host society and those belonging to a

particular immigrant or ethnocultural minority group. In our postcolonial era, this can oflen take

the forrn of”the colonized talking back to the colonizer” (hooks, 1989).

Force of habit and the existence of fault-lines suggest that the host is as changed by the

immigrant as the immigrant is by the host. In the former case, a large number of small

appropriations can accrue sufficient weight to have a major transforrnative impact on local

cultures and environmental perceptions over time (Quayle and van der Lieck, 1997). In the latter

case, tectonics along the fauh-line permanently alter the way urban landscapes are used or the
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type of infrastructure that is provided, especially in disadvantaged or minority neighbourhoods

(Garber, 2000; Hoiston, 1998). Therefore, if we are to truly capture the essence of public space

in multiethnic contexts, we need to look primariïy at the fault-lines where individuals belonging

to newer immigrants groups and more established ones intersect.

What is created along these fault-lines? $ome cali these ‘interstitial spaces’ (Hoiston, 1998) or

‘micro-publics’ (Amin, 2002) where society gradually becomes transformed through mutual

contact and interaction. The product of this transformation is an increasingly hybrid society.

Homi Bhabha (1990b) first used the term ‘hybridity’ to argue that the colonizer and the colonial

subject do flot exist as two exclusive alternatives but as an interconnected unit, since they both

become changed over the course of interaction with one another. The point of contact where this

mutual interaction occurs is what Bhabha (1 990a) cails a “third space”, because it produces

people who are neither host nor immigrant. Over time, this melds previously separate or distinct

cultures into an overail hybridized or creolized culture (Hannerz, 1996). Since multietirnic

neighbourhoods are ofien ones where a constant flow of people in and out occurs, AlSayyad

(2001) has a point when he argues that mutability is the most important quality of public space in

a culturally diverse context. To a certain extent, this way of conceptualizing space is similar to

the postcolonial and postmodem conceptions that gave risc to the City of Difference (Jackson,

1992: 131).

Adopting this way of conceptualizing public space in our doctoral research project will therefore

help overcome the banier to understanding presented by conceptions based solcly on the

bounded etimic group or the immigrant settlement process. First of ail, this way of

conceptualizing space incorporates notions that address different forms of public sociability, the

intersection of diverse uses and visions, social integration, and mutability or temporariness

versus permanence. Second, it provides a way of understanding how to approach the use of

public space in a context where hundreds of different cultures and perspectives are present,

because it allows us to look at multietlmic societies from a meta-cultural perspective, above and

beyond the idea of the etlmic group. And third, it provides a way of analyzing the fault-lines

along which different meanings, perceptions, and uses intersect and interact in a multiethnic

context, which will help provide a greater understanding of what these fault-lines mean for

public space planning in generaL
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CHAPTER 3: MULTIETHNICITY AND THE PLANNING PROCESS

While it is tempting to say that there are two opposing ways of thinking about cultural diversity

in planning theory and practice, the reality is flot so simple. Although the debate over

assimilation versus inclusion has been raging since the beginning of the 20th century, the models

of immigrant or ethnic group integration and urban management that derive from these debates

have been subject to a considerable amount of argument and concern. Above and beyond

municipal decision-making and urban planning response, therefore, a higher theoretical level

exists that attempts to guide or influence planning practice and municipal policy formation in

multicthnic contexts. In this chapter we will discuss the challenges and difficulties facing what

many now call an emerging paradigm of multicultural planning (Sandercock, 1 998a, 2003a;

Thompson, 2003; Qadeer, 1997; Burayidi, 2003) and the questions that this raises for planning

practice and municipal management.

3.1 THE POLITICIZATION 0F DIFFERENCE: ASSIMILATION, PLURALISM,
INCLUSION

Philosophically, the tug-of-war between those who favour assimilation and those who favour

inclusion in culturally diverse societies dates back to the turn of the last century, with the rise of

‘cultural pluralism’. The term ‘pluralism’ was originally coined to demonstrate the need for

groups within colonial states to adopt the democratic practices and mentalities of their colonial

masters (Fumivall, 194$; Smith, 1965). In the United States, assimilationist conceptions of

pluralism assumed that since many ethnic minorities will eventually be absorbed into the

majority, minority groups can retain their individual cultural differences in private as long as

they publicly accept the values held by the majority groups within American society (Akam,

2002). Pluralism was originally a means of controlling heterogeneity, for many thinkers in the

early 1 900’s were concemed about the possible breakdown of community that could result from

increasing immigration and internal migration to rapidly expanding industrial cities (Akam,

2002). It was not until the rise of notions of cultural equality in the 1 960’s that this early notion

of liberal pluralism began to take on the form of value pluralism, as it is now known in political

theory (Crowder, 2002).
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Cultural equality and value pluralism were supposed to give ethnocultural and racial minority

groups control over cultural determination and expression while their relations with dominant

groups were mediated by social cohesion policies that espoused continued maintenance of a

“neutral” set of common values (Galstrom, 2002). Translated into public policy as affirmative

action and positive discrimination, these types of programs were developed to increase the access

of ethno-racial minorities and women to public and private institutions.

The idea of multiculturalism (the politicization of cultural pluralism) emerged out of this

trajectory, for as Charles Taylor (1994) showed in The FoÏitics ofRecognition, multiculturalism

is a way of stipulating the procedural and substantive principles ordering a plural society. As we

saw in Chapter 1, the rise of multiculturalism policies is linked intrinsically to awareness of the

humanity of Others raised during activist movernents in the 1960’s (Pieterse, 1996). As well, it is

tied in with the appearance of the ideology of cultural distance, the notion that different cultures

intersect at certain common nodes (Mackay, 1999; Melzer et aÏ, 1998), and the rise ofreasonable

pluralism and reasonable toleration within the liberal democratic tradition (Freeberg, 2002). In

the conceptual framework of multiculturalism, identity is generally conceived as a bond that

holds members of a collectivity together (Goldberg, 1995). As a form of identity, cultural

difference can also be used to delineate the boundaries of socio-cultural groups, which as identity

politics can be used to further the interests of an ethnic group (Taylor, 1994).

Not everyone feels comfortable with the risc of multiculturalism policies. Authors on the Far

Right in North America such as Hall and Lindholm (1999), Carter (199$), Etzioni (1996), and

$chlesinger (1992) believe that immigration from non-Western countries must be curtailed, or

else should be countered with a stated emphasis on Euro-American moral and cultural values.

Others feel that immigrants from “non-culturally compatible countries” should be restricted to

guest-worker positions in order to supply industry with the labour needed to keep the economy

going (Brimelow, 1995). This trajectory is similar to that found in many European countries,

where the increasing politicization of more colonial notions of pluralism cornes in the wake of

resistance to increasing numbers of immigrants from Africa and Asia (Le Gales, 2002;

Hargreaves and McKinney, 1997).
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The focus on plural identities permeates much of social and democratic liberal thought,

beginning with Hannah Arendt (1958), who wrote that plurality is basic to the human condition.

Later on, Michel foucauh (1989) argued that our multiple identities are related to the diversity of

social practices open to us, which are themselves linked to larger social structures of identity that

interact and interweave because they are hybrid. By definition, hybrid identities are the product

ofthe mixing and fusion of cultures (Haimerz, 1992: 67). Homi Bhabha states in The Location of

Culture (1994: 249) that hybridities aie modalities through which multicultural conditions are

lived out and renewed, and where the existing values and norms of the majority society are

transformed. The notion here of the minority taking back power from the majority is the

hallmark of postcolonial theory, developed in the context of political movements giving rise to

postcoloniai states in rnuch ofthe developing world (Gandhi, 199$).

This notion has been used to argue that while Western societies are plural and hybrid, their

political frameworks deny this reality (AlSayyad, 2004; Said, 2002; Young, 2000). This type of

thinking has also been adopted by associationalist thinkers in the new pluralist tradition,

spearheaded by Iris Marion Young (1990), who writes that the aim ofcivic democracy should be

a heterogeneous and plural urban public, in order to encourage the interaction of mctltiple

viewpoints and provide a forum for voices which might flot otherwise be heard. In this vein of

thought, the increasing diversity and fragmentation ofmany cities worldwide due to the forces of

globalization (the growth of transnational businesses, politics, and communities) creates even

greater distance between governments and citizens, which further exciudes minority groups from

public life (Scheirup, 1999; Mingione, 1995). Concemed over these new inequaiities, authors

such as Hirst (1994), I. M. Young (2000), and Chantai Mouffe (1993) challenge the basic

underpinnings of democratic civil society and eau for greater recognition of multiple interests

and plurality at the state level. This usually means the institution of a new form of participatory

democracy based on the idea of a heterogeneous public, which recognizes that urban inhabitants

of diverse backgrounds are connected through social relationships of varying intensity. This

current of thought has given rise to what is variously called reasonable pluralism and reasonable

toleration, in which culturally different concems should be granted the sanie weight as the

concerns held by any other interest group belonging to the majority society. At the same tirne,

institutional barriers to equaiity should be redressed in order to ensure that individuals of ail
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cultural backgrounds have an equal voice within the democratic process (McKinnon and

Castiglione, 2003; Weitbman, 1999).

Ail the schoiars in the identity politics field are also bighly critical of contemporary

multiculturalism policies, since they feel that these relegate diversity to the periphery of society

while maintaining a homogeneous centre (Jameson, 2002). As Parekh (2000) and Michacison

(1999) argue, this means that true equality within a democratic society cannot exist under any

form of multiculturalism. The rise of identity politics and the eau for a broadening of the

definition of multiculturalism bas a dark side, since it also increases the vocalness of those who

are opposed. This tension between assimilationism and inclusionism has always been present in

North American politics and discourse, and the planning field has not been exempt.

3.2 PLANNING FOR DIFFERENCE: SOCIAL CONTROL AND EMPOWERMENT

By its very nature, planning is a process which intervenes in the way people live with the

objective of creating a healthy and safe urban environment (Hodge, 1998). However,

intervention in the built environment often leads to intervention in the social construction of the

urban environment by defauit, as planners wish to address, or redress, perceived social jus

tbrougb the medium of political process and spatial design. This bas led to very different

planning responses, from social control to the risc of a new body of work based on the notions of

cultural equality and democratic liberalism.

Planning thought has debated the notions of homogeneity and heterogeneity from the rise of the

Industriai City. Two opposing camps have always tended to square off in one way or another.

Tbese camps involve those who adhere to assirnilationist or homogenizing concepts of the

common good and those who believe that recognition of individual differences should prevail,

although questions regarding equity and the arbitration of values arise on both sides.
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3.2.1 Planning as a Tool of Social Control

The idea that planning can help improve the living standard of urban residents has ofien been

coupled with the more insidious notion of social control (Fairfield, 1992). As Elizabeth Wilson

argues in The Sphinx in the Cily (1981), “healthy environments” are often touted as a remedy for

undesirable social problems such as poverty, crime, drunkenness, prostitution, and “loose

living”. In North America, these social ills were, and are, often thought to be endemic to certain

lower income and racial minority groups (Thomas and Ritzdorf, 1997). This was concretized into

planning thought by the Chicago School’s urban ecology model, which became the dominant

paradigm for conceptualizing cultural and social heterogeneity from the 1920’s to the 1960’s.

In the concentric zone model (Park, Burgess, and McKenzie, 1926), the spatial distribution of

urban populations results from competition for territorial advantage by ethnic or class-based

groups. To guard against chaos, the structures of social organization are maintained in order to

create social order. This requires that all adopt as their common values those of the socially

homogeneous majority group. The authors were tom by a dilemma inherent in their model - the

city is man’s natural habitat, and yet h appears to have dysftinctional zones where delinquency

and crime are common. The presence of so many immigrant and etlmic groups in these

dysftinctional zones implies that somehow they themselves are to blame for this dysfunction. The

authors concluded that the moral order that prevails in village life due to life-long, intimate

relationships is missing in a large immigrant-receiving city. Therefore, cities replace the

regulatory effect of village moral order with laws. Because laws need to be internalized and

explained, and because individuals are more transitory within a city, social institutions become

the primary transmitters ofthese laws.

Planners were greatly influenced by these ideas, especially those that stressed that “like seeks

like” should be the main ordering principle of neighbourhoods. For example, Clarence Perry

(1926) and $helby Harrison (1929) wrote that neighbourhoods and public spaces should be

designed to encourage racial and social homogeneity, allowing residents to form social relations

with those of similar backgrounds, promoting greater social stability in turn. Under Patrick

Abercrombie’s model of spatial planning and division of social groups, mixed neighbourhoods

were discouraged, as they were felt to cause confusion during the socialization process
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(especially for chiidren). This concept fed into the Modernist planning notion that individuais

have standardized needs that planning can address through spatial organization based on the

demographic weïght ofthe populations involved (Gans, 1961). Indeed, many planners today stili

go by Le Corbusier’s (196$) “modular man” concept. In this lune of thinking, if immigrants are

also a statistical group, then planning can predict the spatial movement of immigrants throughout

the city, including the demands that may arise in areas with high immigrant or etlmic group

concentrations. In many respects, these sorts of concepts are stili at the heart of municipal

planning policy today, even though since the eariy 1990’s some municipalities have been

responding to the pressure to respond in a more culturally sensitive way.

3.2.2 Planning as Advocacy and Empowerment of Difference

Rational planning grew out of the search for ways of making public and municipal

administrations more effective and efficient through the decision model. Under previous modeis,

citizens were assumed to share common interests and value systems despite any conflicts of

interest that might arise, and the planner was the value-neutral facilitator of this natural process.

Changing philosophical and socio-economic contexts led Paul Davidoff to declare in “Advocacy

and Plurahsm in Planning” (1965) that it is impossible for the planner to be entirely value-free,

since planners as people have values. Planners should therefore become value-conscious, openly

declaring their values and positions, and making themselves available to like-minded clients,

becoming issue-advocates. The consequent development of advocacy planning is the true root of

a plural planning process in North American planning thought and practice.

According to Davidoff, a plural public is one composed of competing interest groups. If sorne of

them happen to be ethnoculturally different, then so be it. In this conception, a truly pluralistic

planning processes is one where people may start out with very different ideas, but arrive at a

decision by eliminating ail matters on which they cannot agree. However, critics in the feminist

and political economy spheres, such as Spain (1992), Weisman (1992), or Castells (1978, 1996),

argue that there are structural bases for unequal distribution of power within society that make

this sort of bargaining table a no-win situation for less-powerful groups, and advocacy planning

therefore has the duty of helping minority groups become more powerful in the planning process.
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The idea that planning can be tailored to the specific needs of diverse social groups is not a new

concept in planning - it also existed in the various “alternative lifestyles” movements. for

example, Ebenezer Howard’s Garden City movement arose from the perception that existing

systems of government prevent individuals and communities from determining the physical and

social conditions of their own existence (Fishman, 1996). One way to overcome this is to form

small groups to deal with shared concems. This concept of citizen-led urban management and

community development has been taken up by planners in the empowerment and postcolonial

traditions, especially by those working on planning issues in the developing world and those

seeking to prove that Euro-American planning has a long tradition of excluding minority groups

from the planning process (Friedmann, 1992a; Sandercock, 199$a, 2003a; Greed, 1999, for

example).

The main thrust of critical planning thought in North America has been to show how planning

has tended to negatively impact ethno-racial minority communities (Thomas, 1998; Thomas and

Ritzdorf, 1997; Jojola, 199$; Li, 2003). For example, afier Desegregation was legislated in the

United States, residential segregation was reinforced even more and the boundaries of minority

“ghettos” consolidated as planners and politicians worked to keep housing projects out of

“White” neighbourhoods. These were the times of great fteeway and housing construction, and

African American “siums” were oflen razed in the process. This was also the fate of Africville,

Canada’s oldest and largest Black Canadian community located on the outskirts of Halifax

(Clairmont, 1999). Sirnilar research bas been done on discriminatory zoning and planning action

against Chinese immigrants (Li, 2003; Kayden and Harr, 1989), Mexican and Jewish populations

(Romo, 1983), and Native Arnericans (Jojola, 199$).

Given this context, scholars argue that informal planning actions have been necessary given the

historical barriers to inclusion and that they are just as good, if flot better, than formai ones

(Briassoulis, 199$). More recently, the trend over the past ten years bas been to demonstrate that

exclusion from the planning process can be overcome through mobilization, even in the absence

of political will. In this conception, planning is no longer the profession of city-building but the

vocation of community-building at the informai level (Gilroy, 1993; Friedmann, 1998).
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3.3 THE NEW PARADIGM 0F PLANNING IN MULTIETHNIC CONTEXTS

The literature on multietimic contexts and urban planning tends to speak of the emergence of a

new planning paradigm specifically concemed with the way that planning should operate in

contexts of cultural diversity. In general, the two main currents of thought making up this new

paradigm pit thernselves against a more assimilationist conception of difference. While one

current draws from empowerment and postcolonial thinking, the other is an evolution in liberal

thinking on democracy and pluralism. Despite differences such as these, there is a great deal of

conceptual borrowing between scholars, probably because they ail have a common foe. In this

section, we will discuss what unites and divides these conceptions before discussing the

difficulties and problems inherent in these ideas, especially at the level of municipal management

and planning practice.

3.3.1 The City of Difference

This new body of work on planning thinking draws inspiration from models of urban life and

political process that are based on iiberal democratic thinking and on the City of Difference. The

City of Difference, as put forward by I. M. Young (1990) and taken up by Jane M. Jacobs

(1996), is based on recognition of the equal standing of etimocultural and ethno-racial minority

groups as participants in the municipal system. Their full participation is hindered because

cultural differences cause tension in municipal policy and practice, leading planners and

authorities to waver between accepting difference and the desire to subsume it in the public

interest (Fincher and Jacobs, 199$). As Sandercock (2000: 15) relates, “culturally diverse cities

and regions are a challenge to planning systems, policies and practices, and difference comes to

be seen as a problem.” Alexander (2001) notes this tension in his study on municipal response to

immigration in European and Israeli cities, where cities can have policies that welcome

difference but local level practices that negate it, and vice versa. Rejection of difference means

that ethnocultural minorities are excluded from representation in the democratic process, at the

level of political appointment or in terms of the negative reaction to planning dossiers submitted

for consideration by certain ethnocultural or ethno-racial groups (Thompson, 2003: 277).



70

Overcoming these barriers to full inclusion and participation means several things for the

scholars whose thinking makes up this new paradigm of culturally inclusive planning: 1. Proving

that minority voices have been excluded from the planning process; 2. Demonstrating that the

Modemist planning project is assimilationist and therefore contrary to the needs of postmodern

and postcolonial societies; 3. $howing through case studies that communicative and

empowerment approaches are the ones that are best suited to an inclusive planning practice; and

4. Suggesting ways in which planning theory and practice can be made more responsive to

cultural diversity.

3.3.2 Exclusion of Minority Voices

Ah of these theories start from the premise that minority voices are absent from the planning

process. Those working in the postcolonial and empowerment traditions such as Leonie

Sandercock (199$a, 2000, 2003a), Susan Thompson (2000, 2003), John friedmann (199$, 2002),

and Nezar AlSayyad (2001, 2004) argue that official planning practice has long tended to

exclude minorities and immigrants from popular thought and scholarly consideration. Revisionist

planning historians such as Dolores Hayden (1997) and Christine Boyer (1996) argue that the

practice and story of modem planning smoothes over differences and renders minorities invisible

because the ‘official’ story of planning ignores the city-building contributions of women and

etlmocultural minorities. As Sandercock (199$) and Briassoulis (1997) argue, understanding

“how others plan” is the first step towards developing a more inclusive and flexible planning

process in multiethnic cities. The notion of discourse between minority and majority groups is

very important in these conceptions.

The notion of paying attention to multiple publics also forms the base for the arguments

forwarded by thinkers in the associationahist or new plurahist current. This attention to multiple

and minority publics stems almost directly from Davidoff s (1965) insistence that all interest

groups should have an equal opportunity to participate in the planning process. Authors such as

Patsy Healey (1997), John Forester (2000), Mohammad Qadeer (1997, 1999), Michael Burayidi

(2000, 2003), Clara Greed (1999), and Huw Thomas (2000) argue that planning practice, as the

preserve of dominant groups in the majority society, has consistently overlooked the needs of

minority groups in municipal process and in the design of the urban environment. Urban

planners have been slow to respond to minority issues as a result, and much of the initiative for
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change now actually cornes from the community organizing efforts of rninority groups

themselves (Thornas, 1995). For these scholars, the public consultation process and the planning

approval process are the main venues through which new ways of thinking, valuing, and acting

can be constructed by participants, as long as their voices are heard. These findings are echoed in

the Ph.D. theses ofWallace (1999) and Gilbert (2001).

3.3.3 The Failure of the Modernist Project

The second common trait shared by scholars in this new paradigm is their fundamental

opposition to many features of the Modernist planning tradition, although this does flot mean that

they reject the tools of rational planning per se. The prime argument here is that planning

systems deriving from the Modemist project are no longer suitable to our “new age of

migrations” (Burayidi, 2000) since they are ill-equipped to deal with social difference and

diversity. As Sandercock (2000: 15) suggests, because these frameworks are built around the

“values and norms of the dominant culture, this in tum means that planning decisions are usually

made through a culturally exclusive, Christian focused and ofien racist framework”. As the

Modernist conception was imposed on nations worldwide by planners whose cultural values did

not necessarily coincide with those existing in other countries (the construction of Islamabad is

perhaps one of the best examples), it has led to an outrnoded and ineffective planning practice

(Ailmendinger, 2001).

Scholars all argue that Modemist planning has erased or sidelined the voices of minorities in city

planning by valorizing cultural homogeneity and devalorizing difference. According to many, a

truly participatory and inclusive planning process relies more heavily on practical wisdom than

on means-to-ends rationality (Sandercock, 1998a; Thompson, 2001), although for others, means

to-ends rationality certainly has its place as a tool for guiding and deciding among alternatives

(Healey, 1997). But in general, this new paradigm is more concerned with negotiated outcomes

and political action than comprehensive action. This means that it is more people-centered, more

accepting of the “appropriate knowledge” held by local communities, and more focused on

empowerment planning approaches.
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Sandercock summed up the differences between these two ways of conceiving planning in

Cosmopolis II: Mongrel Cities in the 2]st Century (2003) and Towards Cosmopolis (199$). In

her model, multicultural planning ideals are directly opposed to Modernist ideals. These

multicultural planning ideals can be summed up as follows:

1. Having a greater reliance on practical wisdom, instead of being mainly concemed with making

planning decisions more rational.

2. Putting more emphasis on negotiated, political, and focused planning, as opposed to retaining

the idea that comprehensive planning is most effective.

3. Planning knowledge derives from multiple sources, and is situation and context-dependent.

4. Everyone can be a planner. The role of the professional planner is multiple (mediator, expert,

advocate), which means that planners should not be considered to be the ultimate repository of

planning authority, knowledge, and action.

5. Community-based local planning efforts are more appropriate, as opposed to planning that

relies on state-directed futures and top-down processes.

6. Since multiple publics all have different values and needs, planning must work towards the

ideals of social justice and a politics of inclusion. Planning must also develop intercultural

literacy. This ideal is opposed to the notion that planning operates solely in the public interest

(as defined by the host society) and that it is value-neutral.

Other thinkers take a more tempered approach, although they agree with Sandercock in principle.

For example, Thompson (2003) believes that a culturally inclusive planner is one who follows

‘reflexive practice’ (Scion, 1983), where “personal values and prejudices need to be

acknowledged, not because they are necessarily ‘wrong’ but because they exist and influence the

way one sees tic world and people’s behaviour within it” (Thompson, 2003: 290). Most authors

writing in the new pluralist vein believe that many of the tools of rational planning are desirable,

because they provide the performance-based criteria needed to evaluate outcomes and make

suitable decisions (Healey, 1997; Burayidi, 2000; Qadeer, 1997: 493). In this sense, the rejection

of existing planning systems by authors in the postcolonial tradition does not occur among those

following the new pluralist tradition, although they do believe that Modemist-based planning

frameworks need to be modified and brought doser to the communicative planning tradition.



73

3.3.4 Case Studies of Inclusive Planning Action

Reconsidering the Modernist framework means adopting a more collaborative and

communicative planning practice in which the diversity of stakeholders is acknowledged and

their access to planning power facilitated (forester, 1999a). Scholars’ arguments mostly tum

around analyses of case studies demonstrating ways in which the planning process can be

loosened up. This can involve changing planning mentalities, increasing the number of

minorities (women, racial, ethnic, and religious) in decision-making positions, and enlarging the

public participation forum to make planning more responsive. for example, Thomas (2000)

analyzed a series of cases of planning ‘successes’ and ‘failures’ in urban contexts with large

West Indian or South Asian populations in order to prove that successful outcomes were more

numerous in situations where public participation and minority group consultation worked well.

Most scholars show a distinct preference for case studies of oppositional movements in planning

(i.e. the comrnunity-building traditions of minority communities) that demonstrate that planning

by the state is only one side of the story. Case studies ofien examine planning efforts at the

grassroots level designed to either resist developmcnt or to improve living conditions by

“retaking the neighbourhood”. In the first case, community or group mobilization pits a minority

group against the planning establishment, as exemplified by the environmental activism of

MELA, the Mothers of East Los Angeles, in their light to keep harmful development out of their

neighbourhoods (Pardo, 1990). “Retaking the neighbourhood” is best illustrated by the example

of the Community Development Group in Spitalfields (Lo Piccolo, 1997; Jacobs, 1996).

London’s Spitalfields (of Brick Lane fame) is home to a large Bengali population and to a

multitude of other immigrant groups. faced with increasing urban redevelopment and

gentrification, residents reacted by creating the Community Development Group, which

encouraged developers and planners to dialogue with the local community. This became a forum

in which developers, municipal planners, and residents came to mutual agreements and made

negotiated compromises. These cases are used to show that urban plaimers have been slow to

respond to minority issues and that as a result, much of the initiative for change now tends to

come from the community organizing efforts of minority groups themselves.
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Through ail these cases, scholars argue that planners need to adopt a new professional identity.
This means working for social transformation on the side of community and minority groups in
the advocacy tradition. While some (Amdam, 1997; Leavitt, 1994; Heskin, 1991) believe that the
plaimer must be ailied with the community, the mai ority of thinkers in the multicuitural planning
paradigm beiieve that the planner must maintain a certain critical distance in order to mediate
between theory and action, community and state, although in some cases the planner crosses
back and forth over the boundaries between the two. For ail scholars then, adopting a new

professionai identity means working to dismantie the barriers to full participation and inclusion.

3.3.5 Ways of Making Planning More Inclusive

While planning scholars differ in their recommendations and in the relative weight they place on

certain tools or approaches, they ail base their suggestions on elements of the communicative

tradition. This tradition is rooted in phenomenological interpretations of the relationship of

knowledge to action, wherein all forms of knowledge are socially constructed (Shotter, 1993). It

recognizes that the social context within which individuals form interests is important, and that

these interests and expectations are diverse. Since planning practice is embedded in this network

of social relations by virtue of its daily practices, it has the abiiity to challenge and change these

relations through communication (forester, I 999a). While ail of the scholars in this new

planning paradigm call for greater reliance on the tools of the coilaborative and communicative

tradition such as negotiation, consensus-building, and conflict resoiution, they differ in the

emphasis that they place on community empowerment or coilaborative planning approaches.

a) Community empowerment

One group holds fast to the idea that bottom-up empowerment actions are absoluteiy essential in

order to force the planning establishment to action the concems of the less powerful. This can

mean moving towards the idea that planners exist to help local people create their own plans and

make their own decisions, acting both as experts and as mediators (Friedmaim, 2002). It can also

mean finding ways through poiicy and practice to create forums where developers and municipal

authorities work with different communities as equals (Sandercock, 1 99$a). Another option

might be working in Bhabha’s “third space” (AlSayyad, 2001), where different cultures learn to

communicate with one another through the creation of new participatory instances.
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Until quite recently, scholars wrote about tearing down the existing planning system and

replacing it with one that is structuraily equal and where power is retumed to the hands of

minority groups. However, sorne of the most vocal supporters of this “revolution in the making”

(Leonie Sandercock and Susan Thompson) have begun backtracking somewhat, admitting that in

practice, tearing down the entire structure on which planning is based is probabiy not ail that

likely nor even feasible. Their solution now is to encourage the existing framework to adopt

certain measures and planning methods that help redress these wrongs in more practical ways

(Sandercock, 2000; Thompson, 2003). To a large extent, they are moving doser to the ideas of

Healey (1997), forester (2000), Qadeer (1997), and Burayidi (2003), where collaborative

processes temper, rather than completely replace, existing systems.

b) Collaborative processes

The second group wouÏd like to see existing planning and municipal frarneworks replaced by

associationalist ones, where government as it is now known ceases to exist and where local

decision-making by groups embedded in an interest network takes on more importance (Baum,

2000). Short of this, authors such as Healey, Qadeer, Thomas, Greed, and Burayidi advocate

working within the system to 1. increase the number of minorities employed at decision-making

levels, 2. increase the representativity of ail interest groups on politicai forums, and 3. reduce

situations of conflict between groups in planning matters.

Scholars in this group focus on public policy development and management systems that

perpetuate discrimination and oppression by negating the voices of multiple publics. Conflict

resolution plays a major role here, for just as etimocultural and cultural diversity can enrich a city

(look at Jane Jacob’s 1961 conception of vibrant neighbourhoods), so can psychological barriers

and violence impoverish it (Bollens, 1996). This type of conflictual urban polarization occurs

when a strong minority group or groups reject existing social and urban institutions, feeling that

power-sharing is impossible (McCarney, 2003). Planning theory in this vein hopes to encourage

a repertoire of collective approaches to resolving conflicts through the process of “learning how

to collaborate” (forester, 2000; Susskind, 1996).
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As Patsy Healey notes in Collaborative Planning (1997), any planning process which involves
citizen participation and consensus-building is necessarily multicultural, since it is iikely to bring
together people with multiple interests and different cultural viewpoints. An inclusive planning
process then needs to reiy on intercultural communication. As Healey (1997: 68) relates:
“Managing our coexistence in shared space matters, for both its substantive agenda, and for its
capacity to build practices of intercultural democratic collaboration.”

Healey’s collaborative planning process has three main components:

1. Planning should use a means-to-ends evaluation while paying greater attention to how people

visualize things and undertake their daily activities within this new reference frame. As per

Scion (1983), the outcome of this process cannot be identffied in advance, because specifying

design outcome criteria in advance denies the process of creative invention in response to

changed reference frames.

2. Planning responses are invented through collaboration between all interested individuals or

stakeholders, who leam collectively about the issues, context, each other, and what they can

do. The context may shape what they do, but how they respond will help shape the context.

3. Planning should recognize and reach out to ah those with a stake in the situation, otherwise

stable and sustainable solutions to spatial dilemmas will not be reached. If stakeholders corne

from different cultural communities, building consensus in inclusionary ways will be socially

and politically dernanding, requiring careful attention to cross-cultural communication.

***

For ail these scholars, however, the only way to make planning more responsive to the needs of
diverse publics in the end is to work towards changing the way that planning thinks about

diversity. In other words, to replace the current metropolitan model of the city on which policies
are made with models that are more inclusive or sensitive to the realities of a multiethnic society

(Sandercock, 1998: 203). While for some authors this means reconceptualizing the Muiticultural
City (Sandercock, 2003a, 2003c; Qadeer, 1997) or doing away with the City of Difference
(Fincher, 2001), the idea ofmoving towards the Hybrid City (AlSayyad, 2001, 2004) is a vein of
thought that is only beginning to emerge in the literature. Whatever their differences, what these
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particular authors have in common is their critique of policies and programs that are based on

current multiculturalism models. Like Parekh (2000), Bannerji (2000a), and Bissoondath (2002),

they feel that current modeis do flot go far enough in helping to create a more inclusive policy

framework because they retain inter-group separation instead of creating a conceptual framework

based on notions of cuiturai complexity or hybridity.

3.4 THE PROBLEM WITH PLANNING FOR CULTURAL INCLUSIVENESS

In principle, those arguing in favour of a more inclusive or ‘multicultural’ planning process have

the best of intentions, and their approaches make a lot of sense given the current context. But in

practice, we must be aware that there are challenges or difficuities inherent in the thinking

making up this new paradigm that must be addressed before touting it as a blanket solution to the

woes of modem society.

3.4.1 The Complexity of Municipal Management in Multiethnic Contexts

Scholars calling for a more culturally sensitive planning process are flot ail weicomed with open

arms by municipal administrations. In many cases, this rather negative reaction is reported by

scholars themselves as a result of their experiences in the field (Frisken and Wallace, 2000;

Qadeer, 1997). In other cases, this reaction cornes in a more roundabout way in the literature, in

the writings of authors concemed over questions of the common good and municipal

management in a cost-cutting environment (Cars, 2002; Mathur, 2003). Resistance to these

theoretical recommendations usually reduces to the same issues: the cost of replacing an existing

planning framework, the problem of the public interest, and the reluctance to deal with the

complexities of decision-making in culturally diverse situations.

Regarding the first issue, planners and municipal decision-makers are embedded within a

planning framework that, in North America and in many other countries, is based on several key

notions: the separation of uses, reduction of nuisance, the need to facilitate global economic

integration, the need to participate in local and global markets (Harvey, 1996; Castells, 1996),

and the need to act in the best interest of ail citizens (the public interest). The planning

approaches in place now ah evolved from the hiberal democratic idea that it is up to the

individual to participate in the urban economy to the best of his or her ability, and that the only



78

social role planning assumes is to maintain social order and to facilitate individual participation

in the economic and political spheres. Furthermore, the problem of revamping a system that is

encoded in law is flot an easy one to resolve, for the cost in terms of jurisprudence, time, and

public dollars is enormous (Graham, 1998).

The second issue has to do with the lingering belief that the public interest is determined by the

majority society, into which different minority groups should assimilate. The notions of liberal

pluralism that prevailed at the turn of the century were very similar to this and still persist across

the board in North American cities despite the philosophical and political debate over inclusion

and difference (Akam, 2002). These are highly contested representations of what is acceptable to

society and what is not. The logic guiding notions of assimilationism that hold that what

individuals do with their multiple identities is up to them, as long as it does flot conflict with

economic development or the overriding values of the majority, tends to dominate in many cases

(Crowder, 2002; Clausen, 2000; Hall and Lindholm, 1999). In addition, the complexity of

treating all individuals and groups demanding particular services and submitting different (and

oflen competing) planning requests in an equitable manner often leads municipal actors to favour

a common public interest and ‘blindness to difference’ (Frisken and Wallace, 2000;

Krishnarayan and Thomas, 1993).

The third issue has to do with municipal practice in culturally diverse contexts. As we saw

previously, municipal administrations already struggling to manage multiple conflicting demands

from diverse interest groups often turn back to the homogenizing principles of spatial order in

order to make decisions that are supported by precedent and law (McCarney, 2003; Jameson,

2002). b a large extent, even though the world is no longer involved in the Cold War or in the

tug-of-war between capitalism and socialism, municipalities still tend to exhibit a deep-rooted

suspicion of becoming involved in the “promotion” of foreign cultures (Higham, 2001). As

Richard Madsen (2003) reports, this has only become worse in North America since the

September 11, 2001 bombing of the World Trade Centre by Al-Qaeda extremists, which has

increased the reluctance of many public authorities to be seen as being too soft on “anti

democracy” groups, even if this means making decisions based on racial or ethno-religious

stereotypes.



79

In order to increase the sensitivity of municipal administrations to cultural difference, almost ail

proponents of ‘multicultural’ planning recommend increasing the number of individuals of

minority origin in the municipal public service. However, quota systems or hiring targets devised

under various employment equity programs in Canada and the United States that encourage

institutions to set minority group hiring goals equivalent to their percentage in the total

population (usually around 25% of new hires) do not aiways have the desired result. For

example, companies sometimes hire possibly unsuitable candidates because they will lose

government subsidies if their hiring targets for minority groups (including women) are not met

(Cars, 2002). As Germain and Gagnon (2003: 297) note for the case of Montreal, despite these

‘hiring targets’, only 7.4% of public and municipal service employees are from visible or ethnie

minority groups, although ethno-racial minorities make up almost 42% of the total population of

Montreal. This type of scenario can be attributed to one of two factors: either these candidates

are simply not applying or else they are flot being selected because their work experience and

mannerisms are perceived as being too different (Hamilton, 2001). Increasing the number of

employees of minority origin in the public service is therefore flot an easy task. In addition, there

is no indication in the literature that this measure will actually increase the sensitivity of the

municipal management process, since little work has been done on the attitudes of public

servants of minority origin within the govemment apparatus towards cultural diversity.

There is also a tendency within municipal administrations to attribute increases in culturally

specific demands to new and therefore non-integrated immigrant groups. As the reasoning goes,

if these groups are going to integrate over time and their preferences eventually move doser to

those of the host society, then there is no point catering to these diverse demands, especially in a

downsizing environment (Le Gales, 2002; Hargreaves and McKiimey, 1997). The perennial

sense of discord between established groups and newer ones, as demonstrated by Elias and

Scotson (1965) and in planning by Thomas (2000), is stiil a very current perspective within

which to frame rejection of increasingly diverse planning demands and requests for development

permission. Changing attitudes is perhaps one ofthe hardest tasks to accomplish (Baum, 2000).

In short, if difference appears too much for municipal authorities to handle, rejection is more

common than acceptance (Horton, 1995). As Levi-Strauss noted twenty years ago (1985: 24),

accepting all these different demands and uses means that decision-makers become different as
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well. To remain whole in the face of difference, they must therefore practice “selective

deafness”. If municipal authorities caimot find a reference point for understanding the nature of

these demands, then naturally they will flot be able to deal with them (Levine, 2000). In the

current climate of municipal mergers in Canada, the ability to deal with a diversity of demands

and uses seems to diminish with the degree of centralization, and dealing with social concems

such as cultural diversity is lefi up to community organizations in the field (frisken et aI, 2000).

The perceived unresponsiveness of some municipal authorities to an increasing number of etlmo

specific dernands may also depend on the extent to which planners and municipal actors adhere

to the “theory in practice” school of thought common in planning and management science. This

derives from the arguments of Donald Schon (1983), who believes that theory should be made in

the context of practice, not beforehand. Therefore, there is no need for planning authorities to

waste time learning about the dynamics of social change, because this will be revealed through

the interpretive work of planning itself. The tendency to deal with ethno-specific demands on a

case-by-case basis or to develop strategies to minimize the number of these cases through zoning

changes or re-interpretations of policy is actually a somewhat common response at the municipal

level, even in smaller municipalities (Steinmann and Scherer, 2002). This is an important point,

because under the new multicultural planning paradigm, devolving power to local instances is

considered to be one of the best ways of making authorities more responsive to different

demands.

3.4.2 The Dilemma of Having a Westcrn-Centric Focus in a Multiethnic Context

While the planning thinkers making up this new paradigm are in the forefront of a movement to

create a more inclusive planning process, they ofien seem to act as though the idea of ‘planning

for multiple publics’ has neyer existed prior to the Industrial Revolution. However, the need to

plan for multietlmic contexts is neither new nor unique. Despite the label of postcolonialism,

many scholars are still stuck in an Enlightenment understanding of what planning for multiple

publics really means. Because of this, their arguments may be incomplete and unsustainable

under real-life multiethnic conditions if other realities are not also brought into the fold.
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To be entirely fair, Sandercock (2003a: 5) does note that:

“My focus is on western metropolises, [...] rather than on the non-Western world,

although I believe these issues are becoming increasingly salient (while stili

represscd) in countries like Indonesia, China, Singapore, and Malaysia, as well as

Japan (which will increasingly have to depend on immigrant labour) and South

Africa (which attracts large numbers of immigrants from the rest of the

continent).”

The virtual absence of non-European or American models for conceptualizing and dealing with

diversity is surprising, however, since many of these planning scholars have worked and written

on urbanization in many other contexts. for example, Friedmann (1966) bas written on

Venezuela and Qadeer (1993b) on Lahore, Pakistan.

The culturally diverse city and municipal attention to diversity has been around for a very long

time. Whule very high rates of religious, ethnic, and social diversity are relatively new

phenomena for Western cities, given the increase and diversification in international immigration

since the 1970’s, this has been a fact of life in many other world cities since before the rise of

Constantinople. As Hoerder (2003) shows, in many former colonial cities in Central!$outh

America and Asia, the need to balance competing demands between politically powerful and

very diverse socio-cuÏtural groups over the past 500 years bas lcd to very different administrative

reactions. One example is the way that different Indian cities have deait with the hundreds of

caste and religious groups that predominated at different points in time. Prior to occupation by

the British, Indian city-states ofien tended to have administrative models that granted a greater

amount of seif-determination to groups located spatially (in defined neighbourhoods devoted to

specific guilds or occupations, or to individuals of similar ethnic backgrounds) and horizontally

(caste, ethnic, or occupational groups dispersed over the urban fabric). In other words, a

federation of interest groups with certain autonomous powers of political and cultural self

determination linked to a higher decision-making authority (Parekh, 2000). This millet mode! of

cultural diversity administration is also found under certain Arab or Moorish regimes from the

$00’s up to the European Renaissance (Rehrmann, 2003), as well as under the Ottoman Empire

(Parekh, 2000: 205-6). The advent of colonialism in many parts of the world ofien significantly

altered these strnctures, as European colonial regimes tended to impose a “ruÏe of the majority”

that paid only hp-service to inter-group differences in order to maintain a certain social stabihity

(Said, 1993).
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It has only been since many of these countries have been granted independence that former

modes of dealing with difference have slowly been retuming (Post and Baud, 2002). In some

cases, difference is stiil pretty much stamped out. For example, in many BraziÏian cities class and

race stiil overtly determine where people live and how easiÏy they can access services and

institutions in the public domain (Da Silva, 2000). In other cases, however, the municipal and

political structures that are now in place were either non-existent prior to colonization or else

have little likeness to pre-existing native urban forms (Post and Baud, 2002). In Trinidad, for

example, planning systems have been dealing with the needs of very diverse groups since the late

1 $00’s. Even under British colonial rule, a certain degree of accommodation was maintained

between different ethnocultural groups, although certain codes of conduct and settÏernent were

sometimes rather brutally enforced (Williams, 1963). Since Independence, the system appears to

be quite inclusive of cultural difference at the local level. ‘Hindu’ family compounds exist in the

centre of many towns. Mosques, temples, churches, and prayer groups coexist with other uses,

oflen in residential areas. Informai planning exists on a very large scale, and in many cases is

actuaily guided by local planning officers or firms (witness the informal sector’s retaking of

unused land for low-cost housing development - Laughlin, 1989). 0f course, conflicts have also

arisen over these same uses, and municipal response has varied between consensus-building,

‘taking sides’, or outright enforcement of existing regulations, such as the razing of certain

structures and even whole residential areas (Sweeney, 1993). As is the case for many other

countries of the so-called developing world, however, the issue of planning in highly diverse

contexts has been debated for more than a century in Trinidad, well before it was an issue in

North American or European cities.

The only scholars who deal with these points besides Parekh (2000) are those in the Hybrid

Cities tradition (AlSayyad, 2001, 2004, for example) or those working on urban govemance in

world cities (Douglass and Roberts, 2000; Douglass, 1999; Lim, 2001). Hardly any ofthe other

thinkers in this new paradigm draw any inspiration from planning models that exist, or existed,

in “non-Western” or pre-modern cities. Although they do rely on case studies of how

municipalities in cities around the world have been including (or excluding) minority groups in

the planning process, these cases are ah analyzed from an American liberal democratic or

European originative point of view. The parahlels or differences between the way cultural

diversity is approached in a wide range of world cities are flot clearly made. For exampie,
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authors such as $andercock (1998a, 2003a), Douglass and Friedmann (199$), Fincher (2001),

and Jacobs (1996) ail refer to exactly the same case studies (Porto Alegre in Brazil, Spitalfields

in England, for example), but the wealth of other cases available is lefi out of the picture

altogether.

Looking over the writings of scholars in the multicultural planning paradigm, only Al$ayyad

(2001, 2004) notes that if the great majority of recent immigrants to Western cities corne from

very different and often highly diverse cultural contexts, then the due to unlocking the

‘multicultural planning puzzle’ might lie outside Euro-American planning thought and practice

in postcolonial theory and in foreign municipal models. 11e fact rernains that globalization is a

two-way street. Just as Western thinking and economic forces extend out across the globe, so do

other ways of thinking exert an influence on Western contexts, due in part to immigrant flows

(Islam is the fastest growing religion in North America and Europe, for example). There is quite

a body of work that has been recently ernerging on municipal governance and cultural diversity

in chies in China (Logan, 2002; Abramson, Leaf, and Ying, 2002), Turkey (Bartu, 2001), South

Africa (Beau, Crankshaw, and Parneil, 2002), Central and South America (Duhau and

Schteingart, 2003), Israel (Forester, 1999b, 2001), Malaysia and Indonesia (Hefner, 2001),

Singapore (Lim, 2001, 2003), Japan (Douglass and Roberts, 2000), East Asia (Douglass, 1999),

Bangladesh (Islam et aÏ, 2003), the Middle East (Shami, 2003), and Sub-Saharan Africa

(Swilling et aÏ, 2003). In addition, there is quite a large body of literature on comparative urban

governance worldwide that is also emerging (Hoerder, 2003; Ricciardelli et aÏ, 2003; Post and

Baud, 2002; Van Dijk et aÏ, 2002), which complements the study of comparative governance

under conditions of globalization as spearheaded by Richard Stren (2003). This type of work

must be brought into the fold of the new paradigm for culturally inclusive planning, if only to

ensure that conceptual frameworks devised and implemented in turn are truly global in outlook,

as well as in practice.
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3.4.3 ‘Multicultural’ Planning is not Necessarily Democratic or Representative

Democratic liberal pluralism has been used to guide American and Canadian planning theory and

practice since the early 1900’s (Akam, 2000). It is probably flot surprising that scholars working

within the new paradigm of multicultural or culturally inclusive planning usually stiil hold on to

the notions of value pluralism encoded in multiculturalism policies, with the exception of

Sandercock (2003a, 2003c) and AlSayyad (2001, 2004). These types of notions suggest that

homogeneous and unified ethnic communities exist that can be targeted by policy and program

development, and that can act together to force the existing planning structure to pay more

attention to minority voices. As Qadeer (1997: 492) states:

“The cultural and racial diversity of populations is raising issues of fairness in
fulfihling the social needs of groups according to their preferences and so the
planning process is becoming more inclusive by seeking out etbnic communities’
participation in public debates.”

For Burayidi (2001), Thompson (2000), Qadeer (1997), and Greed (1999), among others,

increasing the number of ethnocultural and ethno-racial minorities in the echelons of decision

making authority is a natural way of increasing the sensitivity of public authorities towards

various ethnocultural groups.

However, this in itself contradicts the notion of pluralism. Just because more ethno-racial or

ethnocultural minorities are hired into municipal management and planning echelons does not

mean that these individuals will promote the cause of their ‘community’ or even be

representative oftheir ‘community’. In fact, under the traditional conception of liberal pluralism,

these actors are expected to outwardly assume the trappings of the majority society, in speech

and in values (McLennan, 1995). We need to clarify exactly how the current debate on cultural

diversity in planning differs from previous debates on liberal pluralism in Euro-American

planning thought, and whether or flot its recent adoption by planning scholars in this new

paradigm allows their conceptions to differ substantially in form and function from the liberal

debate on value pluralism, reasonable toleration, justice, and equality.
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3.4.4 Lïttle Consensus Exists on What the Final “Theory” Looks Like

Because current arguments in favour of more inclusive planning approaches oflen require

extensive societal change and have very long-term goals, it becomes difficuit to define what any

‘new’ theory of culturaÏly inclusive planning may be, and if such an overali theory actually exists

that can be translated into actionable policy and practice.

Although all these planning thinkers want to see a more culturally sensitive planning process,

their means of obtaining it are rather different and draw from ofien very disparate sources. for

example, Leonie $andercock has tried to unite North American feminist, advocacy currents, and

postcolonial theoiy together in a model for ‘planning for multiple publics’ which she calls

multicultural planning. While it is easy to see what Sandercock’s new model of planning looks

like at the level of wider principles (reliance on local knowledge, empowerment approaches,

changes to planning mentalities via changes in the curriculum being followed by planning

programs in universities and colleges, etc.), in terms of actual practice we have less to go on. The

same is also true for models proposed by Healey, Qadeer, Greed, and Burayidi, who emphasize

the creation of instances where different interests are negotiated and where minority voices are

better represented to authorities. Therefore, we cannot say that these different discourses fonri a

single theory, as they attack the problem from different angles.

On top of this, recent discourse on municipal management in increasingly multiethnic urban

centres is beginning to suggest that planning for multiple publics is impossible (Hamilton, 2001).

The problem is not ftom without, but from within, a feature that Senghaas (2002) cails “the clash

within civilizations”. This can range from the difficulty of resolving land use conflicts resulting

from the hyper-commodification and symbolic value of property and consumer items in

transnational communities to the re-creation of what some have labelled “Third World conditions

in first World cities” (Levine, 2000). The preference for more mainstream solutions is

sometimes also due to the feeling that giving in to all the demands of diverse ethnocultural

groups will lead to a management nightmare ($teinmann and Scherer, 2002). Confront these

perspectives with those that call for an impossibly sensitive and collaborative planning process

that valorizes diversity above all, and the need to find a middle ground is clear.
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3.4.5 The Perceived Rift Between Assimi]ationism and Inclusionism is too Easily Drawn

Scholars in this new paradigm often give the impression that there is a steadily growing rifi

between municipal planning systems based on assimilationist conceptions of difference and an

increasingly alienated public. For example, Sandercock (199$a: 29) writes that:

“Over the past two decades we have seen city dwellers up in arms, mobilizing

against planners, politicians, and planning processes, demanding that their voices

be heard, their concerns taken seriously.”

The picture painted here is one of a municipal system that completely overlooks the needs of

diverse groups, and bottom-up approaches are therefore needed because they are much more

responsive and effective in dealing with cultural diversity.

The problem this poses is that cities oflen have culturally sensitive policies and programs in

certain domains but flot in others, as we saw in Chapter 1. This gives the impression that a city is

unresponsive to cultural difference, whereas in actual fact its municipal authorities have been

trying to develop more appropriate programs in areas where there is greater demand and where

such changes are financially and politically possible (Alexander, 2001). In addition, culturally

inclusive policies tend to wax and wane depending on the party in power, and are flot always

sustained over lime or encouraged to move beyond the policy stage (Friedmann and Lebrer,

199$; Blommaert and Martiniello, 1996). The other problem, as Ricciardelli et al (2002) point

out, is that the actual practice of municipal actors often contradicts the planning or policy

guidelines in place. In other words, even if a municipality bas a policy of flot accommodating

certain types of difference, local actors who understand the situation will make exceptions that

contradict this policy. In addition, different municipalities in the same region or country

sometimes take different approaches to the same issue, as Thomas’ (2000) study on minorities

and planning systems in England, Wales, Scotland, and Ireland demonstrates. Therefore, it is

important that any theory of inclusive planning respects that this highly touted rift is neyer

uniform in application nor in time, and that planning decisions and practices at the local level are

oflen far removed from the reality that exists at the level of municipal policy and discourse.
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3.4.6 Littie Practical Advice for Municipalities is Offered

It is flot clear whether or flot the various proposais put forward under these “culturally inclusive”

planning approaches are realistic on a formai scale. The recommendations offered by ail of these

scholars are highly relevant to planning in general — collaborative processes, cross-cultural

communication, a local level focus, increasing the number of individuals belonging to minority

groups in the planning profession, etc. The problem here is that many authors admit that the

approaches they are recommending are time-consuming and ofien fail to gather political

strength. It is fine for Sandercock (1992: 47) to declare that the new planning paradigm is, and

aiways will be, incomplete and vague: “It will always be an unfinished business. Planners must,

finally, iearn to live with unstable paradigms.” However, this does flot offer much in the way of

practicai suggestions for cities that are currently operating under planning and management

systems that have been decades and millions of dollars in the making.

The lack of solid and do-able advice for cities on ways of making the municipal planning process

more inclusive actually hinders the widespread adoption of thcse ideas. for example, what are

municipal actors supposed to do with the recommendation that they “pay more attention to local

voices”? Whiie many authors use case studies on how local associations or groups have ‘taken

back their neighbourhood’ or ‘resisted development’, mereiy describing this type of case without

pointing out how this example might fit in with an existing municipal planning scheme is not

actualiy ail that helpful. Recommending that cities “increase the access of minority groups to

public participation processes” (Greed, 1999) is only useful if supporting case studies clearly

demonstrate different types of participatory forums in which this goal was reached and where it

was not, and whether or not these forums lead to more inclusive practices on the part of

municipalities in the long tenn.

The other problem is that whiie some of these scholars’ recommendations are useftil for specific

programs (such as hiring campaigns), scholars offer no guidance at ail on how most of these

recommendations can be inserted into an already-existing municipal management and planning

framework. Sandercock (2000) herself realized that it is probably flot ail that feasible to

recommend the compiete overhaui of existing systems because they are so entrenched. What she

did not emphasize was that municipal systems are also embedded in much larger systems
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(regional, provincial, federal, economic, industrial, legal) and changes to one system can have a

ripple effect on many other systems. Viewed in this way, what appears to be a small-scale

change can actually entail major revision at much higher levels and in many different domains.

The existence of this problem is conoborated by McKay, Berry, and McGreal (2003) in their

look at non-compliance with planning regulations and enforcement difficulties in cuiturally

diverse contexts.

Lastly, few of these planning scholars state whether or flot their new ways of viewing and doing

planning are appropriate for ail planning situations, or only for certain types of situations. Whule

some do point out that other theories and planning methods are useful for situations such as

economic or industrial development, for example, scholars rarely state when inclusive planning

measures are absolutely necessary and when they are flot. This means that municipal managers

and politicians, faced with deciding between very different scenarios, cannot rely on these

recommendations when deciding whether or not they shouid try to address issues of

inclusiveness tbrough policy and procedures.

The real significance of these culturally inclusive planning schemes will vely likely be found in

their ability to complement or act as alternatives to a larger overali planning scherne, and in the

determination of what this means in practical terms. The growing body of work being carried out

on the dilemma of managing cities in culturally diverse contexts ail over the world needs to be

brought into the foid of this new paradigm for planning. Part of the problem is that while all this

information exists, it bas not been brought together to show what the extent and limits of this

new paradigm rnight be. Planning is both utopian and practical, and any theory of inclusive

planning must address both these issues if it is to form the base for planning policy and

procedural renewal in a world context where municipal planning frameworks are already fairly

firmly entrenched.
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CHAPTER 4: METHODOLOGY

The research project on which this dissertation is based is a case study of the way planning is

approached and carried out in a multietbnic neighbourhood by a variety of different actors

located at different levels. To a large extent, this study is exploratory, as it is designed to provide

an initial glimpse into the processes involved in planning under conditions of cultural diversity.

In tum, these research findings can 5e used to help nourish the emerging discussion in the

literature on planning in culturally diverse contexts.

4.1 RESEARCH STRATEGY

This research project examines the issue of planning and ethnocultural minorities, a subject

matter that is politically sensitive and involves very personal perceptions. For these reasons, a

qualitative strategy is adopted in order to probe these dimensions in sufficient detail through the

case study approach, and a grounded theory strategy is used to let theory emerge from the

study’s findings.

4.1.1 Why is a Qualitative Strategy Most Appropriate?

Choosing a research methodology means choosing the most appropriate way of doing research

on social situations. “Methodology” can refer to a theory, framework, and/or analysis of how a

research project should operate. In our case, a qualitative methodology was chosen. Qualitative

approaches enable researchers to understand the social world they are investigating by focusing

on what individual actors say and do in that context (Hitchcock and Hughes, 1995). In the urban

studies field, this refers to what ordinarily and routinely happens in urban settings. Qualitative

research recognizes that what goes on in social contexts (the workplace, the neighbourhood, etc.)

is made up ofcomplex layers ofrneanings, interpretations, values, and attitudes. Thus, in order to

try and understand the dynamics of the urban environment, we need to take into account the

histories, cultures, and ethos of ail players, such as residents, planners, managers, institutions,

and associations. We also need to attempt to qualify actions, ideas, values, and meanings through

the eyes of these actors rather than through our own eyes, inasmuch as this is possible. It is for
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this reason that Denzin and Lincoin (1992: 5) cali qualitative research the site of multiple

methodologies and research practices, a feature that is also found in feminist and postcolonial

methodologies (Devault, 1999: 25; Barrett, 1996: 175). Thus, choosing a purely qualitative

approach for our research proj cet will help provide a more in-depth understanding of the

processes that might contribute towards a culturally inclusive planning process.

4.1.2 The Case Study Approach

This dissertation centres around a case study on public space use and planning process in the

neighbourhood of Mountain Sights, located in Côte des Neiges, Montreal. It explores the

perspectives of residents, community group workers, municipal authorities, and public

institutional authorities vis-à-vis local public spaces and the way that planning is donc in this

multiethnic context.

The case study method is usuaÏly the prime choice of researchers seeking to examine some sort

of social process in great depth, because it permits the detailed investigation of a real-life

context. The resuit of this investigation can then be related or applied to larger theoretical

constructs without remaining solely at the level of description (Gromm, Hammersley, and foster,

2000). Case studies allow room for exploration, especially in terms of socio-cultural and political

groups and systems, because these are contexts that permit discovery over validation of ideas or

hypotheses (Ragin and Becker, 1992).

Looking at case studies that have already been conducted in the urban planning field, a great

majority focus on planning processes within a single city, such as Friedmann and Lehrer’s

(1998) case study of Frankfurt, for example, or Hill’s (1985) examination of urban renewal

programs in Israeli neighbourhoods. There is also a tendency to compare cities within the same

country (Logan’s 2002 study of several Chinese cities, for example) or to compare cities located

in different countries (Post and Baud, 2002). By and large, however, the choice of a case study

on a single city is predominant, although this can also include several sub-cases that are then

compared for similarities and differences.
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The choice of one small-size case (such as a neighbourhood) within a single city is very common

in urban planning research and in urban studies, since this single case can illustrate larger

principles in a more exhaustive way than may be possible when performing a multi-case

comparison. The tradition of the ‘neighbourhood study’ in planning extends back to proponents

of the Chicago School, who ofien conducted single neighbourhood case studies (refer to

Harrison, 1929, or Peny, 1929, for example). The neighbourhood is ofien considered to be an

ideal research territory when questions of community construction, urban lifeways, and social

issues or values are under the microscope (Alba, 1995; Herbert and Raine, 1976; Mays, 1964).

This is due to the importance attributed to the neighbourhood over the years as a site of socio

economic relations (for example, refer to Mays’ 1964 case study on adolescence and juvenile

delinquency in a Liverpool neighbourhood), planning success (Herbert and Raine, 1976), and as

a microcosm of the wider urban society, especially under conditions of demographic change

(Alba, 1995). As well, it is ofien selected because it is a controllable geographical unit (Harrison,

1992). The neighbourhood study, either as a single case study or as a comparative study of

different neighbourhoods, is common in studies on immigrant integration (Isralowitz, 1992;

Pincetl, 1996). It is also common when looking at planning issues in bi-cultural contexts (such as

Russell’s 1961 study on an interracial neighbourhood in Durban, $outh Africa) or multiethnic

ones (Germain et aï’ s 1995 study of seven multiethnic neighbourhoods in Montreal, for

example).

The choice of the neighbourhood case study also draws from a long-standing precedent set by

studies addressing situations where residents have mobilized to create an informai planning

group that challenges the formal municipal framework. Case studies examining resident-led

improvement initiatives worldwide ofien examine the intersection of informai and formai

planning systems within a comparative perspective (Pendergraast, 1997; Twelvetrees, 1996;

Morris, 1975). In Canada, the focus on the neighbourhood case study is firmly entrenched in

studies of community-led planning endeavours. Witness Elman’s (2001) case study of the

Durand Neighbourhood Association in Hamilton, Ontario, Gray’s (1979) study of public housing

policy in the St. Lawrence neighbourhood in Toronto, Simpson’s (1999) compilation of case

studies of resident-led planning action in the Ottawa region, or Fitzsimmons-Le Cavalier’s

(1983) exploration ofinformal community improvement movements in Canada.
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Therefore. choosing a single neighbourhood, as opposed to conducting a comparative study of
several Montreal neighbourhoods, means that our research questions can be explored in greater
detail. Choosing a single neighbourhood also means that the perceptions of different actors are
easier to compare, which is very important in terms ofprocess analysis. In our case, we chose the
neighbourhood of Mountain Sights in the district of Côte des Neiges as our study site (refer to
section 4.3.1 for details).

4.1.3 Choice of Grounded Theory as an Overal] Strategy

Grounded theory was pioneered by Glaser and Strauss in The Discovery of Grounded Theory
(1967). Grounded theory is a procedure in which theory is developed out of close observation of
the world. Unlike formaI or abstract theory, developed by deducing hypotheses that are tested
against observations, the grounded theory approach argues for inductive theory-building, which
means developing theoretical ideas from observations of the data itself. Glaser and Strauss
(1967) argue that grounded theory should j) construct concepts from observation, ii) make
comparisons with other linked areas through a process they cali the constant comparative
method, and iii) should sample theoretically (for example, by sampling critical cases).

One of the major tenets of grounded theory is that multiple perspectives must be systematically
sought out during a research project. According to Strauss and Corbin (1994: 280):

“Perhaps not every actor’s perspective can be discovered, or need be, but those of
actors who sooner or later are judged to be signfficantly relevant must be
incorporated into the emerging theory. In the language of our contemporaries,
multiple voices are attended to, but note that these are also interpreted
conceptually by the researcher.”

This requires theoretical coding procedures that can connect issues such as class, gender,
ethnicity, race, and power to create a “multiplicity of perspectives with patterns and processes of
actionlinteraction that in tum are Ïinked with carefully specified conditions and consequences”
(Strauss and Corbin, 1994: 280).
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At the end of this type of research project, reciprocal shaping, or the conversation between the

researcher and the data at hand, allows the researcher to return the study’s findings to the field in

the form of a theoretical ftamework or analysis. This is a process that is pursued tbrough

research cycles that revolve around problem identification, data collection, data analysis,

problem re-evaluation, frame re-setting (consolidation of learning), and outcome (theory)

evaluation.

Adopting a grounded theory research strategy therefore allows us to use our study’s findings to

help modify the original theorization of the problem that is currently being debated under the

emerging paradigrn for culturally inclusive planning. It also lets possible avenues for developing

a more inclusive planning practice emerge from the study’s findings.

4.2 DATA COLLECTION TOOLS

The data collected for this research project cornes from several sources. Documents, personal

interviews, and informal participant observation were all used. This combination of data sources

helps ensure that a good understanding of the study site and local planning processes may likely

be obtained, and that this information can be linked into larger urban processes and theory.

4.2.1 Document Collection

Document collection involved obtaining information on municipal planning and management

policy and procedures, incÏuding the treatment of cultural diversity within the municipal

apparatus. Information on various research projects and studies carried out at the request of

municipal authorities on parks and environrnental issues was also obtained. Documents detailing

the types of environmental projects and interventions carried out by community-based

organizations in the district of Côte des Neiges were also collected. And at the level of our case

study site (Mountain Sights), documents pertaining to local planning actions in the

neighbourhood were collected, dating back to the 19$O’s. All this information was synthesized

before interviews took place, in order to elaborate interview topics and to determine what

questions should be included in the interview schedule.
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In addition, socio-economic and demographic statistical data on the populations of Côte des

Neiges and our study site was also obtained. In the case of the district of Côte des Neiges, this

information was obtained from the City of Montreal, via publications and through the City’s

demographic atlas ofMontreal (Ville de Montréal, 2003), and pertains to both the 1996 and 2001

Canada Census. In the case of Mountain Sights, statistical data was obtained from two sources.

Data from the 1996 Canada Census was obtained from the CLSC-Côte des Neiges. This data

includes the main census variables for the 3 enumeration districts or secteurs de dénombrement

(SD’s 24047203, 24047204, and 24047205) that covered the territory of our study site at that

time. Census information on this sector for the 2001 Canada Census was special-ordered for this

project from Statistics Canada by the demographic analyst at INR$-Urbanisation, Culture et

Société. These statistics cover the 4 new dissemination areas or aires de diffusion that define our

study site (AD’s 24660609, 24660610, 24660611, 24660612).

4.2.2 Personal Interviews

Fifty two personal interviews were carried out with residents living in the neighbourhood of

Mountain Sights, community group workers, municipal authorities, and public institutional

authorities. In the case of the latter three respondent types, ail have either carried out planning

interventions in the study site or else their mandate includes the territory of the study site.

Fieldwork details pertaining to these interviews wiÏl be discussed shortly.

Interview schedule

These qualitative semi-structured interviews were guided by an interview schedule that was

taiiored specifically to the following three respondent categories: residents, community group

workers, and public authorities. Sampie interview schedules are provided in Appendix 1. These

interview schedules were developed in order to obtain information on four main topics:

1. Personal information

For residents, personal information was collected on each respondent’s age, sex, marital

status, number of chiidren, occupation (and that of their spouse, if applicable), level of

education, annuai income (inciuding annual household income), country of origin, ethnie and
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religious group affiliations, and date of immigration to Canada (if applicable). Ofien these

respondents also volunteered information on their personal histories, their families’ personal

histories, domestic problems, their immigrant trajectory, and much more.

for community group workers and public authorities, only information related to their

employment was formally requested (length of time with the organization, job duties, etc.).

However, in most cases these respondents also mentioned their age, ethnic origins, and

family situation over the course of their interview.

2. Perceptions of public space

This section is devoted to finding out how the person being interviewed perceives different

public spaces in the study site. This includes the way that they use and would like to use

public space, their feelings on the uses made by others, perceptions of conflict and

appropriation, the way that culturaily-based perceptions intervene in public space, and their

opinion on the concems or problems that they feel affect public space in this neighbourhood.

3. Perceptions of local planning approaches and efforts

This section is devoted to finding out how study respondents perceive the various planning

actions and efforts that have taken place in the neighbourhood. This includes involvement in

planning efforts. the outcome of different actions, the perceived success or failure of certain

actions, the benefits or difficulties of doing planning in a multietimic context, and the mole of

culturally-based perceptions and practices in the local planning process.

4. Perceptions of the way the formai municipal planning and management framework

operates in multiethnic contexts

This section looks at wider planning and municipal management issues in multiethnic

contexts. This includes the way that informai and formai planning efforts intersect, the

receptiveness of public authorities to culturai diversity during their decision-making process

and operations, differences and similarities between the visions of different actors, and

perceptions of the feasibility of a more inclusive planning process in Montreal (standards and

norms, advisability, practical matters, transferability, etc.).
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4.2.3 InformaI Participant Observation

Participant observation is slightly different from simple observation in terms of ethnographic

fieldwork. It assumes that the researcher cannot remain neutral or hidden in a case study context

(Spradley, 1980), because his or her presence alters how others will act in the presence of

someone whom they know is a researcher (Atkinson and Hammersley, 1994). In the case study

neighbourhood retained for this research project, it was not possible for the researcher to remain

“invisible”, especially afler many months of fieldwork, and so any observation sessions that

occurred in public space were necessarily participant observation sessions. A series of informai

observation sessions were carried out in public space (the park and the Street) at different tirnes

of day and during different seasons, as well as during the meetings of local residents’ groups.

This provided the researcher with a feel for daily activities, spatial utilization patterns, social

interactions, group dynarnics, as well as the user-composition of different public spaces in the

neighbourhood. It also allowed the researcher to better visualize respondents’ descriptions and

perceptions. These informal and unstructured observation sessions are flot reported in the study’s

findings as formai resuits, but have allowed the researcher to better describe contexts and

situations for the reader.

4.3 FIELUWORK COMPONENTS

Fieldwork for this study was carried out between December 1999 and December 2001.

Fieidwork began with document collection, informai participant observation sessions, and the

establishment of contacts. Personal interviews were carried out during 2001.

Fieldwork components include the following: site selection, respondent selection (this includes

representativity and saturation), reliability and relevance, ethical standards, and fieldwork

methods and problems.
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4.3.1 Site Selection

The site selected for this case study is the neighbourhood of Mountain Sights, located at the

northernmost tip of the district of Côte des Neiges, Montreal. full details and a profile of the site

are presented in Chapter 5. In summary, this particular site comprises one residential street

(Mountain Sights Avenue between Jean Talon Boulevard and De La Savane Avenue), two

alleys, and one neighbourhood park (refer to figure 5). However, over the course of interviews,

it gradually became clear that for the majority of residents, the ‘neighbourhood’ also includes

surrounding areas, including the nearby Industrial Park, commercial services, and transportation

arteries (subway stations, major streets and intersections). Be this as it may, our site is particular

because it is a residential hamiet of 27 apartment buildings surrounded by industrial and

commercial uses, which made it easier to define to respondents and also allows us to focus on

specific actions and endeavours. For the intent of the research, we take the former definition of

the ‘neighbourhood’ of Mountain Sights, while indicating where applicable the relevance of the

‘surrounding areas’.

This site was felt to make an ideal location for pursuing a case study on planning practice and

process in multiethuic contexts for the following reasons.

First, the researcher was quite familiar with this site due to participation in a previous research

project on the neighbourhood (Sweeney and Blanc, 2000, 2002), as outlined in Chapter 1, section

1.5. This allowed the researcher to develop an appreciation for the socio-economic and planning

issues at work through simple observation and informal discussions taking place outside the

context of the previous project. The researcher had also made contact with residents and

community group workers over the course of the previous project (sixteen residents who were

interviewed for the previous project on historical transformations also participated in this one),

which helped provide entry into the community.

Second, it is a highly multietlmic neighbourhood. As will be shown in Chapter 5, its socio

demographic composition and built environment echoes that of the larger district of Côte des

Neiges in many respects, and so the case study site acts as a “window” through which the soul of

a highly multiethnic part of Montreal can be glimpsed. This criterion is probably the most

important for this research project, since it examines planning processes in multiethnic contexts.
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Third, a significant amount of planning intervention has been carried out in this site over the past

fifteen years, which wili provide sufficient material for a case study on planning practice and

process (please refer to Chapter 5 for details). This ranges from interventions by municipal and

public actors (from municipal departments to the Société d’habitation et de développement de

Montréal), public institutions (the CLSC-Côte des Neiges), community-based organizations, and

local residents’ associations.

fourth, these interventions have been carried out by a variety of actors at different levels

(grassroots activism, municipal service provision, etc.). This provides the unique opportunity to

make comparisons between different grassroots approaches and different institutional

approaches. This matches up with the raison d’être of the case study, which is to identify and

examine the range of perceptions and approaches to planning in a muitiethnic environment.

Fifih, a variety of public spaces and semi-public spaces (both outdoor and indoor) are located in

this site. These include outdoor public spaces such as a neighbourhood park, two alleys, and a

residential street. They also include what might be called semi-public outdoor spaces, which are

owned by an individual or organization but are accessible to the public. These inciude the Iawns

of apartment buildings, driveways, the front steps of apartment buildings. We also decided to

select a variety of indoor semi-public spaces for study, because these ofien appeared to be highly

used. These include such things as building foyers, haliways, garages, basements, and laundry

rooms. Ail these types of spaces were seiected for study because they provide a useful contrast.

Therefore, our site includes a range of different types of spaces that could hopefully give us

some insight into perceptions of public space management and planning, including the use

patterns and preferences that underlie many planning proscriptions.

And sixth, a focus on one particular neighbourhood was deemed to be interesting because it

permits an in-depth examination into planning and management actions taking place in one

specific site from various perspectives. To a certain degree, this helps eliminate the noise that

might arise if more than one site were chosen (in an inter-site comparative perspective, for

example). It also helps ensure that all respondents interviewed for this project are talking about

the saine public spaces and same features of the built or socio-economic environment, which is

useful when analyzing and comparing different perceptions and ways of doing.
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4.3.2 Respondent Selection, Representativity, and Saturation

In total, 52 respondents were interviewed for this study. These respondents can be divided into

two main groups. Group 1 includes 26 residents living in the neighbourhood of Mountain Sights.

Group 2 is a mixed group of 26 actors who work for local community-based organizations or

who are employed by the City of Montreal or various public institutions, and whose territory or

field of intervention includes the study site. The total number of respondents (52) was not pre

determined at the outset of the study, as the researcher did flot know what kind of information

wouid be obtained, nor how many respondents would be required for saturation. Criteria for

respondent selection for each group, as weli as issues of representativity and saturation, wili be

discussed beiow under the headings for each respondent category.

In terms of respondent selection, these overali categories and sub-categories were chosen for

several reasons. We wanted to interview different actors at different leveis in order to find out

how they perceive planning efforts and interventions in this multietbnic neighbourhood and how

their perceptions differ from one another. We wanted to interview a wider range of actors than

we actuaily succeeded in interviewing (residents, community group workers, public authorities).

However, as wiil be discussed in Section 4.4.2 (fieldwork difficulties), it was not possible to

obtain interviews with ail types of potentiai respondents (individuals from ail the ethnic groups

residing in the neighbourhood, building owners, more janitors, local business owners, local

clergy, blue collar workers, etc.). From previous research experience in the neighbourhood

(Sweeney and Blanc, 2000, 2002), we already had a fair idea of who the “major players” in the

local planning process were — involved residents and certain local community group workers,

municipal authorities, and public institutional authorities. These particular sub-categories form

the core of our sample for these reasons.
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Group 1: Residents

Setectioit

In devising our initial selection categories, we targeted residents first, for the following reasons.

Sincc there are, and have been, at least five different residents’ groups on-site that have been

active in local planning endeavours since the early 1990’s (please refer to Chapter 5 for details),

we decided that residents would comprise one major respondent category. In order to have a

clear idea of how local planning endeavours have played out in a multiethnic context (as this is

one of the goals of this dissertation), we decided to target alt the residents who had been

involved in local planning activities in one form or another. As well, in order to provide a

balance of perspectives, we also included non-involved residents and janitors living on-site in

this sample.

We did flot initially make any attempt to select residents according to their gender or

ethnocultural origin, since involvement or non-involvement was deemed to be more important.

In addition, there is a large diversity of different ethnie groups in the neighbourhood (refer to

Chapter 5), and selecting at least several respondents from all of these groups would mean that

our sample would have to include over 100 respondents. Even then, there would be nothing to

guarantee that the few respondents selected from each etlmic group would provide answers that

might be considered “representative” of the group as a whoÏe. However, during interviews with

residents, it became clear that certain ethnic groups were dominating this particular sample, and

we belatedly tried to encourage residents of other origins to participate in the study, with little

success (again, refer to section 4.4.2 for details).

Description

In total, 26 residents of Mountain Sights Avenue between Jean Talon Boulevard and De La

Savane Avenue were interviewed (refer to figures 4 and 5 for site map). Within this overall

group of ‘residents’, some qualifications need to be made. five respondents might be called

simple residents (people who reside in apartments on Mountain Sights Avenue and who have

neyer been involved in local planning or community activities). Three respondents are janitors

who reside in basement apartments on the street (one is a ‘simple’ resident while two are

‘involved’ residents). Twenty respondents are involved residents (fourteen are members of local
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residents’ associations, while six belong to other local groups such as the Women’s Group,

Janitors’ Group, Community Garden Committee, etc.).

Within this group, sixteen respondents participated in a previous study on the perspectives of

long-term residents to historical change (Sweeney and Blanc, 2000, 2002). These sixteen are

listed as respondents 1 tbrough 16 in the table provided in Appendix 2. Respondent selection

began with these particular residents, as they were already known to the researcher. The

remaining residents were selected due to their involvement with various residents’ groups or

through the snowball effect.

In keeping with the tenets of grounded theory, the only criterion for respondent selection was

residency in the neighbourhood. However, attempts were made to find respondents from a

diversity of niches — simple residents, involved residents, and/or janitors who reside on-site. No

attempt was made to select respondents according to gender, age, race, ethnicity, or immigrant

status. However, a certain attempt was made to find respondents who had immigrated to Canada

at different points in time, in order to be able to compare the perspectives of established

immigrants with those of more recent arrivals. Period of immigration ranges from 1970 to 1998.

This is a very heterogeneous sample. 0f the 26 residents interviewed, 23 are women and three

are men. Three are Canadian-born and 23 are immigrants. The youngest was 21 at the time of

interview. and the eldest was 65. Sixteen are married, four are in common-law relationships, five

are divorced, and one is single. All respondents except one have chiidren (four have one child,

eight have two chuidren, six have three chiidren, five have four chiidren, and two have five or

more). In terms of ethnic origins, four are from the Anglophone West Indies, four are from Haiti,

one is from the Hispanophone West Indies, one is from Mexico, two are Black Canadians, one is

bom in Canada of Indian descent, one is from India, five are from Sri Lanka, two are from

Pakistan. three are from Bangladesh, and two are from the Philippines. This is a fairly weÏl

educated sample. Two have university degrees, six have college diplomas, thirteen have high

school diplomas (two were enrolled in college diploma programs at the time of interview), and

five neyer completed high school (leaving between Grades $ to 10). Greater detail on these

respondents is presented at the start of Chapter 6, and a list of respondents and non-identifying

characteristics is provided in Appendix 2. Please note that in the interest of confidentiality,

Appendix 2 only provides the following information on each respondent: sex, age, country of
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origin, occupation, marital status, year of immigration, and the date of arrivai in the

neighbourhood. Aithough details such as participation in residents’ associations, education,

number of chiidren, etc., are probably of interest to the reader, this information has been

withheld due to the small size of the neighbourhood, since this might make respondents too

easily identifiable.

Representativity

Due to the heterogeneity of this sample and because selection criteria was based solely on

residency in the study site (and period of immigration, for some), this sample cannot be

considered to be representative of the local population as a whole. f irst of ail, women outnumber

men considerably in this sample. Second, many etlmocultural groups present in the area are flot

accounted for in this sample. And third, almost two thirds of respondents have been active in

local planning efforts, which is flot the case for the wider population in the neighbourhood.

This particular sample of residents includes ail the residents who have been activeiy involved in

the two local Residents’ Associations (with the exception of two previousiy invoived actors who

did flot reside in the neighbourhood at the time of fieldwork). In this respect, the sample can be

considered to be representative of involved residents on the two Residents’ Associations.

Saturation

There are 26 residents who were interviewed for this study. This number was flot pre-determined

at the time of respondent selection, since we did not know how many interviews would be

required for saturation. At a certain point (approximately two thirds of the way through) we

noticed that exactly the same responses and perspectives kept cropping up between different

individuals. At this point, we tried to enlarge the sample in order to include different etlmic

groups and more recently arrived immigrants, with littie success (again, refer to section 4.4.2).

However, due to the similarity between the perspectives of different respondents, we decided to

curtail interviews after the 26th since the saturation point appeared to have been reached (it

seemed unlikeiy that any new information would be coliected, even with further interviews).
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Group 2: Community group workers and public authorities

Overalt setection process

With respect to community group workers, municipal authorities, and public institutional

authorities, we decided to select respondents in these particular sub-categories due to the fact that

many actors in these dornains have been, and are, active in planning and public space

management activities in our case study site. Since we wanted to look at the perspective of all

actors “doing planning” in Mountain Sights, selecting respondents from these categories meant

that we would be able to achieve this goal, since the vast majority of those selected were familiar

with the context tbrough their involvement in local planning endeavours.

As with residents, we began by selecting respondents in these groups whom we knew were

active in local planning efforts. We also decided to select respondents whose departments or

organizations were responsible for different aspects of environmental planning or management in

the neighbourhood, but who were flot necessarily involved in local planning actions per se. This

would hopeftiHy provide us with the perspective of those who are involved and non-involved

(like our sample of residents).

Respondent selection within these particular sub-categories was therefore based solely on one

criterion. Respondents had to be mandated to work or intervene on issues affecting the socio

economic or physical environment of the study site. This could mean either that the study site

feu into their mandated territory or that they had been carrying out certain actions or projects in

the area. In the case of actors with community-based organizations, only those who were situated

in Côte des Neiges and who had carried out work in the neighbourhood were selected for

interview. In the case of actors with the City of Montreal and with public institutions, only actors

whose territory of intervention included the study site were selected.

These selection criteria restricted the number of potential respondents who could be interviewed.

Many were already known to the researcher, either through contacts made over the course of

several previous research projects (including the one on Mountain Sights) or through hearsay.

Others were referred to the researcher by respondents who had already been interviewed. Please

refer to Appendix 3 for a list of these respondents. In the interest of confidentiality, please note
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that respondents’ places of work and specific fields of intervention are only mentioned in very

general terms, since many ofthese respondents are fairly well known in the area.

As with residents, the final number of respondents selected for interview was not pre
determined. However, at a certain point, we quite simply ran out ofpotential respondents in these
categories to interview (with the exception of blue-collar workers and political figures — see

section 4.4.2). In addition, the same perspectives kept cropping up during these interviews. It

was therefore determined that the saturation point was reached for most Group 2 sub

categories, since further interviews (had these been possible) would probably not leaU to any new

information.

Description, representativity, tmd saturation

11e second group of 26 respondents is composed of outside actors (non-residents) whose

tenitory of intervention includes the study site or who have carried out some form of planning

work in the neighbourhood. This is a very heterogeneous group of respondents, since these 26

respondents work for 21 different municipal departments, public institutions, and community

based organizations. The following sub-sections will provide a profile of each of these three

respondent sub-categories and will discuss the issues of representativity and saturation for each

sub-category.

a) community group workers

Eight respondents with local community-based organizations were interviewed (this includes

non-profit sector-based organizations as well as ethnocultural associations). Each one of these

respondents works for an organization that has been involved in environmental improvement

efforts in the neighbourhood. Some have been instrumental in helping to establish local

residents’ groups and planning committees, some help run the local cornmunity centre, and

others have collaborated with various actors on specific actions at particular points in time. More

specifically, tbree work or have worked out of the local community centre, one is a social worker

for a residents’ association in a nearby neighbourhood who has also worked in the study site,

three work for local housing organizations, and one for a local etimocultural association.
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Four respondents are women and four are men. While five respondents are of french or English

Canadian descent, three are immigrants. These respondents range in age from their 20’s to their

60’s. Ail ofthem are bilingual (English and French), and four speak a third language.

Once these respondents were interviewed, there only remained two actors with local non-profit

organizations who might have been interesting to interview for this project, but who declined to

participate due to time constraints or for other reasons. In four other cases, we wished to

interview actors who formerly worked in the area (social workers, field workers) but were flot

able to get contact information for these people.

We cannot consider that these eight respondents working for very different organizations arc

representative of the non-profit sector in Côte des Neiges in general, nor that they are

representative of other actors within their own organizations. However, the majority of these

respondents have similar opinions and perspectives regarding the same events and issues, which

leads us to consider that interviews with other actors (the ones who declined to participate)

would flot yield any new information. For the intent of this research project, we can therefore

consider that saturation has been obtained for this respondent sub-category for these reasons.

b) municipal authorities

Twelve respondents work for the City of Montreal. These respondents hold positions ranging

from departmental director to field officer. They ail work for departments or divisions that are

responsible for planning, environmental management, parks, sports and recreation, cultural

diversity management, or communications. At the time of their interview, haif worked out of

centralized offices Ïocated in the downtown core or near City Hall in Old Montreal, while the

other half worked out of regional offices located in Côte des Neiges or Notre Dame de Grâce. In

several cases, more than one respondent with the same office or division was interviewed. In

these cases, the first person interviewed was the director and the second was the field officer or

planner for the Côte des Neiges North area.
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0f these respondents, seven are men and five are women. Ail except one are of French or

English Canadian descent. They range in age from their 20’s to their 50’s, and have occupied

their positions or worked for the City of Montreal for between two to thirty eight years. Seven

are ftinctionaliy bilingual (French and English), while five are only comfortable in French.

Once these 12 respondents were interviewed, there were no municipal authorities remaining who

met the criterion of “mandated to intervene in the study site”. However, this does not mean that

these respondents are representative of other employees with the City of Montreal or that their

views reflect those of others in their department or division. Despite this, the same perspectives

and opinions kept coming up, which leads us to believe that littie new information would be

collected if additionai interviews were carried out. On the other hand, we were flot able to obtain

interviews with blue-collar workers (parks maintenance crews, public works maintenance crews,

etc.) or with municipal contractors (garbage contractors, architectural firms, for example).

Therefore, we determined that the saturation point was reached at this point for white-collar

workers but not for blue-collar workers or contractors.

c) public institutional authorities

The last group of six respondents is composed of actors who work for different public

organizations or institutions (the CLSC public health network, the community police, a para-

municipal housing agency) or who hold eiected positions. The main characteristic uniting ail of

these diverse respondents is their direct intervention in environmental or housing issues in the

study site. More importantly, all of these respondents have been involved in local planning

endeavours and have worked with local residents’ groups. Three are directors or section heads of

their organization, two are field workers or officers, and one is an elected official.

four of these respondents work out of offices or institutions based in or near Côte des Neiges

North, while two are based out of downtown offices. Two are women and four are men. five are

of French Canadian descent, while one is of Eastern European heritage. They range in age from

their 20’s to their 50’s. Five have been with their respective organizations for over fifteen years

and one for two years. Two are fluently bilingual, while the remaining four can get by in English

if required.
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Theoretically, it would have been interesting to interview other actors of this genre (with large

funding organizations, for example, or other elected officiais). It would also have been useful to

interview actors in other unrelated sectors, such as local property owners, local clergy, local

business owners, etc. However, as wili be discussed shortly, ah these types of actors who were

sohicited for interview refused to participate. Therefore, this particular sub-category is

incompletc in terms of the range of potential respondents, who would all have been able to

provide very interesting perspectives.

It goes without saying that these six respondents cannot be considered to be representative of

the public institutional sector, nor even of their own institutions. However, despite their

heterogeneity, their responses are treated within one sub-category for two reasons. First, they ail

work “in the public service”, and second, due to reasons of confidentiality it seemed

inappropriate to single out particular sub-categories. Regarding the latter issue, we wished to

interview several political figures who had been involved in some way in our study site.

However, fieldwork took place during a sensitive politicai chimate - this was the transition period

to the newly-formed mega-city and the period of election campaigning for positions within the

new mega-city. Most pohitical figures were unapproachable and we are lucky to have obtained

the participation of one. Although this person is flot a ‘public service employee’, we are treating

this person’s responses within this category. This particular interview was conducted under the

assurance of complete anonymity and with the condition that no identifying features be made

public. To treat this respondent in a separate sub-category (politicians or elected officials, for

example) wouid be contrary to the interest of confidentiaiity.

The sub-category of ‘public institutional authorities’ is the only one for which saturation was

not reached. As we mentioned previously, there are many actors in this sub-category, or in a

‘commercial’ sub-category, who should have been interviewed but who declined to participate or

were tinapproachable. If fieldwork had lasted another year, perhaps these people would have

agreed to participate. As it stands, however, the perspectives of these six respondents are very

similar, which allows us to at least compare their responses with those of respondents in other

categories.
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In closing, it is important to note that respondents in ail categories and sub-categories are very

heterogeneous, despite the similarities between them. Any differences that arise between

respondents within the same category or sub-category will be highlighted during the presentation

of results.

4.3.3 Reliabïlity and Re]evance

The purpose of these in-depth qualitative interviews was to understand the visions that actors at

different levels and with different organizations have of public space use and planning efforts in

a highly multiethnic context. Interviews provided a large degree of insight into the methods and

constraints faced by different actors in such a context, and in fact, that was their only goal. The

respondent sample was flot meant to be exhaustive nor faithfully representative of the various

ethnocultural or other identity groups located in the case study neighbourhood, nor of actors in

the non-profit or public sectors in general.

In the case of respondents in Group 2 (cornmunity group workers and public authorities), most

were very clear that the information they are providing is based on their own personal feelings

and that they are not speaking on behalf of their department or organization. However, although

actors within each group may differ in terms of personal philosophy, their comments are often

sirnilar enough to allow us to put together a comprehensive portrait of how actors in these sectors

currently envision planning within a multiethnic context. Although interviews with municipal

authorities took place prior to the institution of the new Montreal mega-city in January 2002,

transition to the new mega-city has flot occurred rapidly (union contract negotiations have stalled

and departmental responsibilities have flot been modified much). The only exception has been

the formation of borough councils and the decentralization of the urban planning division.

However, the same respondents still occupy the same positions and have similar mandates as of

the present time. This means that the information provided during these interviews is stili

relevant under the current municipal context, despite these larger administrative changes.
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The issues reiated to the reiiabiiity and relevance of our interview findings are similar with

respect to respondents in Group 1 (residents of Mountain Sights). As we noted earlier, this

sample is flot statistically representative of the local population. Since the total population of the

neighbourhood is 2,524 (according to the 2001 Canada Census), a sample of 26 respondents

cannot aspire to be representative of ail interests and groups in the area. In addition, this sample

is aiso preponderantly composed of residents of South Asian, Filipino, Haitian, and West Indian

descent. While South Asians form the largest ethno-regional group on the street, East Asians

form the second and Eastern Europeans the third (refer to Chapter 5 for details). However, none

of the residents interviewed for this study are of East Asian or Eastern European descent

(filipinas in this study consider themselves to be South Asian, flot East Asian or Polynesian).

The goal of interviewing local residents was simply to obtain the range of perspectives regarding

the patterns and processes underiying public space use and planning, and not to explore the

variations between individuals belonging to every single ethnocuitural group in the study site.

Nonetheiess, this restricted sample of residents is stiil very informative since two thirds are

people who have first hand knowledge of local planning efforts, while one third have neyer been

involved, which provides another perspective.

Most irnportantly, the same perspectives and patterns crop up time afier time between different

respondents belonging to different categories and sub-categories. This allows us to make

comparisons based on these pattems, and to extract additional information on the factors

underlying certain perspectives besides residency in the neighbourhood, officiai position, or

ethnicity. Despite the heterogeneity of respondents, this is therefore what makes the sample

cohesive and our interview findings reliable.
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4.4 FIELDWORK METHODS

The fieldwork methods and issues that wiÏÏ be discussed in this section involve the way that data

collection was carried out on-site and the fieldwork difficulties that were encountered.

4.4.1 On-Site Data Collection

Data collection centers around personal interviews. With regards to the interview process,

interviews with residents were conducted either in the resident’s home or at the Mountain Sights

Community Centre (the Community Centre loaned the researcher an office for this purpose).

Interviews with comrnunity group workers and public authorities took place at their office or

place of work. Interviews lasted from between one to four hours, depending on the respondent,

with most lasting from two to three hours. Interviews were all tape-recorded and faithfully

transcribed.

4.4.2 Fieldwork Difficulties Encountered

The problems inherent in doing anthropological fieldwork in “cÏosed” conmnrnities are well

known. Closed communities are those that are difficuit for outsiders to penetrate, either due to

the isolation of the community, suspicion of strangers. or differences in culture and language

(Hammersley and Atkinson, 1995: $0-$1). fieldwork problems in such communities can range

from the difficulties involved in finding the “right” respondents, obtaining the confidence of

local peoples, overcoming stereotypes. extracting useful information, and the length of time this

type of fieldwork takes. for one of the best discussions on this subject, refer to Clifford Geertz’s

The Interpretation of Cultures (1973). In addition, collecting and interpreting data in social

contexts involving very different etlmocultural or racial groups can pose problems of cultural

communication and accessibility for both the researcher and the research subject (Devault,

1999). Ah ofthese problems cropped up over the course of fieldwork for this study.
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The first major problem involved obtaining the confidence of respondents and getting people to

agree to be interviewed. Many respondents with the City of Montreal and local public

institutions went weli out of their way to provide the information needed, often following-up

with more information several times after their interview was over. However, respondents with

community-based organizations were flot aiways easy to get in touch with because many actors

work in the field and keep odd hours. The length of time involved in obtaining an interview with

these respondents was sometimes a problem. In addition, the participation of several potential

respondents with community-based organizations was flot obtained, due to lack of time or to

suspicion regarding the intent of the interview.

Refusal rates were very high among residents approached for this study. While 26 residents

agreed to be interviewed for this project, 34 refused (this includes 6 janitors residing on-site, 17

male residents, and 11 female residents). Very few of these potential respondents actually said

“no”. Instead, they either did flot retum phone calis or else were so reluctant to be interviewed

that the matter was dropped. Others agreed to an interview but then were repeatedly not at home

at the time of their interview. Reasons for outright refusai ranged from career demands (shifi

work, long hours) to lack of time and interest (this was especiaily true in the case of men).

Women ofien refused because they felt that their English or French was not good enough, they

had too much work to do at home, their husbands would not approve, or because they were

having probiems juggling work and child-care. In terms of ethnocultural origins, all the East

Asian residents contacted for an interview refused to participate. With respect to certain other

ethnocultural groups (Eastem European, Middie Eastern, African), contacts were made too late

in the study to be included. Again, this brings up the probiem of the iength of time needed to

make contacts and develop confidences in “closed” contexts.

At one point in the study, attempts were made interview local building owners, businesspeople,

and actors affiliated with local places of worship. Unfortunately, these potential respondents

were extremely difficult to get in contact with, and many refused to be interviewed, either

outright or by neyer retuming foilow-up phone calis. Again, the length of time involved in

making contacts and building confidences had a definite impact on our fieldwork, especially

since it had to be completed within a set time period.
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The second main problem involved the difficulties inherent in doing ethnographic research

among different ethnocuÏtural or immigrant groups, an issue noted by other researchers (Devault,

1999; Hammersiey and Atkinson, 1995; Geertz, 1973), mainly due to the problem of

communicating across cultures and across “patois”. In this case, residents interviewed for the

study corne from very different parts of the world, and for rnany, Engiish or french is not their

first language. In addition, even when residents corne from contexts where English or French is

spoken, the dialect used is oflen different from Standard Canadian English or french. This is

reftected in many ofthe excerpts from residents’ interviews that are presented in Chapter 6.

The issue ofthe “formai interview” also posed certain probiems during interviews with residents.

Some were rather uncomfortable with the idea of responding to specific questions. for these

particular interviews, the interview schedule was put away and a more “conversational”

interview was conducted. In other cases, sorne residents were reluctant to have their interview

tape-recorded at first, although most ended up telling the researcher to ‘just put that thing on”

afier watching fier scribbling down notes at the sarne time. These types of difficulties are to be

expected when working in a local setting, and can be overcome by “listening to the context”

(Geertz, 1973).

4.5 ETUICAL STANDARDS

This doctoral dissertation is based on a research project that involves human subjects and touches

on issues that are politicaiiy sensitive. Therefore, over the course of interviews and other forms

of data collection, the guidelines established by the acadernic research comrnunity regarding

ethical standards were adhered to. Respondents’ identities and identifying features have been

hidden as much as possible. Respondents were fiuliy informed as to the nature and objectives of

the study, and all interviews were tape-recorded in order to ensure verifiability. Respondents

were informed that their privacy and confidentiality is assured, and that they rnight withdraw

ftom the study at any time. They were ail provided with a copy of the interview schedule, which

included an outline of the research project, as weil as the researcher’s name, institutional

affiliation, address, and contact phone number.
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4.6 DATA ANALYSIS

Qualitative research, particularly research conducted using a grounded theory approach, tends to

spread out data collection and analysis over the life ofthe study. This permits adjustments to data

collection methods (interview schedules, sites, observation techniques) to be made, which allows

the researcher to better understand the situation. This requires an iterative analytical procedure ta

series of question and answer cycles). Once a theme, hypothesis, or paftern is identified, then the

next research step is to try and confirm the validity of this impression, which then sets off a new

cycle, b manage these informative cycles, the researcher proceeds on a case-by-case basis in a

local setting until it becomes possible to begin making comparisons between cases. This

procedure is called pattem-finding (Strauss, 1987), and was the procedure followed over the

course of this study.

4.6.1 Document Analysis

For document analysis, a macro-textual or narrative analysis was used, as opposed to content

analysis, since content analysis alone makes it difficult to capture the context surrounding a

written text. Narrative analysis works best when looking for perceptual patterns within socio

cultural groups or contexts and how social relations between them are constructed. In narrative

analysis, texts are seen as a means of symbolic action, a way to frame a situation, define it, give

it meaning, and mobilize the desired responses (Manning and Cullum-Swan, 1998).

4.6.2 Interview Data Analysis

Analysis of interview data began with a “within-case” analysis (vertical analysis) and moved on

to a cross-case analysis (horizontal analysis). Horizontal analysis began with variable-oriented

strategies (finding themes that cut across cases) and then moved on to case-oriented strategies, a

procedure which involved comparing each case to the original conceptual ftamework and letting

patterns emerge, forming ‘families’ or pattern clusters. These approaches appeared to be more

compatible with a grounded theory research strategy than would data analysis using meta

matrices, because they allowed a more inclusive and flexible planning framework to emerge

from the analysis.
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4.7 TREATMENT AND PRESENTATION 0F DATA

The way that data has been presented and treated in this doctoral research project will be

discussed in terms of data deriving from document analysis, analysis of interview findings,

statistics obtained from the 1996 and the 2001 Canada Census, nomenclature, and translations.

4.7.1 Research Findings

Research findings are presented in Chapters 5 through 7. In Chapter 5, findings emerging from

the analysis of documents (planning documents, meeting notes, previous studies) are presented

through the use of rich or thick description, which allows findings from different documentary

sources to be cornbined. This same procedure is used in Chapters 6 and 7, where interview

findings are presented. Interview findings for the first group of respondents (residents) are

presented in Chapter 6, and those for the second group (conimunity group workers and public

authorities) in Chapter 7. While technically there are four respondent sub-categories in this study

(residents, community group workers, municipal authorities, and public institutional authorities),

the interview findings for respondents in Group 2 are cohesive enough to ment treatment within

the same chapter. In all cases, the differences and similanities between respondents’ perceptions

within the same category or sub-category wilÏ be pointed out.

Interview findings in Chapters 6 and 7 are presented according to standard ethnographic and ricli

description traditions for presenting qualitative data. This involves a description of general

patterns found during vertical and horizontal analysis within each of the two main respondent

groups, followed by interview excerpts supporting these descriptions. In the case of this research

project, the amount of data obtained is slightly overwhelrning, and so a selection had to be made.

Only information deemed most useftil to the overail objectives of the project made the cut.

Nonetheless, there is a considerable volume of information that stili merits exposure. These

findings will be disseminated in the form of academic articles and presentations at a later date.

li bears note at this point that the focus of our research project differs from the focus of several

other research projects that have been conducted on public space issues in multiethnic

neighbourhoods in Montreal. for example, Germain et al (1995) examined interetimic
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coexistence in public spaces in seven different neighbourhoods, of which Côte des Neiges North

was one. While we do touch on interethnic coexistence in this study, in addition to some of the

public space use patterns noted by the contributors to Germain et al (1995), this question only

form a small part of our study on perceptions of the public space planning and management

process. In addition, our focus also differs from that of Sweeney and Blanc’s (2000) study on the

perceptions of long-term residents to historical socio-economic and environmental change in

Mountain Sights. This aspect does not form part of our study, although the findings of Sweeney

and Blanc (2000) will provide us with useful background information on our study site

(presented in section 5.2 ofChapter 5).

The other issue involves respondent answer-group specifications. In more quantitative studies,

consecutive tables detailing the exact number of respondents who answer “yes” or “no” are

presented and commented upon. This method of presentation is also used in qualitative studies to

show how many respondents answer in a particular way. In our case, however, several

constraints prevent the use of tabular forms of data presentation. first of ail, the diversity of

respondents coupled with a large amount of qualitative interview data work against a tabular

presentation of resuits. Second, this is a purely qualitative study based entirely on perceptions

and personal experience, for which a large amount of detailed information was required in order

to reach the point where directions for a new model for planning practice could emerge.

Therefore, the decision was made to present interview findings in the form of pattems and

groupings, rather than in tables, in order to demonstrate larger trends in respondents’ narratives

and to make cross-case analysis more effective.

In Chapter 8, comparative analysis of the interview findings for ail 52 respondents will be

presented and discussed. This comparative analysis will highlight the differences or similarities

between individuals or larger respondent categories and will explain or discuss them where

necessary. In this chapter, qualitative reflection is used to underline any connection between our

interview findings and current thinking on cultural diversity in the planning process.
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4.7.2 Statïstical Data

The sources of statistical data obtained from the 1996 and 2001 Canada Census for the district of

Côte des Neiges and for the study site have already been discussed. This information is presented

in Chapter 5 in the form of tables and accompanied by commentary. This statistical data is not

used for analytical purposes nor to support the conclusions of this study. It is merely provided in

order to illustrate the socio-economic and demographic characteristics of the populations of both

sectors.

The main census variables are used in ah cases (these include sex, age, household size, ethnic

origin, racial affiliation, education, occupation, income, maternal language, and even variables

regarding housing type, annual rent, etc.). In addition, some variables were not included in the

1996 Canada Census and only appear in the 2001 Canada Census (these will be indicated). In the

case of census data on Côte des Neiges, this data has already been analyzed and disseminated by

the City of Montreal, and is available in the City’s demographic atlas (Ville de Montréal, 2003).

Regarding census data for Mountain Sights, 1996 census data was analyzed and transmitted to

the researcher by the CLSC-Côte des Neiges, and 2001 census data was obtained and treated by

the demographic analyst at TNRS-UCS. For these reasons, the exact numerical code for each

census variable is not available and will flot be provided.

Although some census data for Côte des Neiges is presented according to planning sector, it lias

not been broken down by enumeration or dissemination area (secteurs de dénombrement in 1996

and aires de d[fusion in 2001), as this information was not made available to the researcher by

the original data source (the City of Montreal). In the case of the 1996 and 2001 census data

obtained for our study site, data is presented for the sector as a whole and is not broken down

according to each ofthe enumeration or dissemination areas within it. This wihl make it easier for

the reader to obtain a general profile of the demographic characteristics of the local population.

Although there is a slight difference between the three enumeration areas of 1996 and the four

dissemination areas of 2001, this difference does flot affect data for our residential site because

the overlap occurs within adjacent industrial parks where no residential buildings exist. It must

be borne in mmd that the population of our study site is very small, accounting for only several

thousand people. Some census data for this sector will therefore be in very small increments.
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Aithough it might be argued that this data may be statistically invalid for this reason due to

Statistics Canada’s random rounding procedure, this information nonetheless gives the reader a

general idea of the major characteristics of the local population. In addition, it should be noted

that ail commentary regarding the census data presented in Chapter 5 stems from the researcher’s

interpretation ofthis data and does not derive from any other source.

4.7.3 Nomenclature

Place name nomenclature is a tricky issue in the province of Quebec, due to the prevalence of

French place names for municipalities and streets. The issue would not arise if this dissertation

was written in French. However, because it is written in English, certain conventions regarding

the spelling of French place names in English bear explanation. This dissertation follows the

officiai style-book of Montreal’s only English-language newspaper, The Gazette, in this respect.

The Gazette has gone through a long seif-questioning period regarding the correct spelling of

French place names in English in Montreal due to the political climate in Quebec, and has

established a style guide (The Gazette Style) that has been approved by its parent company and

by the Canadian Press. Relevant excerpts from this style guide are provided in Appendix 4. In

cases where a french place name is in common English usage, the English form is used

(“Montreal” as opposed to “Montréal”). In addition, when municipalities have French names,

these are written with accents where required, but flot with the hyphen that is common in French.

For example, in this dissertation we will write “Côte des Neiges” as opposed to the French

version, “Côte-des-Neiges”. This also holds true for place names that refer to a particular saint.

For example, we will write “St. Laurent” as opposed to “Saint-Laurent” and “Côte St. Luc”

instead of “Côte-Saint-Luc”. The same procedure is followed for the names of public places

(parks or squares) and for streets. According to The Gazette Style, park names are to be written

as “De La Savane Park” instead of “Parc de la Savane”. As well, street names are written with

the English appellation “avenue”, “street”, or “road” instead of the French “rue”. For example,

this means writing “Paré Avenue” instead of “rue Paré”.

In addition, a choice was also made regarding the way that current municipal place names are

presented. Ail the formerly-independent municipalities on the Island of Montreal were merged

into the new Montreal mega-city in January 2002. Since fieldwork ended before this took place,
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we chose to retain the former names of these particular municipalities, instead of referring to

them as boroughs of the City of Montreal, except where necessary. This choice bas been made

for another reason as well. In June 2004, many of these merged municipalities voted to de-merge

from the new mega-city in local referendums (the Liberal Party of Quebec, the reigning party,

passed a bill allowing formerly-independent municipalities across Quebec to hold de-merger

referendums and to eventually de-merge if the requisite number of votes in favour was received).

Therefore, these municipalities will return to something aldn to their former status over the

course of 2005-2006, and will revert to their former names.

4.7.4 Translations

The need to translate between English and French in this dissertation occurred in two instances.

The first occurred during the interview process, since quite a few respondents in Group 2

(community group workers and public authorities) were more comfortable in French than in

English. This meant that the researcher had to translate the interview schedule and other relevant

information from English to French for these respondents and to conduct interviews in French.

The second instance occurred during the presentation of research findings. Because this is an

English-language dissertation, it was decided to present all interview citations in English.

Dissertations where translation is required will sometimes present citations in the original

language, followed by the translated version. However, in our case this seemed impractical since

it would lengthen our presentation of findings considerably. The reader can be assured that ail

translations are faithful and accurate since the researcher is a professional translator with a

graduate degree in translation who is accredited with the Ordre des traducteurs, terminologues et

interprètes agréés du Québec. for the sake of confidentiality, citations that have been translated

will flot be indicated, as ail measures to preserve the anonymity of respondents have been taken.
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4.8 CONTRIBUTING TOWARDS A FRAMEWORK FOR INCLUSIVE PLANNING

Theory is constructed through the procedure of data analysis. This can be achieved by adding to

initiai constructs such as a grand theory or a theoreticai map (the stories told about a case) or by

comparing predicted pattems of events with those that are observed through the on-going

elaboration of a model or a network of inter-linked concepts (Ezzy, 2002). Because this study is

based on a grounded theory strategy, the study ftndings fed in and out of possible ways of

creating a more inclusive planning process and practice, validating some aspects and negating

others over the course of the study. At the end of Chapter 9, this study wiii hopefully have

contributed to the on-going process of moiding the existence of a new planning paradigm, by

iliuminating its hidden branches.

4.9 EVALUATION

In keeping with the nature of this research project, the study’s findings wili be put back into the

field in the form of articles and presentations in order to aiiow for emic and etic criticism and

commentary. This will ensure that the work at hand remains useful and stays true to its goal of

helping to further a new vision of planning that wili be inclusive of ail members of Canadian

society, if they SO desire.
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CHAPTER 5: CÔTE DES NEIGES AND MOUNTAIN SIGHTS IN CONTEXT

The study site for our doctoral research project is the neighbourhood of Mountain Sights, Iocated

in the multiethnic district of Côte des Neiges, Montreal. This chapter will discuss the socio

physical geography and planning context of Côte des Neiges and Mountain Sights. This

discussion will set the stage for the presentation of interview resuits in Chapters 6 and 7, and the

analysis ofstudy findings in Chapter 8.

5.1 THE MULTIETHNIC DISTRICT 0F CÔTE DES NEIGES

The district of Côte des Neiges is one of the most multiethnic districts in the City of Montreal, as

the following discussion on the socio-demographics, geography, and planning context of Côte

des Neiges will demonstrate.

Since the municipal mergers of January 2002, the neighbouring districts of Côte des Neiges and

Notre Dame de Grâce have been merged into a single borough. This complicates discussion of

the socio-demographic profile of Côte des Neiges somewhat, since statistics released by the City

of Montreal for the 1996 Canada Census are for the district of Côte des Neiges (Ville de

Montréal, 199$), while those released for the 2001 Canada Census are for the Borough of Côte

des Neiges/Notre Dame de Grâce (Ville de Montréal, 2003). Although fieldwork for this

research project ended prior to 2002, we will nonetheless present the general statistics released

by the City of Montreal in 2003 for the 2001 Census in order to provide the reader with current

figures for the borough as a whole. However, when discussing the characteristics of the

population of Côte des Neiges in greater detail, we will draw only on the 1996 Census, since

these details were flot available for the 2001 Census at the time ofwriting.
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Figure 1. Location ofthe borough of Côte des Neiges/Notre Dame de Grâce.

Source: Plan directeur de l’arrondissement, Ville de Montréal. 1992.
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5.1.1 From Ethnic to Multiethnic: the Socio-Demographic Evolution of Côte Des Neiges

With 1 64,350 inhabitants in 2001, the Borough of Côte des Neiges/Notre Dame de Grâce is

home to 10% ofMontreal’s total population (Ville de Montréal, 2003). The borough also lias the

highest number of immigrants (68,03 5, or 44% of the borough’s population) of ah the boroughs

of Montreal. The Borough of Villeray/Saint Michel/Park Extension cornes in second, with

immigrants accounting for 40% ofthe local population (Ville de Montréal, 2002). In comparison,

immigrants account for only 26% ofthe total population ofMontreah (Ville de Montréal, 2003).

These figures change, however, when the two most multiethnic districts in Montreal (Côte des

Neiges and Park Extension) are detached from these larger boroughs. Park Extension alone lias

the largest immigrant population in Montreal (accounting for 61% of the district’s population),

and the largest proportion of residents declaring an ethnie origin other than Enghish or French

Canadian on the 2001 Canada Census (94%). In comparison, immigrants account for 48% ofthe

total population of Côte des Neiges, while 73% of the population declared an ethnie origin other

than Enghish or French Canadian. On the contrary, only 35% ofthe total population of Montreal

declared an ethnie origin other than Enghish or French Canadian on the 2001 Census (Ville de

Montréal, 2003). The multiethnicity of these districts is without doubt, since over 150 ethnie

origins are represented in both Côte des Neiges and Park Extension (Ville de Montréal, 2003).

Côte des Neiges lias not always been so multietlmic, however. Originahly settled by French

Canadians in 1698 (Marsan, 1974), the expanding suburb was absorbed by the City of Montreal

between 1908 and 1910 as it was incapable of responding to an increasing demand for sewers

and infrastructure on its own. From that point on, the southern sector of Côte des Neiges

developed quickly, culminating in the construction of the Université de Montréal in 1929.

Throughout this time, development in the northem sector lagged behind. Construction in the

northern sector only picked up when a burgeoning Jewish community attracted many Jewish

settlers from Eastern Europe as well as from the older Jewish community in Mile End after the

end ofthe Second World War (Blanc, 1995). Throughout the 1950’s and 60’s, many synagogues,

schools, cultural institutions (the Saidye Bronfman Cultural Centre, for example), hospitals (the

Jewish General), and community organizations serving the Jewish eommunity sprang up.
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During the 1960’s, other immigrant groups also began to seUle in the northern sector, attracted

by the available housing. These included Black Canadians from the Atlantic provinces, West

Indians, Indians from India, and Southern Europeans. In the 1970’s and 80’s, an influx of

immigrants and refugees from areas as diverse as South Asia, East Asia, Northem Africa, Haiti,

and Latin America began to arrive. By the 1990’s, the Ashkenazi Jewish population, along with

the original French and English Canadian and Southern European population, was on the decline.

Their place has been taken by new immigrants from the Caribbean, Africa, the Middle East, Sri

Lanka, Pakistan, Bangladesh, the Philippines, Latin America, Vietnam, Russia, and Eastern

Europe.

5.1.2 A Homogeneous I Heterogdncous District

Socio-economically, the Borough of Côte des Neiges/Notre Dame de Grâce is not ah that

different from many other areas in Montreal, at least at first glance. According to the 2001

Census (Ville de Montréal, 2003), women outnumber men, just as they do across Montreal.

Families are more prevalent among immigrants than among non-immigrants (74% as opposed to

69%), a feature that also exists in boroughs having a similarly high concentration of immigrants

(Villeray/$aint Michel/Park Extension or $t. Laurent, for example). Although Côte des

Neiges/Notre Dame de Grâce is the largest English-speaking borough in Montreal (according to

2001 Census variables respecting “maternal language” and “knowledge of official languages”),

the proportion of residents able to communicate in both English and French is similar to that

existing across the City of Montreal (45%). Immigrants in the borough have higher levels of

education than immigrants in other areas of Montreal (40% as opposed to 3 0%), although the

borough’s population has exactly the same occupational and labour force profile as the total

population of Montreal. The unemployment rate is higher for immigrant men than for non-

immigrant men (20% as opposed to 11%), although the rate is comparable to that suffered by

immigrant men across Montreal. On the other hand, immigrant women have the lowest

unemployment rate (17%) of immigrant women in Montreal (the average is 19%). In general,

immigrants living in the borough eam 27% less than non-immigrants, a figure comparable to that

ofthe total population ofMontreal.
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Beneath this seemingly hornogeneous surface lies a greater diversity, however. Piché and

Bélanger (199$: 77) label Côte des Neiges a fictitious statisticat unit, since its overall socio

demographic profile does flot demonstrate the wide variation that exists between sub-areas

within the district. first of ah, the linking of Côte des Neiges and Notre Dame de Grâce into a

single borough in 2002 changes the demographic profile for both, since the population of Notre

Dame de Grâce is less multiethnic and tends to be wealthier and better educated than the

population of Côte des Neiges (Ville de Montréal, 1998). And second, Côte des Neiges itself is

geographically heterogeneous.

a) A hcterogeneous physical geography

Ahhough administratively Côte des Neiges is considered to be a unified entity, the historical

separation between north and south stiil remains in terms of demographics and the built

environment. Development has always proceeded in an uneven manner between the two sectors.

The southem sector is over-endowed with cultural and recreational facilities when compared

with the northern sector (Blanc, 1995). It has three universities and colleges, five hospitals, and

rehigious icons hike St. Joseph’s Oratory. These institutions are considered to be the economic

force driving the district, and this creates a “world within a world that remains oblivious to the

very different lives being lived down the hill” (The Gazette, October 2, 2002). The southem part

is also home to well-off French and Enghish Canadian and Jewish residents (Blanc, 1995). The

transition from south to north occurs at Côte Ste. Catherine Road, which divides Côte des Neiges

in two. Most ofthe City ofMontreal’s low income housing units are located in the northern part.

Although 17 City-managed public housing complexes are in the north, only three are located in

Côte des Neiges South. The north also has a very different commercial nature, and its many

ethnic stores and restaurants contrast with the upscale bookstores and cafés in the southern part.

The transition between north and south is actually quite remarkable. Despite the fact that Côte

des Neiges North has one of the densest urban concentrations in Montreal (Ville de Montréal,

2002, 2003), there is only a minimal number of sports and recreational complexes and facilities,

parks, and other leisure spaces. There is only one exterior and one interior swimming pool and

one skating rink. Two sports and recreational complexes were constructed in the late 1990’s and

a third is in the works, which has alleviated the problem somewhat (Conseil communautaire de
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Côte-des-Neiges/Snowdon, 2003). According to planning documents prepared by the City of
Montreal’s Service de l’habitation et du développement urbain in 1992, many areas in Côte des
Neiges North are deficient in parks and green spaces. When one considers that Notre Dame de
Grâce, with a considerably smaller population, has almost 75% more recreational facilities than
the more populous Côte des Neiges North (Conseil communautaire de Côte-des
Neiges/Snowdon, 2003), then this deficiency becomes quite glaring. Compounding this
distinction is the fact that the difference between the walk-up apartments of Côte des Neiges
North and the large homes of nearby Harnpstead and the Town of Mount Royal is very clearly
defined (Blanc, 1995).

b) A heterogeneous social geography

The district of Côte des Neiges (pre and post-merger) is divided into four planning sectors:
Savane, Parc Kent, Snowdon, and Édouard Montpetit (refer to Figure 2). Conventionally, these
are grouped into the northern planning sectors (Savane and Parc Kent) and the southem planning
sectors (Snowdon and Édouard Montpetit). This division plays out at the level of socio
demographics as well.

In this section we will revert back to figures from the 1996 Canada Census (Ville de Montréal,
1998), primarily because figures for each planning district for the 2001 Census were not
available at the time of wTiting.

According to the 1996 Canada Census (Ville de Montréal, 1998), the population ofthe district of
Côte des Neiges as a whole was 97,718. Roughly half (54.5%) of the total population resides in
the north, whiÏe 45.5% resides in the south (sec Table 1). In Côte des Neiges North, 92% of
residents declared having an ethnie origin other than French or English Canadian on the 1996
Census (the category of “English Canadian” or “French Canadian” is one that people can check
off on the census form if they feel it describes their ethnic origins). This figure drops to 64% in
Côte des Neiges South (refer to Table 2). While 54% of residents in the north declared being an
immigrant on the census, only 42% of residents in the south did. As well, 5 0.5% of residents in
Côte des Neiges North report belonging to a visible minority group, as opposed to 28% in the
south. Most who declare belonging to a visible minority group in the Savane planning sector
belong to $outh Asian groups, while those in the Parc Kent sector tend to report belonging to
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various ‘Black’ groups. In the south, most people declared membership in various Black groups

(Snowdon planning sector) and East Asian groups (Édouard Montpetit sector).

This discrepancy between north and south also occurs at the level of education and household

income. Only 45.5% of residents in the northern sector have any sort of post-secondary

education, as opposed to 63.5% in the south. Furthermore, households in the north eam, on

average, $10,000 less per year than households do in the south ($30,910 as opposed to $41,353).

Table 1. Demographic profile for Côte des Neiges North and South, 1996.
Source: 1996 Canada Census (Ville de Montréal, 199$)

Demographic profile for Côte des Neiges North and South

Demographic category Côte des Neiges North Côte des Neiges South TOTAL for the District
of Côte des Neiges

Population 53,342 44,376 97,7 18
Immigrants 54.0 % 42.0 % 48.0 %
Visible minorities 50.5 % 28.0 % 39.2 %
Households 21,550 21,610 43,160

Families 12,615 9,825 22,440

% having post-secondary 45.5 % 63.5 % 54.5 %
education
Average household income $ 30,910.00 $ 41,353.50 $ 36,13 1.75

The same discrepancy plays out in terms of household size and composition (please refer to

Table 3). According to the 1996 Census (Ville de Montréal, 199$), families are in the majority in

Côte des Neiges North (64%), but less so in the south, where they account for 55%. In contrast,

single parent families are less prevalent in the north (32%), but make up 38% of ail families in

the south. In both cases, most are headed by women (87% in the northem and southern planning

sectors). The higher percentage oftwo parent families with children found in the more immigrant

northem planning sectors is a pattem found in other areas of Montreal where immigrants

comprise a large proportion of the total population, such as Park Extension (Ville de Montréal,

2002).
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Figure 2. P1annini sectors of Côte des Neiges and Notre Dame de Grâce.
Source: Dossier urbain, arrondissement CDN/NDG, Ville de MontraI. 1989.
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Table 2. Main ethnic origins declared in Côte des Neiges, by planning sector, 1996.
Source: 1996 Canada Census (Ville de Montréal, 199$)

Mam ethnie origins declared in Côte des Neiges, by planning sector

Ethnic origin Côte des Neiges North Côte des Neiges South

Savane Parc Kent TOTAL Snowdon Édouard Montpetit TOTAL
English 1,125 932 2,057 1,315 1,680 2,995
Canadian
French 1,485 3,232 4,714 2,510 5,776 8,286
Canadian
Jewish 4,205 3,045 7,250 3,270 1,055 4,325

Filipino 3,765 1,040 4,805 960 490 1,450

Vietnamese 1,635 1,090 2,725 460 330 790

Indian 1,345 435 1,789 315 105 420

Chinese 1,155 330 1,485 710 470 1,180

Lebanese 475 415 890 250 515 765

Haitian 405 645 1,050 180 260 440

Portuguese 350 180 530 95 55 150

Romanian 240 525 765 480 475 955

Greek 220 830 1,050 340 140 480

Pollsh 210 250 460 365 185 550

Latin American 185 335 520 240 195 435

Italian 160 180 340 315 160 475

Other 8,170 5,210 13,380 4,130 4,140 8,270

Table 3. Demographic profile according to planning sector in Côte des Neiges, 1996.
Source: 1996 Canada Census (Ville de Montréal, 1998)

Demographic profile according to planning sector in Côte des Neiges

Demographic Savane Parc Kent Snowdon Édouard Montpetit
category sector sector sector sector
Population 29,928 23,414 22,171 22,205

Immigrants 59.0 % 49.0 % 47.0 ¾ 37.0 ¾

Visible minorities 62.0 ¾ 39.0 ¾ 31.0 % 25.0 ¾
Households 1 1,470 10,080 10,040 Ï 1,570

Families 6,970 5,645 5,345 4,480

% having post- 38.0% 53.0% 56.0% 71.0%

secondary education
Average household 5 25,579 S 36,241 $ 4 1,729 $ 40,978

income
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Within Côte des Neiges North itself, another discrepancy plays out between the Savane and Parc

Kent planning sectors. Savane has a larger population, higher number of immigrants and visible

minorities, higher rate of unemployment, lower level of residents having completed some form

ofpost-secondary studies, and lower average household income (see Table 3).

The most multiethnic sector of Côte des Neiges according to the 1996 Census is the Savane

planning sector (Ville de Montréal, 1998). This sector has the highest number of new immigrants

from South Asia and East Asia, particularly from the Philippines, Vietnam, India, China,

Lebanon, and Sri Lanka. This is also the sector with the largest households and highest number

of single parent families. In general, this sector is the most socio-economically disadvantaged of

ail the sectors in Côte des Neiges (Ville de Montréal, 2003), although there are stili some rather

well-off pockets at the northern tip of the Savane and Parc Kent planning sectors, and on several

blocks between Jean Talon Boulevard and Van Home Avenue.

In short, Côte des Neiges is separated into a lower income and highly immigrant northern sector,

and a more established and less immigrant southemn sector that is home to many large institutions

and businesses. The socio-demographic profile of residents of Côte des Neiges North is

comparable to that of residents living in other highly multiethnic and lower income areas in

Montreal such as Park Extension, while the profile of residents in Côte des Neiges South is

comparable to middle incorne multiethnic districts of Montreal (sucli as neighbouring Notre

Dame de Grâce or parts ofthe former municipality of St. Laurent) (Ville de Montréal, 2002).

5.1.3 A Transition Zone and a Settiement Zone

Although Côte des Neiges North is one of the most multiethnic districts of Montreal, annual

incomes are stiil higher than those found in many lower income areas of Montreal in general

(Ville de Montréal, 2003). This is important because immigration and urban poverty are ofien

correlated in the literature on Canadian and American cities (Balakrislman and Hou, 2001;

Brodie, 2000: 124). In fact, this is the central thesis of Michael Porter’s (1995) revitalization

argument conceming inner city neighbourhoods with large immigrant or minority populations.

There are two noteworthy aspects that bear consideration here. The first has to do with the social

problem of urban poverty and the exclusion of immigrants and visible minorities from the city
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(Brodie, 2000; Fincher, 2001). The second has to do with the iink between disadvantaged

immigrant and minority neighbourhoods and socio-environmental degradation (Skifter

Anderson, 2003). Immigrant reception zones tend to be labelled “transition zones”, which

assumes that residents oniy stay in these areas long enough to get a foothold in their new country

before dispersing out to ‘better’ neighbourhoods (Mesch and Manor, 199$). As the thinking

goes, residents are unlikeiy to invest in their neighbourhood if they plan on moving away soon

(Goldsmith, 1997). On the other hand, more recent attention to the stability of multiethnic or

multiracial neighbourhoods is beginning to discount this point of view (Smith, 2000).

In Montreal, a number of urban zones were identified by the Quebec government and the City of

Montreal in the late 19$O’s as being problem areas, and were labelled “disadvantaged zones”

under the joint municipal-provincial Quartiers sensibles/Quartiers ciblés program of 2000.

These are ail areas that ofien tend to be populated mainly by ethnie or visible minority groups.

For most ofthe latter halfofthe 19$O’s and most ofthe 1990’s, they were also characterized by

high leveis of violence and criminai activity, related in part to the drug trade (Richardson, 1991,

1993). In the Borough of Côte des Neiges/Notre Dame de Grâce, these areas are stili considered

to be “problem zones”. Barclay Avenue and Mountain Sights Avenue in Côte des Neiges and

Walkley Avenue and West Haven in Notre Dame de Grâce all enjoy this connotation, according

to internai documents circulated by the former Mayor’s Commission on the Quartiers

sensibles/Quartiers ciblés (the unit which oversaw implementation of the Quartiers

sensibles/Quartiers ciblés program). This ‘official’ designation of urban disadvantaged zones is

important in our case, because this designation affects the way that authorities and the general

population perceive multiethnic or immigrant areas, and because it is, for ah intents and

purposes, no longer reflective ofreality.

Côte des Neiges has a definite reputation as a transition zone. As Michèle Ouimet remarks: “For

immigrants, Côte des Neiges is their port of entry, their first apartment, their flrst contact with

Montreal, but as soon as they have saved up a hittie nest egg, they leave” (La Presse, October 10,

199$). This reputation has become solidified by the fact that opportunities for home ownership

are fewer in Côte des Neiges than in other areas of the city, since home ownership is considered

to be a key indicator of the ability of immigrants (or residents in general) to settle down and

invest in a neighbourhood (Miron, 1993). Only 17% ofresidents in Côte des Neiges were home

owners (16% in Côte des Neiges North and 18% in Côte des Neiges South) in 1996, as opposed



131

to 27% across Montreai in general (Ville de Montréal, 1998). Most ofthe housing stock in Côte

des Neiges is in the form of apartments or multi-family dwellings, and only 2% are single family

homes (Ville de Montréal, 199$).

In addition, mobility is considered to be very high in Côte des Neiges, and in other multiethnic

immigrant ‘reception’ areas as well. Statistics from the 1996 Canada Census (Ville de Montréal,

199$) show that 53% ofresidents in Côte des Neiges as a whole moved over the five year period

between 1991 and 1996. This figure is often held up as proof of the transitory nature of

residential trajectories in immigrant reception zones (Ouimet, 199$). This perception of high

mobility in Côte des Neiges is compounded by the fact that the district is home to over 10,000

students, many of them international students, who attend the various colleges and the Université

de Montréal. The problem with this negative perception of mobility in Côte des Neiges is that

roughly the same percentage of Montrealers (51%) also moved within the same period (Ville de

Montréal, 199$), as well as during the five year period between 1996 and 2001 (48%) (Ville de

Montréal, 2003).

Basing the idea that urban areas receiving a large proportion of new arrivais are merely transition

zones (and not settiement areas) on statistics that apply equally to Montrealers as a whole poses a

dilemma. This notion probably has foots in the Chicago School’s concentric zone model, where

immigrants move on to better-off zones if and when they become more ‘successful’ (Park,

Burgess, and McKenzie, 1926). Likewise, minority groups that remain in Côte des Neiges over a

long period of time are ofien considered to be captive, economically unable to move to a better

neighbourhood (refer to Bertheleu and Billion’s 1998 study on Laotians and Vietnamese, for

example). On the other hand, groups that have invested substantially in the landscape via

businesses and institutions are considered to have chosen to settie down there, as is the case with

the Jewish population of Côte des Neiges (Blanc, 1995: 144).

The argument that areas receiving very large numbers ofnew arrivals are merely transition zones

should actually not be applied to immigrant districts in Montreal such as Côte des Neiges. Socio

environmental problems such as poor quality housing and environmental degradation are flot by

any means restricted to immigrant or muhiethnic areas in Montreal. In fact, they are aiso a major

problem in more culturally homogeneous lower income neighbourhoods (Hochelaga

Maisonneuve, Mercier, Point St. Charles, etc.), and in neighbourhoods where one or two
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ethnocultural or ethno-racial groups tend to dominate (St. Miche!, Montreal North, Littie

Burgundy) (Ville de Montréal, 2003). As Germain (Germain et aÏ, 1995: 26) notes in a long-term

study of multiethnic neighbourhoods in Montreal:

“Poverty and etlmicity are often associated in the public opinion. If, in certain
countries, this association has some sort of foundation, the reality in Montreal is
quite different, as the economic insertion of immigrants compares advantageously
with that ofnative-bom residents.”

The perception that Côte des Neiges is merely a transition zone, or one where long-term

residency is deterrnined by captivity and flot by choice, is therefore debatable. Several studies

have shown definitively that groups and individuals do establish roots and create residential

community networks in the district (Sweeney and Blanc, 2000, 2002; Blanc and Viannay, 2000;

Le Gal! and Meintel, 199$; Blanc, 1995). The lack of opportunities for home ownership has a lot

to do with the fairly high levels ofmobility out ofthe district. And in addition, a good number of

moves happen within the area itself, with 57.7% of aIl moves taking place between 1991 and

1996 occuning within the district of Côte des Neiges (Ville de Montréal, 199$). Housing in Côte

des Neiges is not any cheaper than in many other parts of the city and is sometimes even more

expensive (Ville de Montréal, 2003), which negates the idea ofresidential captivity.

The tendency to correlate Côte des Neiges North with a host of social jus (social integration

problems, unemployment, criminality and violence, drug problems) is furthered by the media.

Unfavourable news reports on violence in areas like Barclay and Mountain Sights and continuing

media reports on dead-beat landlords have consolidated Côte des Neiges’ reputation as a transit

zone where little investment occurs on the part of residents, large businesses, or authorities. The

infamous “sleep-over” of the former Mayor of Montreal (Vision Montreal’s Pierre Bourque) in

the dilapidated apartment of a Bengali immigrant family on Barclay Avenue in 2001 was

covered by every news station in Montreal, and a slew of media reports on poor housing

conditions, the problem of urban poverty, and environmental degradation in Côte des Neiges

ensued. The continua! broadcasting of these types of problems makes it seem as though these

social ills are widespread, when in fact they often tend to be incidents that are isolated in time

and space.
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In this respect, E1-Yamani and Dupuis (1998: 49-50) note that the media portrayal of Côte des

Neiges as ‘the Bronx ofMontreal’ is biased and flot reflective ofreality:

“The Bronx of Montreal, this is what they have Ïabelled Côte des Neiges. This
creates a derogatory and pejorative image of the district, and by extension, of its
inhabitants. [...] The media constructs “catastrophic” images that are certainly
based on reality, but by only covering this negative aspect, the media influences
our perception ofthe world and of certain spaces.”

5.1.4 The Lived Enviroument in Multiethnic Côte des Neiges

$ocio-demographic realities in Côte des Neiges are reflected in the physical environment. The

imprint lefi by various etlmocultural groups on commercial activity is inescapable. The main

commercial arteries and shopping centres of Côte des Neiges, particularly in Côte des Neiges

North, have always been the preserve of small businesses owned by individuals belonging to

different ethnie groups (Juteau and Paré, 1998). Large institutions belonging to French Canadian

and Jewish groups dominate the landscape (Blanc, 1995), although Italians and Greeks are

represented commercially in the northernmost sector as the owners of residential buildings and

large commercial enterprises (Juteau and Paré, 199$). The spatial dominance ofthese established

groups and their hold over the largest and most expensive tracts of real estate is highly visible.

Many large French Canadian and Jewish institutions have been making a concerted effort over

the past decade to “open their doors” to a more diverse clientele, although whether or not this has

been successftil is open to debate.

$ome authors have observed residential clustering among etimocultural groups, with certain

apartment blocks, housing cooperatives, and streets being the preserve of distinct groups.

Michèle Ouimet (La Presse, October 10, 1998) notes that there is a certain distribution by street

or residential block: Russians along part of Bourret Avenue, Latin Americans along part of

Linton Avenue, Bengalis on part of Barclay Avenue, and Jewish and West Indian residents along

Victoria Avenue. A similar type of ethnic group clustering in public space was noted in Blanc’s

(1995) study on public spaces and ethnic group coexistence in Côte des Neiges North.
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Little work to date has looked at the ‘fit’ between public space and current social realities in

Montreal’s multiethnic neighbourhoods, although a small amount of research attention bas been

devoted to housing, environrnental transformations, places ofworship, and recreational facilities.

The ease of managing public housing when tenants share a similar ethnie background has been

noted (Germain et ai, 2003). On the other hand, problems increase proportionally to the degree

of multiethnicity and the number of new immigrants living in public housing projects, even in

more multiethnic neighbourhoods of Montreal such as Côte des Neiges (Germain et ai, 2003).

This can include things such as problems between tenants of different ethnocultural origins,

“non-integrated” domestic habits, and social isolation (Di Chiaro, 2002; Dansereau and Séguin,

1995). Studies on environmental transformations take a historical perspective, tracking local

reactions to change in residential and commercial contexts (Blanc and Viannay, 2000; Sweeney

and Blanc, 2000, 2002). Cursory attention bas been paid to conflicts of interest over the

expansion of synagogues, old age homes, and yeshivas associated with the Orthodox and Ultra

Orthodox Jewish communities, according to intemal surveys carried out by the City of

Montreal’s Urban Planning Division. The impact of increasing multiethnicity on the recreational

sector has been followed closely by the municipal Sports and Recreation Department

(Richardson, 2001). The ‘fit’ between current recreational service needs and municipal

management practices is called into question due to the conflicting or different recreational

preferences and practices of newer immigrant groups, in Côte des Neiges as well as in other

Montreal neighbourhoods (Germain and Gagnon, 2003; Germain et aÏ, 2003; Germain and

Poirier, 2001). Cu;ient understanding of the public space preferences and practices of residents

in muhiethnic districts of Montreal such as Côte des Neiges is therefore based on a hodge-podge

of studies that address the issue from a wide variety of angles, although public space planning

and environmental management has not been one of the angles of examination so far.
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5.1.5 The Côte des Neiges Planning Context

Since this research project focuses on planning, some background information on planning in the

district of Côte des Neiges, from the local Master Plan to planning structures and actors at

different levels, will help the reader better situate planning actions and responses during the

presentation and discussion of our study’s fmdings.

a) The local Master Plan

The local municipal Master Plan for Côte des Neiges/Notre Dame de Grâce, in force since 1992,

centres mainly around the notion that Côte des Neiges is a significant economic force driving

Montreal’s economy, due to a commercial pole located at the heart of Côte des Neiges and two

industrial poles at the northwestern tip ofthe district (Ville de Montréal, 1992). Despite the focus

on economic imperatives, the main planning problems highlighted in the local Master Plan

concord with those stressed by local actors working for community-based organizations in the

area (Conseil communautaire de CDN/Snowdon, 2003). Particular attention is also paid in the

Plan to “disadvantaged zones” such as the area of Mountain Sights, Barclay-Goyer-Bedford,

Touchette, and Linton-Bourret (Ville de Montréal, 1992: 14).

The Plan also specifically encourages “the development of community groups that would

represent their residential area to the City and to be their eyes and ears, [...] encouraging the

sense of attachment” (Ville de Montréal, 1992: 18). In addition, several objectives exist to ensure

that an adequate amount of parks and recreational services exist in the northern sector, and that

they serve a great diversity of user groups. For example, one objective states that “planning for

parks and leisure facilities must reflect the great diversity of needs of a fragmented clientele that

resides in distinct physical and social urban spheres” (Ville de Montréal, 1992: 22). In addition,

existing parks are considered to be responding poorly to the needs of diverse groups:

“Analysis shows that the districts located to the east of Notre Dame de Grâce and
in Côte des Neiges have serious deficiencies at the level of park provision. These
districts have fewer green spaces, and existing parks do not always respond
adequately to the needs of a diversified clientele. In order to become better
adapted to these needs, park redevelopment should be targeted to a more varied
clientele.” (Ville de Montréal, 1992: 22)
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On the surface, therefore, the local Master Plan for Côte des Neiges/Notre Dame de Grâce

appears to be somewhat sensitive to cultural diversity and open to alternative ways ofplaiming.

b) Planning interventions and actors at the municipal level

During fieldwork for this study, both the municipal Urban Planning Division and Parks Planning

Division were centralized at a downtown location, although some municipal departments and

divisional units (parks operations and maintenance, sports and recreation, public works,

communications) had already been decentralized to regional or local offices. However, since the

municipal mergers of 2002, the Borough of Côte des Neiges/Notre Dame de Grâce has had a

local borough office with permanent representatives from various municipal departments on

hand to administer City programs (as have the other newly-formed boroughs of the ‘new’ City of

Montreal). This includes a recently decentralized urban planning unit composed of building

inspectors, technicians, and urban planners that is ‘assisted’ by a committec of residents (many

of whom are planning and architectural professionals), whose members are selected from among

those who make a formal application to the borough office. Before the municipal mergers, the

urban planner and the building inspector responsible for the Côte des Neiges/Notre Dame de

Grâce area were situated at the downtown office of the Urban Planning Division. The urban

plairner was responsible for approving and overseeing all permit requests for new development

or dispensation from existing zoning regulations, and was aiso in charge of revisions to the local

Master Plan that were underway during the latter months of our fieldwork.

In addition to these planning authorities, tbree public consultation forums have always held

regular hearings on planning matters, usually on a monthly basis: the Comité consultatif

d’urbanisme (CCU), the Commission intercultureÏÏe, and the Commission sur la circulation et la

stationnement. In addition, the Borough Council holds monthly meetings open to ail residents.

The Borough Council has replicated many of the projects and responsibilities previously held by

the Conseil communautaire de Côte-des-Ne iges/Snowdon and bas the power to devote funds

within the borough budget to these projects. In a sense, two parallel administrative and planning

structures have been created in the borough; one is the recently created borough office and

planning unit, and the other is an initiative of local community-based organizations.
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Many municipal departments maintained local offices in the borough at the time of writing. This

includes the Éco-Quartier, an organization administered by the regional Public Works office that

oversees recycling, large goods/hazardous materials collection areas, local environmental

beautification initiatives, and environmental awareness programs. Other regional offices include

Sports and Recreation, Parks Operations and Maintenance, and a local Accès-Montréal office

where residents can obtain information on municipal programs and file complaints or requests.

Littie public information or published academic studies on culturally-based planning matters in

Côte des Neiges are available. Most of the information available on this subject appears in the

form of articles in the local press regarding controversies over public space or planning issues in

Côte des Neiges. In terms of public parks and green spaces, one of the features that has been

noted by municipal actors involves demands for monuments or commemorative parks on the part

of certain ethnocultural groups. According to Martin (2000), these requests are flot easily

reconcilable with available park space and the suitability of the request for a multiethnic area.

For example, in the spring of 2001, a local Filipino coalition requested that 12 square meters be

set aside in Mackenzie King Park to commemorate a Filipino national hero, José Rizal.

Authorities with the Parks Department refused, because this particular park is highly used by

other ethnocultural groups as well and they did not want to exclude these groups by sub-dividing

off a large section of the park. In their experience, commemorative parks can end up being

territorialized by members of a specific ethnocultural community, who sometimes refuse access

to ‘outsiders’ (The Gazette, June 12, 2001). However, authorities with the Parks Department

recognized the importance of the request for the Filipino community and designated a smaller

pocket park in the $nowdon area (on the south side of Queen Mary Road between Earnscliffe

and Clanranald Avenues) to this national hero. However, the Filipino coalition making the

request was fairly disgruntled because this tiny park was hard to reach and was located in an area

that was quite far away from the main ‘filipino residential area’ in Côte des Neiges (The

Gazette, June 12, 2001).

In other cases, the difficulty experienced by employees of the local Sports and Recreation office

in Côte des Neiges/Notre Dame de Grâce in mediating between the recreational practices of

different ethnocultural groups in the area has been noted (Richardson, 2001). The solution, at

least on paper, has been to accommodate specific requests if these affect the ability of members

of a certain community to participate in recreational activities (separate swim times at local pools
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for women belonging to certain Muslim and Ultra Orthodox Jewish communities, for example),

although requests that restrict the activity to members of one ethnic group in particular are ofien

discouraged (Richardson, 2001). Similarly, municipal urban planners and housing specialists do

flot aiways seem to have had an easy time mediating between different etlmocultural groups in

the district. We get a glimpse of this in the way that municipal actors have sometimes tended to

discourage the regularization of inegular uses (those for which an occupancy permit or special

dispensation from existing zoning regulations must be requested) such as yeshivas, etlmic places

of worship, ethnic homes for the elderly, and certain types of commercial enterprises during

public consultation meetings (refer to the minutes of the Comité consuÏtatf d’urbanisme going

back to the earÏy 1990’s, or to those ofthe Conseil communautaire de CDN/Snowdon).

Three observations emerge from this brief overview of the municipal planning and public space

management structure and related planning issues in Côte des Neiges.

1. Decentralization is usually touted as a catch-all solution for rendering planning more

appropriate to local needs (Allen and Cars, 2001). Given this, do municipal actors respond

differently to cultural diversity in Côte des Neiges based on their degree of decentralization or

their willingness to work with local groups? Do municipal actors specifically tailor their

modes of operation to this multiethnic context, or do they work under a “one size fits ah”

mentality? How receptive are they to culturally different requests in general?

2. Little mention is made of policies and guidelines for dealing with multiethnic contexts in the

documents or notes disseminated by any of these municipal offices. How then do these actors

practice planning in a multiethnic area? What guidelines or pohicies regarding decision

making in contexts of diversity are they operating under?

3. And lastly, a certain weight is given to ‘partnership’ and ‘collaboration’ with residents,

community-based organizations, and institutions in the local Master Plan and in documents

and reports prepared by municipal actors. Do existing public participation forums provide the

needed voice for local residents in the planning process? How do municipal actors determine

what the diverse needs and concems of residents in the area might be? What does

“collaboration with local actors” mean for municipal actors, and how does it affect the

outcome of planning or management actions in a multiethnic area?
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c) Planning interventions made by community-based organizations and residents’ groups

Community-based organizations

Community-based organizations of ail types have traditionally been fairly active in

environmental and planning issues in Côte des Neiges, either in collaboration with, or in

opposition to, municipal actions or practices (Blanc, 1995; Conseil communautaire de

CDN/Snowdon, 2003). Côte des Neiges has one of the highest number of community-based

organizations in Montreal (Blanc, 1995), many of which represent the various ethnocultural

groups that have settled in the district. Most of the older Jewish, Catholic, and Protestant non-

profit organizations (such as Genesis or PROMIS) have been active in immigrant and refugee

reception and settiement, as have the many etlmocultural associations that have sprung up to

provide assistance to members of their community. The latter are involved in the day to day

needs of their community, but ofien extend their activities out to other groups. These various

actors create a multiethnic public life that revolves around festivals to which all residents are

invited (Jamaica Day, Barbados Day, the Sri Lankan Olympic Games, the filipino Pista sa

Nayon) and around community-specific activities and concerns.

These groups, in addition to sector-based organizations (housing assistance, tenants’ rights,

youth, women), have fought for the establishment of new recreational complexes and basic

infrastructure, and have been active in urban revitalization and environmental improvement

projects targeted at buildings, public parks, streets, traffic, and public safety. In addition, many

actors with local community-based organizations have collaborated with other institutional and

municipal actors to help residents form associations to lobby the City of Montreal for improved

services and to address issues of landlord neglect. For example, Genesis lias been active in the

Van Home Park area in order to help convince the City and other authorities (the police, in

particular) to improve security in the park, install traffic lights nearby, and repair broken park

equipment. The CLSC-CDN (although flot a community group, this public institution bas a

public health and community development mandate) has also taken up this cause, and since the

1980’s lias put a lot of pressure on the City to make improvements to public parks throughout

Côte des Neiges. Groups such as l’OEIL (l’Organisation d’éducation et d’information en

logement) and ROMEL (Regroupement des organismes du MontréaÏ ethnique pour le logement)
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have been active in the field of building improvernent and tenant education, helping to establish

housing cooperatives and subsidized housing units. for example, l’OEIL succeeded in getting

the City to take over responsibility for a deteriorating apartment building in Côte des Neiges in

2001 and to re-house its tenants while the required renovations were carried out (l’OEIL, 2001).

Many of these organizations corne together under the auspices of the Conseil communautaire de

Côte-des-Neiges/$nowdon (also known as the Table de concertation intersectorielle de Côte-des

Neiges/Snowdon or the Intersectorial Neighbourhood Consultation Board of Côte des Neiges!

Snowdon). The City of Montreal formed a Table de concertation intersectorielle de quartier

(Intersectorial Neighbourhood Consultation Board) in each district of Montreal in the I 990’s,

with the intention of providing a forum for inter-group collaboration on common projects. The

Conseil communautaire de Côte-des-Neiges/Snowdon was formally inducted into this network in

the early 1990’s, and became the Intersectorial Neighbourhood Consultation Board of Côte des

Neiges!Snowdon. from its founding in the early 1980’s, this umbrella organization has been

active in planning matters. Members of the Conseil communautaire de CDN/Snowdon were very

involved in the consultations leading up to Montreal’s First Urban Plan in the 19$O’s, and are

involved in the cunent revision process for the local Master Plan. The Conseil communautaire

de CDN/Snowdon has collaborated with various institutions and municipal authorities over the

years in order to address some of the large scale socio-spatial problems affecting certain

populations in Côte des Neiges, such as criminal and gang activity, unemployment, and social

integration (Conseil communautaire de CDN/Snowdon, 2003). These institutional actors include

the police, the CLSC-CDN, the local CDEC (Commission de développement économique),

hospitals, and representatives ofvarious municipal departrnents.

In addition, sub-committees such as the Housing Committee and the Comité de développement

des équipements coÏlectfs have also been active in local planning issues. In the late 19$O’s, the

Housing Committee (under the PALL program) helped create many coops and subsidized

housing units in the area, in collaboration with the Société d’habitation et de développement de

Montréal (SHDM) and other public organizations. However, once Les Habitations

communautaires (a non-profit building management organization) was established to manage

these coops and subsidized housing units in 1995, the Housing Committee was dissolved.

$imilarly, the Comité de développement des équipements coÏlectfs was responsible for getting

the aid of three levels of government (in the framework of the “Travaux d’infrastructures
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Canada-Québec” agreement between Quebec’s Municipal Affairs Minister and the federal

Minister of Justice and Office of the Procurer General of Canada) in order to develop three new

recreational complexes in Côte des Neiges: the Centre communautaire de loisirs de ta Côte-des-

Neiges (1995), the Centre sportif Côte-des-Neiges (1997), and a third community centre slated

for construction in 2003-2004.

This brief overvicw raises certain questions that cannot be answered by attending local meetings

or by reading the documents and notes prepared by these organizations. How do these actors

approach planning in a multiethnic area? How do their opinions on local planning concems differ

from those of municipal actors, and, in comparison, how different are their modes of operation?

How do actors with community-based organizations determine what the diverse needs of

residents might be in these types of planning situations?

Residents’ groups

The involvement of residents in this grassroots planning process sometimes occurs in the form of

residents’ groups, which include residents’ associations, tenants’ associations, tenants’ rights

groups, coop associations, public housing committees, and community garden committees. The

majority of these groups were formed as a resuit of the actions of local community-based

organizations or public institutions striving to empower residents in lower income or “difficuit”

neighbourhoods (Richardson, 1991, 1993; CLSC-CDN, 1996). In the Côte des Neiges/Notre

Dame de Grâce area, the three best-known residents’ groups are the Barclay-Goyer-Bedford

Neighbourhood Association, the Mountain Sights Residents’ Association, and United Families of

Walkley. These groups are ‘betterment’ groups since they have been formed by residents and

community-based organizations in order to rehabilitate and improve the neighbourhood, as

opposed to ‘defensive’ groups that are formed to prevent the construction of unsuitable

development in an area (Rabrenovic, 1996).

The oldest of these associations is United Farnilies of Walkley in Notre Dame de Grâce, which

has served as a model for the Mountain Sights Residents’ Association and the Barclay-Goyer

Bedford Neighbourhood Association. According to Richardson (1991, 1993), United Families of

Walkley dates back to 196$, when the neighbourhood’s West Indian residents sought the help of

the City of Montreal in providing sports and recreational facilities for their children. Over the
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next 20 years, this residents’ association and City community development workers ran

programs designed to deal with a growing high school drop-out rate among local chiidren, thc

difficult social problems faced by many residents (problems faced by single mothers and new

immigrants, for example), a high level of delinquent and criminal behaviour among youth, and

problems resulting from the deteriorating condition of apartment buildings. However, municipal

and provincial funding cutbacks and increasing gang-related violence caused the association to

dissolve in 1989. This prompted residents, local elected representatives, and the Sports and

Recreation Department to work together to re-launch the association in 1990 (which included the

formation of a local landlords’ association). The City appointed a full time community

development worker to the association and various other municipal departments were ordered to

develop intensive programs to ‘clean up’ the area, many which are now being managed by

United Families of Walkley.

The six-year old Barclay-Goyer-Bedford Neighbourhood Association (BGB) has evolved out of

a similar trajectory. Founded by local residents, it managed to attract considerable political

attention from the previous municipal administration under Mayor Bourque. The BGB now has a

full time director (a local resident) and several full time social and community development

workers who do outreach in the neighbourhood. The group is directly involved in managing

various programs to improve the quality of local buildings and the environment, including

nearby Kent Park, where the 3GB has been instrumental in negotiating improvements to park

infrastructure and equipment (CLSC-CDN, 2000). The Mountain Sights Residents’ Association

evolved from a similar trajectory. Residents and community group workers with the CLSC

CDN, PROMIS, and l’OEIL drew on the Walkley experience when creating this association in

the early 1990’s, and it has suffered through many of the same ups and downs in its short life

(details are provided in section 5.2).

These three residents’ associations have ail arisen in minority neighbourhoods plagued by

violence and other social ills, and they have ail evolved into activist groups that link social,

economic, and environmental betterment together. While the results obtained through the

collaborative efforts of these residents’ associations, local community-based organizations, and

certain public institutions are fairly well known (massive park renovations, cleanliness

campaigns, etc.), little is known about how these groups “do” planning, and in a multiethnic

context to boot.
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The socio-demographic and planning profile ofthe district of Côte des Neiges (or the Borough of

Côte des Neiges/Notre Dame de Grâce, since 2002) has provided us with a general overview of

the characteristics of its well-to-do southern sector and its less wealthy and highly multiethnic

northern sector. During this discussion, we also raised several questions regarding planning and

municipal management in Côte des Neiges. Now it is time to find out how our case study site of

Mountain Sights compares with the larger district of Côte des Neiges in these respects, and

whether or flot our questions regarding planning and cultural diversity in Côte des Neiges are

equafly valid for this study site.

5.2 THE NEIGHBOURHOOD 0F MOUNTAIN SIGHTS

In this section we will examine the physical and social geography of the neighbourhood of

Mountain Sights, before discussing the planning interventions canied out by actors with local

residents’ associations, cornrnunity-based organizations, and public institutions.

5.2.1 A Residential Island in an Industrial Sea

The neighbourhood under study for this doctoral research project is a residential segment tucked

away in the uppermost corner of the Savane planning sector in Côte des Neiges North (refer to

figure 3). Mountain Sights Avenue, for which the neighbourhood is named, actually runs north

south through most of Côte des Neiges, but our study site is a particular residential section of the

street located within the Decarie Industrial Pole sector to the west of the Town of Mount Royal

(see Figure 4).

This residential “island” runs from Jean Talon Boulevard until just north of De La Savane

Avenue, and includes 27 buildings with the following civic addresses: 7400, 7440, and 7480

Mountain Sights (between Jean Talon Boulevard and Paré Avenue) and 7715 to 8072 Mountain

Sights (between Paré and De La Savane Avenues). This stretch of 27 walk-up apartment

buildings is served by a small commercial strip on the northeast corner of Paré and Mountain

Sights Avenues consisting of an Indian restaurant, a dry-cleaner, a laundromat, and a dépanneur.

Two alleys run north-south alongside the apartment buildings on the eastern and western sides of

Mountain Sights Avenue (see Figure 5).
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Figure 3. Location ofthe neighbourhood ofMountain Sights within Côte des Neiges.
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Figure 4. Ihe neighbourhood of Mountain Sights and surroundings.
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* Mountain Sights Community Centre

Figure 5. The neighbourhood ofMountain Sights.
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A neighbourhood park, De La Savane Park, covers one city biock in territory and adjoins the

buildings on the eastern side of the street. This long rectangular park is entirely hemmed in by

apartment buildings on one side, and by a church, a private daycare, two garages/car dealerships,

an office supplies company, and four office buildings on the other side. The park dates back to

the 1960’s, and is based on the same design model that was used for ail ofthe large parks in Côte

des Neiges. The southern section of the park houses a chalet and recreationai equipment

(including playgrounds, basketball and voileybali courts, a wading pool, and a community

garden) whiie the northern section is a wide open space with two basebail diamonds (refer to

figure 5).

Residential buildings in the neighbourhood differ considerably in their exterior architecture,

ornamentation, and maintenance. Some are visibly dilapidated while others are more

architecturally upscale and appear to be in excellent condition. Four buildings are subsidized

housing developments owned by the Société d’habitation et de développement de Montréal

(SHDM) and managed by a non-profit organization (Les Habitations communautaires). At the

intersection of Ferrier Avenue is a ten-storey apartment building called “Le Manoir” that towers

over the others, which gives this part of the street a strangely feudal character. North of this

building is a row of low income housing units (the HLM Les Habitations de la Savane) designed

to resemble townhouses that are managed by the Office municipal d’habitation de Montréal.

This residential island ends abruptly at De La Savane Avenue, giving way to manufacturers,

garages, and textile companies, and bordered by the high brick walls of the Jewish Cemetery.

While physically this residential neighbourhood appears to be isolated and cut off from the

services of Côte des Neiges North, geographicafly it is quite accessible. It lies right next to the

Decarie Expressway (Autoroute 15), along which a boom in commercial construction has taken

place over the past ten years. In addition, two subway stations (Namur and De La Savane) serve

the area, both located near the Decarie Expressway service road within two blocks in either

direction ftom the neighbourhood ofMountain Sights.
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5.2.2 The Rise of a Multiethnic Immigrant Neighbourhood

According to the findings of a previous study tracking the perceptions of long-term residents to

historical transformations in the neighbourhood (Sweeney and Blanc, 2000, 2002), real estate in

the vicinity was originally reserved for industrial park development. In the late 1950’s, however,

a local businessman of Jewish origin received special dispensation from the City in order to build

apartment buildings on this tract of land. These were intended to provide housing for his

employees, who were mostly Eastern European Jewish and West Indian immigrants, as well as

French Canadian migrants from the Gaspésie region of Quebec. In other words, the

neighbourhood was originally a planned residential area for local factory workers. A green space

set aside for residents was transformed into a public park in the early 1960’s. The only other

infrastructural provisions made were for several small local stores or services (including a

dépanneur) and the eventual extension of the subway line in the 1970’ s to serve residents and

local workers.

Most apartment buildings went up during the 1960’s and 1970’s, and construction on the street

ended in 198$ with the construction of the HLM Les Habitations de la Savane on one of the last

remaining vacant lots. From the 1960’s to the late 1970’s, this was considered to be a tidy and

safe neighbourhood in good physical condition (Sweeney and Blanc, 2000, 2002). However, the

19$O’s witnessed a spate of speculative buying, with some buildings changing hands multiple

times (this situation existed in other parts of Côte des Neiges North during this time as well).

Intense cockroach and rodent infestation began, as well as fires and structural problems as

building maintenance declined. During the same period, an influx of individuals related to

Jamaican gangs moved in to the neighbourhood, and drug-dealing, crack houses, and prostitution

were abetted by absentee landlords ($weeney and Blanc, 2000, 2002). Coupled with anxiety over

Quebec’s possible separation from Canada under the Parti Québécois government, this triggered

the out-migration ofmany original residents over the course ofthe 19$O’s and early 1990’s.

This same trajectory also occurred in other nearby neighbourhoods in Côte des Neiges, Notre

Dame de Grâce, Little Burgundy, and St. Laurent (Germain et ai, 1995; Richardson, 1993). In

Mountain Sights, this socio-environmental degradation reached a peak in the early 1990’s when

several murders occurred on the street. A massive police sweep in Côte des Neiges and Notre
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Dame de Grâce managed to clear out most gang-related activity by the end of 1994. The

intervention of community-based organizations and local residents’ groups in the wake of the

establishment of a CLSC service post on the street in the early 1990’s led to a dramatic

improvement in environmental conditions (Sweeney and Blanc, 2000, 2002). This has also been

the case in other Montreal neighbourhoods with similar historical trajectories (Richardson,

1993).

5.2.3 Socio-Demographics of an Immigrant Reception and Settiement Neighbourhood

In many ways, the socio-demographic characteristics of the population of Mountain Sights

mirror those of Côte des Neiges North (particularly those of the Savane planning sector),

although Mountain $ights has certain distinguishing features. The socio-demographic profile of

the population of Mountain Sights presented below is based on statistics for the 1996 and 2001

Census years, obtained from the CL$C-CDN for 1996 and from a special order placed with

Statistics Canada for 2001 (please refer to section 4.7.2 in Chapter 4 for references for both

Census years, treatment of data, and methods of presentation). It should be kept in mmd that this

is a statistically very small population, and 80 many of the figures presented are single digits.

Like the population of Côte des Neiges North, the population of Mountain Sights is a highly

diverse, fairly young, family-based population. There were 2,524 people living in the sector in

2001 (refer to Table 4), and the population increased by 17.6% between 1991 and 2001. There

are probably considerably more non-permanent residents living in the area than are accounted

for, since we encountered many more failed reftigee clairnants or long-term visitors living with

relatives and friends over the course of fieldwork than Census data on non-permanent residents

in the area indicates. Aduits in the 25-54 age groups predominate here, just as they do in Côte

des Neiges North, reflecting the fact that most immigrants arrive as adults of working age. The

elderly population (over 75 years of age) has neyer been very large, but has in fact increased by

60% between 1996 to 2001 and is the only age group in the sector to show any real increase.

In terms of household size and family composition, the population of Mountain Sights appears to

be identical to that of Côte des Neiges North, with two main exceptions. There were 1,075

households in the area in 2001 (refer to Table 5) and 10% more families were living in the

Mountain Sights area than in Côte des Neiges North. As well, a significantly larger proportion of
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the aduit population in Mountain Sights is legally married — 54% as opposed to 45% in Côte des

Neiges North, which may be a reflection of the fact that the South Asian population of Mountain

Sights is larger than that of Côte des Neiges North. Extended family or inter-generational

households in Mountain Sights are very important. While only 21% ofpeople over the age of 65

in Mountain Sights lived alone in 2001, 40% do in Cote des Neiges North.

Table 4. Total population ofthe Mountain Sights sector, by gender and age, 1996 and 2001.
Source: Canada Census, 1996, 2001

Total population of the Mountain Sights sector,
by gender and age

Censusyear 1996 2001
Total population 2,232 2,524
By gender:

Women 1,060 (47%) 1,190 (47%)
Men 1,175 (52 %) 1,335 (52%)

By age: % of total pop. % of total pop.
0-4 8.7% 8.3%
5-9 6.2 % 6.5 %

10-14 4.4% 5.1%
15-19 5.6% 4.7%
20-24 6.4 % 7.5 %
25-29 10.7 % 9.9 %
30-34 12.7% 11.7%
35-39 10.9% 10.7%
40-44 7.3% 8.5%
45-54 11.2% 10.9%
55-64 6.9 % 6.9 %
65-74 4.9% 3.2%
75-84 1.5 ¾ 2.8 ¾
85+ 0.4 % 0.2 ¾
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Table 5. Household composition in the Mountain Sights sector, 1996 and 2001.
Source: Canada Census, 1996, 2001

Household composition in the Mountain Sights sector households,
families, and family composition
Censusyear 1996 2001

Households 990 1,075

Household size % of total pop. % of total pop.
1 person 45.0 % 39.0 %
2 people 24.2 % 26.0 %
3people 11.1% 15.9%
4—Speople 15.6% 18.0%
6andover 4.5% 5.0%

Household structure
Individuals living alone 19.0 % (445 people) 16.6 % (420 people)
Single families 68.0 % (1,5 17 people) 74.6 % (1,884 people)
Relatives living together 10.0% (100 people) 5.1 % (130 people)
Unrelated individuals 6.0 % (135 people) 2.2 % (55 people)

living together
Multi-family households 1.5 % (35 people) 1.3 % (35 people)

Marital status
Legally married 53.0 % (of adult pop.) 54.0 % (ofaduit pop.)
Common-law unions 2.2 % (of adult pop.) 2.9 % (of aduit pop.)

Families 505 640

Average family size 3.2 3.4

Familles with:
I child 180 225
2 chiidren 85 140
3 or more 90 60

Single parent families
Total 110 105
Female-headed 100 85

Available housing in the Mountain $ights sector has not kept pace with population increases, no

doubt due to the declining availability of affordable housing across Montreal over the past six

years, as well as to the larger family size of many newer immigrant groups. There were 1,075

dwelling units in the sector in 2001, of which 92.5% are apartment units (refer to Table 6).

Almost 13% of residents reported that their apartment units were in bad condition on the 2001

Census, and rents have barely shown any increase at ail between 1996 and 2001. As well, the

proportion of local residents devoting over 30% of their monthly income to rent dropped from
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43% in 1996 to 21% in 2001. In the sector, the average apartment is a one-bedroom unit. If one

correlates family size with the size of the housing unit occupied, a pattem of over-crowding

begins to emerge, as the majority of families with two or more chiidren live in one or two

bedroom apartments (refer to Table 7).

Table 6. Housing in the Mountain Sights sector, 1996 and 2001.
Source: Canada Census, 1996, 2001

Housing w the Mountam Stgbts sector

Census year 1996 2001

Total number of dwelling units 1,075 1,075

Number of dwelling units occupied 990 1,075

Type of dwelling units occupied
Single family 55 80
Apartment units 935 995

Year of construction Number of units Number of units
Before 1946 10 (0.9 %) 10 (0.9 %)
Between 1946— 1960 525 (48.8 %) 525 (48.8 %)
Between 1961— 1970 445(41.4%) 445(41.4%)
Between 1971 — 1980 55 (5.1 %) 55 (5.1 %)
Between 1981 — 1990 40 (3.7 %) 40 (3.7 %)
Afier 1991 - -

Home ownership
Home owners (including condos) N/A 90 (8.3 %)
Tenants 985 (91.6%)

Renovatïons
Units needing major renovations 90 80
Units needing minor renovations 190 230
Units needing basic maintenance 795 765

Average building valuation $ 165,620 $ 167,749

Averagerent $411 $420

Households devoting 30% or more of 43 % 21 û/

their monthly income to rent
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Table 7. Housing units and unit occupation in the Mountain Sights sector, 2001.
Source: Canada Census, 2001

Housing units and unit occupation in the Mountain Sights sector

Unitsize 1% 2’% 3V1 4V2 6V2 7+

Numberofoccupied 35 75 420 370 80 40 55
housing unïts per size
Household size per unit
Household sîze 1 4 2 V2 3Vz 4 V2 S ‘A 6 ‘A 7 ±

I person 25 55 215 95 - - 10
2people - 15 95 110 10 - 35
3 people

- 10 5 65 35 15 10 10
4people - - 30 75 25 10 -

Speople - - 15 30 - 10 -

6+people - - - 25 30 10 -

total 35 75 420 370 80 40 55

The biggest discrepancy between Mountain Sights and the rest of Côte des Neiges North occurs

at the level of etbnic origins. A quick look at Table 8 seems to show that some ethnic origins in

the Mountain Sights sector have significantly decreased between 1996 and 2001. This does not

necessarily mean that the number of people reporting these origins has decreased, as in most

cases il has flot. If most new arrivais coming to the sector in the period between the 1996 and the

2001 Canada Census are not of these particular ethnic origins, these groups will show a statistical

decrease with respect to the total population only because the relative size of other groups has

increased.

In the 2001 Canada Census, 96.8% of people residing in the Mountain $ights area declared an

etlmic origin other than English or french Canadian (as opposed to the 92% in Côte des Neiges

North). The largest regional ethnocultural group is South Asian, with one haif (49.5%) of ail

residents declaring that their ethnic origins are Indian, Sri Lankan, Pakistani, Bengali, or Filipino

(refer to Table 8). This group also increased by 20% between 1996 and 2001. The next largest

regional group is the East Asian group (haif are Chinese). Two regional groups vie for third

place — West Indians and Eastem Europeans/Russians. Africans (North and sub-Saharan) and

Middle Easterners tie for fourth place. The most popularly declared ethnic origin is Indian from

India, declared by almost 30% of ail residents living in Mountain Sights on the 2001 Census.
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This group also accounts for the largest proportion of new arrivais to the sector between 1996

and 2001.

Individuals belonging to certain ethnic groups are much more prevalent in the Mountain Sights
sector than they are in Côte des Neiges North. for example, South Asians only make up 14.3%

of the population in the Savane sector but account for 49.5% in Mountain Sights, and Indians
from India only account for 3% of the population of Cote des Neiges North, although they

comprise 30% of the population of the Mountain Sights sector. Haitians and Chinese are more

numerous in the Mountain Sights sector as well. These figures reflect the earlier waves of

Haitian immigrants that settled in the area in the 1970’s, as well as the fact that four local

apartment buildings were bought by a Chinese couple in the late 1990’s who have selected a

predominantiy Asian ciientele for their buildings (Sweeney and Blanc, 2000).

Since a high percentage of the population are immigrants (62% according to Table 9), Mountain

Sights can safely be called an immigrant reception area. The great majority of immigrants in

Mountain Sights arrived in Canada afler 1970, with almost haif of them immigrating between

1991 and 1996. On the other hand, only 7.1% are the chiidren of immigrants, and 10.1% belong

to the third generation (according to the 2001 Canada Census). Immigrant flows have changed

somewhat over the five year period between 1996 and 2001. Immigration from Sri Lanka has

decreased considerably (reflecting declining overail immigration trends from Sri Lanka to

Canada), as has immigration from El $alvador, Peru, Morocco, Vietnam, and Poland. On the

other hand, immigration from China, Romania, Buigaria, and Croatia has increased. In fact, prior

to 1996 there were no Buigarian or Croatian residents in the neighbourhood at ail. The same is

also true for new arrivais from Algeria, Iraq, and Tanzania.

In terms of visible minorities, 71% of the population reported belonging to a visible minority

group in 2001, up from the 64% who reported this in 1996 (see Table 10). A much higher

proportion of residents in the Mountain Sights sector reported belonging to a visible minority

group than in Côte des Neiges North (where 5 0.5% reported this in 1996).

The presence of certain reiigious faiths in the Mountain Sights sector is aiso reflective of the

relative dominance of certain ethnocultural groups (refer to Table 11). The most common

religions are variants of Hinduism, Roman Catholicisrn, and Islam.



155

Table 8. Etlmic origins declared in the Mountain Sights sector, 1996 and 2001.
Source: Canada Census, 1996, 2001

Ethjc origins declared in the Mountain Sights sector

Ethnie origin % of total population

CensusYear 1996 2001

Indian 21.3 % 29.1 %
Pakistani 3.3 % 2.5 %
Bengali 3.5 % 4.4 ¾
Sri Lankan 8.7 % 7.9 %
Filipino 3.5% 4.7%
Afghani 0.6% 0.9%
Polish 2.0 ¾ 0.3 %
Bulgarian - 0.9 ¾
Hungarian 2.6 % 0.7 ¾
Russian 0.6 % 1.3 %
Romanian 2.0% 1.2%
Croatian - 0.5 %
Czech 0.4% 0.9%
Ukrainian 0.4 ¾ 0.3 ¾
French 0.4% 0.5%
Haitian 3.0 ¾ 3.9 %
Jamaican 2.3% 1.3%
Trinidadian 1.1 % 0.5 %
Barbados 0.9 ¾ 0.4 ¾
St. Vincent 1.3 ¾ 0.9%
Chinese 4.7% 5.1%
Vietnamese 2.7 ¾ 2.5 ¾
Cambodian 3.1% 2.5%
Laotian 1.3% 0.3%
Korean - 0.9%
Moroccan 0.4 % 0.9 %
Algerian - 0.4 %
Somalian 1.5 ¾ 0.3 %
Ghanaian 1.6% 1.9%
Tanzanian - 0.4 ¾
Lebanese 2.0% 0.5%
Iranian 1.3% 0.9%
Turkish 0.4% 1.3%
Iraqi - 0.3 %
Egyptian 0.3 ¾ 0.7 %
Mexican 1.1 % 0.3 ¾
BI Salvadorean 0.4 ¾ -

Chilean 0.6 ¾ 0.7 ¾
Peruvian 1.3 ¾ -

Italian 1.5% 0.3%
Greek 3.5% 0.5%
French Canadian 2.0 ¾ 2.7 ¾
English Canadian 0.9 % 0.5 ¾
Jewish 0.6 ¾ 2.3 ¾
Black Canadian 3.8% 2.1%
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Table 9. Immigration status and period of immigration in the Mountain Sights sector,
1996 and 2001. Source: Canada Census, 1996, 2001

Immigration status and period of Immigratwn in the Mountain Sights sector

CensusYear 1996 2001
Immigratïon status % of total population

Born in Canada 33.6 % 32.6 %
Immigrants 42.5 % 63.5 %
Non-permanent residents 8.9 % 3.9 %

Total number of immigrants 1,480 1,585

Period of immigration % of immigrant population

Betweenl996—2001
- 32.5%

Betweenl99l—1995 46.9% 25.5%
Betweenl9$1—1990 16.9% 20.5%
Betweenl97l—19$0 11.4% 14.5%
Betweenl96l—1970 4.7% 4.7%
Before 1961 6.4% 2.2%

Main countries of origin for new Number of new immigrants arriving over a
immigrants five year period

1991-1996 1996-2001

India 170 150
Pakistan 40 10
Bangladesh 20 25
SriLanka 140 50
Philippines 35 30
Afghanistan 15 25
Poland 10 -

Bulgaria - 25
Romania 15 25
Croatia - 15
france 10 15
Haiti 10 15
Trinidad and Tobago 45 10
St. Vincent

- 5
China 55 65
Vietnam 10 -

Morocco 5 -

Egypt 10 9
Ghana 30 10
Algeria

- 10
Tanzania

- 10
Iraq

- 8
El Salvador 20 -

ChIe 8 20
Peru 10 -
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Table 10. Individuals declaring mernbership in a visible minority group in the
Mountain Sights sector, 1996 and 2001.

Source: Canada Census, 1996, 2001

Individuals declaring membershïp in a visible minority group
in the Mou ntain Sights sector

Censusyear 1996 2001

Visible minorities % of total population

Black 14.5 % 14.5 %
South Asian 36.0 % 37.8 %
EastAsian 4.2% 10.6%
Filipino 2.0 % 4.2 %
Arab/Berber 3.1 ¾ 1.7 %
Latin American 4.2 % 2.5 %

Table 11. Religious faiths in the Mountain Sights sector, 2001.
Source: Canada Census, 2001

Religious faiths in the Mountain Sights sector,
2001 Census year

Religious faith % of total population

Hinduism 29.7 ¾
Roman Catholicism 24.0 ¾
islam 13.0%
Buddhism 4.1 %
Judaism 2.9 ¾
Russian Orthodox 2.7 ¾
Evangelical Christian sects 2.6 %
Anglican 1.9 ¾
Adventist 1.6%
Presbyterian 1.4 ¾
United 1.2 ¾
Lutheran 0.9 %
Pentecostal 0.4 %
Methodist 0.3 %
Mennonite 0.3 %
Jehovah’s Witness 0.3 %
Mormon 0.3 ¾

Noreligion 10.0%
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Whiie haif of Mountain Sights residents deciared being fluent in one of Canada’s two officiai

languages (English and French) on the 2001 Census, fluency in Engiish is much more prevaient

than fluency in french. One third of residents deciared that they can speak oniy English, as

compared with the 8% who can speak oniy French (French-oniy speakers have decreased in

number since 1996). Around 12% of residents deciared being unable to speak either Engiish or

French. This is comparable to the language situation deciared by residents in Côte des Neiges

North as a whole.

Table 12. Language ability in the Mountain Sights sector, 1996 and 2001.
Source: Canada Census, 1996, 2001

Language ability in the Mountain Sights sector

Censusyear 1996 2001

Maternai language % of total population

English 17.9 % 15.0 %
French 15.0% 11.6%
South Asian languages 32.4 % 41.1 %
East Asian languages 6.2 % 10.6 %
Spanish 4.0 % 2.7 %
Other European languages 7.8 % 4.9 %
Arabic 0.6% 0.7%

Officiai language fluency % of total population

English only 39.4 % 33.2 %
frenchonly 13.8% 8.5%
Bilingual 34.4 % 45.3 %
None 11.6% 12.2%

The popuiation of the Mountain Sights sector is slightly more educated than the population of

Côte des North North (52% of adults in the Mountain Sights sector declared holding a post

secondary diploma on the 1996 Census as opposed to 45.5% in Côte des Neiges North). While

over three-quarters of adults are employed, many are flot employed in the profession they

followed in their country of origin. The unemployment rate among young adults is consistent

with that for Côte des Neiges in general. On the other hand, annual incomes in the Mountain

Sights area are higher than the average reported in the Savane planning sector (to which
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Mountain Sights belongs), although they are comparable to the average across Côte des Neiges

North as a whole. A quick glance at Table 13 shows that household income in Mountain Sights

hasjumped 22% between 1996 and 2001, and the proportion ofresidents living on some form of

government transfer payments has dropped. $ince individual annual income has not risen ail that

much, this increase in household income means that there are probably more individuals now in

the workforce than there were in 1996.

Table 13. Education, employment, and annual income in the Mountain Sights sector,
1996 and 2001.

Source: Canada Census, 1996, 2001

Education, employment, and annual rncome in the
Mountain Siglits sector

Censusyear 1996 2001

Educationat tevet % of aduit population (15+)
University or college diploma 35.7 % 35.7 %
Post-secondary trade or 14.8 % 16.6 %

technical diploma
High school leaving certificate 15.0% 1 1.1 %

Employment level % of active population (15+)

Employed (adults) 72.0 % 84.9 ¾
Unemployment rate (adults) 27.0 % 15.3 ¾
Unemployment rate 20.0 ¾ 8.0 ¾

(youths between 15-18)

Sector of employment % of active population (15+)
Tertiary sector (business, 43.2 % 61.4 %

administration, clerical, retail,
social and health services)

Manufacturing sector 40.0 ¾ 24.3 ¾
Mechanical or construction 3.6 % 11.6 %

Annual Income % ofaduit population (15+)

Average individual income $ 17,031 S 2 1,304
Average household income $ 27,036 $ 34,405
% dependent on govemment transfer payments 18.2 ¾ 12.5 ¾
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Statistics reiated to mobility demonstrate that the neighbourhood is also a settiement zone. There

were 16% fewer people moving into or out of the sector between 1996 and 2001 than between

1991 and 1996 (refer to Table 14). Either there were fewer vacant apartments or else fewer

peopie were choosing to move. To some extent, this couid aiso be due to the declining vacancy

rate across Montreal since the late 1990’s. However, 50% of ail moves between 1991 and 2001

were made by new arrivais moving directly to Mountain Sights from their country of origin.

Since 9% of moves were made on the street itseif, this means that 40% of ail moves were moves

out of the sector. Thus, since 1991 more moves were made into the sector than out of the sector.

Table 14. Mobility in the Mountain Sights sector, from 1991 to 2001.
Source: Canada Census, 1996, 2001

Mobihty cn the Mountain Saghts sector, from 1991 to 2001

Censusyear 1996 2001

Type of moves during n one year period Number of people moving, and as a %

of the total population

1995 2000

Total moves 580 (25.0 %) 400 (15.8 %)
Moves within sector 115 (19.0 %) 20 (5.0 %)
Moves to Canada (new arrivais) 135 (6.0 %) 1 10 (4.3 ¾)
Moves from another province $0 (3.5 %) 10 (0.4 ¾)

Type of moves during a five year period Number of people moving, and as a %
of the total population

1991-1996 1996-2001
Total moves 1,370 (61.0%) 1,150 (45.0%)

Moves within sector 200 (14.5 ¾) 100 (8.6 ¾)
Moves to Canada (new arrivaIs) 620 (27.7 %) 515 (20.4 %)
Moves from another province 160 (7.1 ¾) 65 (2.5 ¾)

Since the figures for mobility in Côte des Neiges North in 2001 were not availabie at the time of

writing. we can stili refer to the five year period between 1991 and 1996, where the total number

of moves taking place in Côte des Neiges North and Mountain Sights is the same. Only 19% of

ail the moves in Côte des Neiges North in 1996 were made by new arrivais coming to Canada, as

opposed to 48% in Mountain Sights. It also bears note that in both Mountain Sights and Côte des

Neiges North, haif of the total population are established immigrants. In both areas, there seems

to be a core of about 50% of ail residents who stay in their sector of residence for at least five to
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ten years. This shows that Mountain Sights and Côte des Neiges North as a whole are settiement

zones as well as immigrant reception areas.

Higher levels of mobility across Montreal tend to occur in areas with a greater concentration of

tenants (Ville de Montréal, 2003). However, as a whole, 48% of the population of Montreal

moved during the same five year periods (1991-1996 and 1996-2001). Therefore, the populations

of Mountain Sights and Côte des Neiges North are not necessarily more mobile than the general

population of Montreal, especially in areas where home owners are in the minority. The idea that

Mountain Sights is a settÏement zone is very important in our case, for settlement is considered to

be a major indicator of residents’ willingness to invest in their neighbourhood (Goldsmith,

2002).

5.2.4 Attachment and Volunteerism

A fairly substantial tradition of volunteerism exists in the neighbourhood of Mountain Sights

(Sweeney and Blanc, 2000, 2002), just as it exists in Côte des Neiges North (Germain and

$weeney, 2000; Blanc, 1995). The characteristics ofthe voluntary sector in Mountain Sights fail

into three main categories: neighbourhood attachment, leisure group activities, and volunteer

action and intervention.

a) Neighbourhood attachment

Sweeney and Blanc (2000, 2002) showed that long-term residents of Mountain Sights feit very

attached to the neighbourhood of Mountain Sights, and many chose to stay there despite their

ability to buy a home in other parts of Montreal. They stay because of the sense of cultural

comfort and enjoyment they feel when living among those oftheir own ethnocultural group. This

feeling is particularly strong for Indian residents in Mountain Sights, as Vaillancourt discovered

in her 1978 study on the Indian community in the neighbourhood. Long-term residents also stay

because they like living in a neighbourhood where “everyone is a minority” (Sweeney and

Blanc, 2000, 2002). They ofien refer fondly to “the village of Mountain $ights”, and appreciate

the existence of nearby services such as local retail stores and mini-malls, the Mountain Sights

Community Centre, the park, proximity to public transportation, and in some cases, proximity to

their place of employment. Over the years, this sense of attachment, of concern for the local
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environment and for their community’s welfare (no mafter how they define ‘community’), has
often been translated into participation in local voluntary activities, from leisure groups to
volunteering with local community groups and the formation ofresidents’ associations.

b) Leisure group activities

Quite a few ‘private clubs’ and informai leisure associations have existed in the neighbourhood
over the years, usually based along ethnocuitural unes and located in an individual’s apartment,

in the basement of an apartment building, or in an apartment unit rented solely for that purpose.
For example, in the 1970’s and 80’s several small West Indian leisure groups existed (the
Barbados Women’s Bridge Group, the Black-Out committee). Informai men’s clubs have aiways

been common, ranging from social clubs to gambling and betting parlours. Prayer groups also

exist (a Pakistani rnussalÏah, Hindu sect prayer groups, Evangelical prayer groups led by a

preacher).

These ethno-specific activity group networks are best exemplified by those belonging to the

Indian community. Claire Vaillancourt (1978) conducted “the Patel Project” between 1977-197$,

which was a study of the 50 Indian families living in the neighbourhood at that time (there were

only 600 families in total living there in 1978). This Indian community was mainly composed of

people with the last name “Patel”, not because they were related, but because they ail came from

the sarne region in India. They organized sporting events, cultural evenings, and festivals in the

park. They also requested municipal permission to open a Hindu culturai and prayer centre on

the street (permission was denied) because for them, Mountain Sights was “Indian Alley”, and
deserved to have alI the culturai services deemed necessary to the maintenance of their culture of
origin.

c) Volunteer action and intervention

Residents and local community group workers have invested in the neighbourhood since the late

1970’ s, mainly in terrns of housing and environmental improvement (details are provided in the

next section). Several residents’ groups have been working on socio-environmental planning
matters in conjunction with local community organizations and certain public institutions since
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the early 1990’s. Residents’ groups of any sort are a prime indicator of the store of social capital

existing in an area, as Breton (1997: 6) notes:

“A community has social capital if it can count on the contribution of members to
achieve certain projects or to tackle problems that arise. [...J Not ail forms of
social participation necessarily produce social capital. A distinction must be made
between activities which, although social, produce private benefits, and those
which seek to bring about benefits for all and can assist the community or society
as a whole. These can include participation in protest movements seeking to bring
about social, political, econornic, or cuitural change.”

This trajectory of resident and community group involvement in local planning and

environmental improvement actions in Mountain Sights mirrors that of certain other micro-zones

in Côte des Neiges (Barclay-Goyer-Bedford) and Notre Dame de Grâce (Walkley), although the

majority of streets and sectors of Cote des Neiges do flot have this history of resident

volunteerism and intervention in the local environrnent. However, it is interesting to note that

this type of involvement is ofien found in minority or marginal neighbourhoods in North

America and Britain that are home to fairiy sizeable West Indian or South Asian populations

(Feidman, Stali, and Wright, 199$; Vertovec, 1996; Thomas and Ritzdorf, 1997).

According to Robert Putnam (1993), the social capital of a community or neighbourhood

depends on the involvement of citizens in local associations, be these sports associations, cultural

groups, or religious, political, and charitable groups. In his study comparing social capital and

involvement in cornmunity or volunteer activities in areas of Southern and Northem Italy, he

concluded that where such groups exist, the social capital needed to promote investment and

development also exists. These basic elements of social capital do exist in Mountain Sights if one

looks at the wide variety of leisure and environmental intervention groups that have existed over

the past 25 years. It is also interesting to note that these dynamics bring to mmd Parekh’s (2000)

notion of political community, where adherence to a common political community helps provide

cohesiveness despite cultural diversity, above and beyond the idea of social capital. As we will

see during the presentation of our study resuits, Parekh’s notion of political community and

Amin’s (2002) notions of micro-publics and agonistic politics dominate in the domain of

planning amidst diversity.
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5.2.5 Planning Efforts in the Neïghbourhood of Mountain Sights

In this section, we will describe the planning efforts that have taken place in our study site since

the late 1970’s. These planning efforts have been carried out at different levels by different types

of actors — from residents to community group workers and public authorities. The goal of this

section is not to analyze the actions or approaches used, since this analysis will occur in

subsequent chapters. It is merely to provide the reader with an overview of the type of planning

activities that have occurred, in order to provide a context in which to situate our study findings.

Information in this section was obtained from a myriad of sources, ranging from the annuai or

quarterly reports of different community-based organizations and public institutions, internal

documents, actors’ personal notes, meeting notes and other documents prepared by residents’

groups, previous studies, project reports, and information gleaned during fieldwork for this

research project. Some of this information was provided on the condition of confidentiality

(intemal reports and personal notes, in particular). Only the most relevant references are

indicated in this section, in the interest of confidentiality and for reading ease.

a) The planning efforts of community group workers and public authorities

The planning and improvernent efforts carried out by actors with community-based

organizations, municipal departments, and various public institutions since the 1970’s have

centered around three main elements: housing, public safety and security, and interventions in

the socio-physical environment.

Hotising

Housing was a mobilizing issue in the neighbourhood from the late 1970’s on. In 1979, l’OEIL

(1 ‘Organisation d’éducation et d ‘information en logement) began intervening in the

neighbourhood in order to help stem cockroach and vermin infestations, poor garbage disposai

practices, and growing landiord disinvestment. In 1988, the OMHM (Office municipal

d’habitation de Montréal) began construction on low income housing units for families (the

HLM Les Habitations de la Savane) on the vacant lot between fenier and De La Savane

Avenues. This municipal agency did not coliaborate with other community groups working in
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the area, and in fact, very few Mountain Sights residents were able to obtain an apartment in the

newly-constructed buildings. The construction of the HLM Les Habitations De La Savane in

198$ prompted a small group of residents and workers with l’OEIL to try and create a housing

cooperative, but the project was not accepted by the Société d’habitation du Québec for financial

reasons.

However, a more positive municipal attitude towards housing cooperatives arose with the

institution ofthe Société d’habitation et de développement de Montréal (SHDM) in 1989, which

had the mandate of purchasing and renovating dilapidated buildings across Montreal in order to

convert them into cooperatives, with a side objective of creating greater social cohesiveness in

the surrounding neighbourhood. following the success of SHDM building conversions on

Walkley Avenue in the early 1990’s, some residents of Mountain Sights and organizations such

as the Jamaican Association, the SHDM, the CLSC-CDN, PROMIS, l’OEIL and the police

began to put pressure on the City to become involved there as it had on Walkley. In 1991, the

SHDM received the go-ahead for building purchase and renovation. A feasibility study was

contracted out to ROMEL (Regroupement des organismes du Montréal ethnique pour le

logement). Becoming aware that the needs of residents, most of whom were new immigrants,

also included basic knowledge on domestic and environmental practices in Canada, ROMEL

decided to enlarge its mandate to include educating residents on the ‘proper’ way to live in North

American-style apartments — how to clean the apartment, what uses and habits to avoid, how to

try and prevent infestations, the proper way to dispose of garbage, etc. From 1992 until 1994,

ROMEL set up a local office in an apartment on Mountain Sights, in order to get a coop started

and to provide this education and counselling service.

The SHDM finally bought four buildings on the street in 1993, where SHDM officials hoped to

create a coop. ROMEL, l’OEIL, and the SHDM conducted an initial meeting with residents of

these buildings in August 1993. Afier several additional meetings, however, most residents

decided that they wouÏd prefer to have the buildings converted to the O$BL format (managed by

a non-profit organization) instead of a coop, since most residents did flot want to be responsible

for building management (only 15 residents actually signed up for the coop). The process of

renovating the buildings began in 1994. These were the first buildings in Côte des Neiges to be

converted into an OSBL format (Barclay followed soon afler). The SHDM followed the same

philosophy as it did when intervening on Walkley. It purchased buildings that were somewhat
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distant from one another, in order to provide a stabilizing framework within which other

landiords might be encouraged to begin renovating their buildings. The SHDM was also

instrumental in encouraging the City to improve its garbage collection service, since at that time

some garbage contractors were avoiding the Street due to an increase in criminal and gang

related activities in the neighbourhood. Once the renovations were completed, a non-profit

organization called Les Habitations communautaires was created in 1995 to manage ail of the

SHDM’s OSBL buildings in Côte des Neiges. At this point, ROMEL closed its office on the

street and the CLSC-CDN and PROMIS took over ROMEL’s popular education mandate.

ROMEL has recently become active on the Street once again. In the spring of 2001, the director

met with a group of residents and janitors who requested ROMEL’s assistance with educating

tenants on housing issues and with the formation of their own residents’ group. ROMEL also

helped the Régie régional de santé et des services sociaux conduct a study in Côte des Neiges in

2001 on environmental quality and conditions (in apartment buildings in particular), and set up

meetings between field workers with this organization and residents of Mountain Sights.

L’OEIL has continued to work on popular education in Mountain Sights. In 1995, it held a press

conference with members of the local Residents’ Association in a building in very dilapidated

condition on Mountain Sights in order to draw media attention to landlord inesponsibility and to

the conditions in which some tenants were living. The fallout from this media coverage was

regular visits from municipal building inspectors and the landlord’s cooperation with cockroach

extermination efforts. More recently, between 1999 and 2000 the CLSC-CDN, l’OEIL, and the

Residents’ Association did quite a bit of door-to-door work in several buildings in quite poor

condition in order to encourage tenants to dernand the services of a building inspector and to

force the building owner to address a serious vermin problem.

Public safety and security

The SHDM was confronted by many illegal uses in their four buildings after purchasing them in

1993, and this came to a head following several shoot-outs between gang members and police.

The Côte des Neiges police force began to create a program to restore order to the

neighbourhood in 1993 afier extensive meetings with residents and community group workers.

On December 1, 1994, the police tactical unit closed off the street and SWAT teams arrested 25
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people. Then on January 1, 1995, a police shoot-out on the street killed an innocent man (the
Trevor Kelly incident), and residents protested actively. Several community meetings were held
at the instigation of a local policewoman, and participants included residents, building janitors,
the police, the Jamaican Association, the CLSC-CDN, the SHDM, PROMIS, l’OEIL, local
elected representatives, and the regional Sports and Recreation Department office. Out of these
meetings, where animated discussions on ail aspects of life in the neighbourhood took place. the
seeds of the first Residents’ Association were planted. The need to redevelop and improve the

environment emerged as a priority — this included redeveloping the park, restoring environmental

cleanliness and public security, renovating dilapidated buildings, increasing traffic control, and

providing greater recreational opportunities for residents.

In order to restore public security in a sustainable maimer, a local police team was assigned to

the area, which was made easier with the transition to the community policing model in Montreal

in 1998 (under the community policing model, larger district stations were decentralized into a

network of neighbourhood service posts). Station 24 was formed to serve the tenitory of

Mountain Sights and the adjacent Town of Mount Royal. The involvement of the police with the

first Residents’ Association and with the Mountain Sights Community Centre was maintained

after this transition. In fact, these actions correspond with the tenets of the community policing

model, which is based on problem solving through the creation of partnerships with local

residents, community groups, and institutions (SPCUM, 2003).

When Station 24 was opened in 1998, the police conducted a survey of 301 local households in

Mountain Sights in order to assess residents’ feelings of safety. Half felt that the neighbourhood

was very safe, and only 6% felt that the neighbourhood was “dangerous”. Most feit very secure

walking around the neighbourhood and the park by day, but 35% felt unsafe walking around at

night (42% in the park). The majority (89.5%) felt that there was very little crime in the

neighbourhood, but paradoxically, 60.1% said that there was a lot of break-ins, 30.3% noted that

there was a lot ofuncleanliness and vandalism, 41.2% believed that traffic safety was an issue,

16% felt that there was a lot of violence, and 17.6% said there was a lot of drug-related activity.

According to statistics released by the Montreal Urban Community Police force’s Division de

p1anfication et des orientations stratégiques (SPCUM, 2000), criminal activities of all kinds

dropped by roughly 20% a year in the area of Station 24 (Mountain Sights and Town of Mount
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Royal) between 1995 and 2000. For example, between 199$ and 1999, there were 9 sexual

assaults, 159 reported thefis, 466 break-ins, 44$ car thefts, $96 petty thefis, and 11 drug-related

offences. Almost 70% of individuals arrested were Caucasian, and 31% belonged to visible

minority groups. Ten percent of individuals arrested were juveniles. Only 9.6% of crimes were

committed by residents living within the tenitory of Station 24. In fact, the amount of currently

reported criminal activities in the sector (break-ins, domestic violence, theft, vandalism, assault,

etc.) is flot much different from that reported in most Montreal neighbourhoods (SPCUM, 2003).

Since the beginning of 2000, the police have become more active once again at the request of the

Residents’ Association, but this time in terms of traffic control, undesirable behaviour in public

spaces, and a resurgence of gang activity in De La Savane Park. Tamil youth gangs that

originated in Toronto had begun to form chapters in Côte des Neiges, and several machete fights

between gangs had occurred in De La Savane Park. A police sweep took place in Mountain

Sights in the spring of 2000, in conjunction with a larger sweep across MontreaÏ and Toronto,

which arrested local gang members. A third investigation during that year netted the person

responsible for rnany apartment break-ins, hold-ups, and purse-snatchings in the area.

Renewed emphasis on safety issues led the public security organization TANDEM to include De

La Savane Park in their exploratory walk of parks in Côte des Neiges and Notre Dame de Grâce.

According to TANDEM’s project report (2001), the major concems voiced by female residents

of Mountain Sights who participated in the walk of De La Savane Park revolved around the

threat of crime and personal violence in the park. Another major issue was poor lighting at night,

particularly around the entranceway and the children’s playgrounds. Other concerns included a

Yack of ‘safety’ areas (no public telephone booths, few exits from the park, lack of vision from

one end of the park to the other due to the chalet), and insufficient police presence in the park.

To most participants, the park seemed to be fairly well maintained and in good condition, and

rnost felt that park users acted in acceptable ways. They feit very safe during times when the park

was heavily used and when there were people in the community garden, but less safe wheii the

park was empty.

In August 2001, the police met with residents, members of the Residents’ Association, and

members of the Women’s Group to discuss their public safety action plan and to arrive at a

workable consensus on what actions the police could take to improve traffic safety and park
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security. Since then, local constables regularly patrol the park in order to deter criminai gangs

ftom re-establishing a foothold in the park and to control disorderly behaviour (alcohol-related in

particular). Police officers also regularly set up speed traps at both ends of the neighbourhood

and get involved in community activities, particularly with youth.

Improvements to the physicat environinent

The regional Sports and Recreation Department office has been actively involved in the

neighbourhood since the first large community meetings of the early 1990’s. Its field officers

have provided residents with advice on how to create associations and cornmittees. In particular,

they have provided the Residents’ Association with the support and technical assistance required

to redeveÏop and request recreational equipment in the park, and have also heiped the Residents’

Association, the CLSC-CDN, PROMIS, and l’OEIL to lobby for and implement a community

garden and to create a Community Garden Comrnittee. In 2002, at the request of the Residents’

Association, the regional Sports and Recreation office has been providing the tecirnical

assistance and support needed to convert the park chalet into a youth and recreation centre.

The municipal Parks Department has also been involved in public space and environmentai

planning efforts in Mountain Sights. In 1993, the federal government enacted new safety

standards for playgrounds. Since then, the City has been in the process of re-doing ail the

children’s playgrounds in public parks across Montreal on a case-by-case basis. Sustained

pressure from the Residents’ Association, a local elected representative, and the local Sports and

Recreation office convinced the program director at the Parks Department to bump De La

Savane Park up to the top of the Ïist. The children’s playgrounds were re-done according to a

design conceived by architects hired by the Parks Department. The playground for chiidren

between the ages of 2 to 5 was completed in 1999, and that for chiidren aged 6 to 12 in 2001.

Going back in time to 1992, the Parks Department had just finalized a long-term plan to update

Montreal parks. De La Savane Park was initially very low down on the list since the Parks

Department considered that larger parks with littie infrastructure and those in targeted regions

should have priority (De La Savane Park did not fali into either of these categories). However,

the Parks Planning Division had already noted that the sector of Côte des Neiges North between

Jean Talon Boulevard and the Town of Mount Royal was “a sector that was deficient in public



170

parks and green spaces” (Ville de Montréal, 1992), as per the Service de l’habitation et du

developpement urbain’s classification system for neighbourhood parks (De La Savane Park is

classified as a neighbourhood park - one that serves residents within a 400 metre radius).

Residents’ groups and other organizations (such as the CL$C-CDN and PROMIS) lobbied the

Parks Department under this premise, and afier much effort obtained a reorientation of the

basebail diamond in 1993, a basketball court in 1994, a volleybali court in 1995, a skating rink in

199$, renovations to the chalet and wading pool in 1999, plus many improvements to park

infrastructure (walkways, lighting, removal of heaviiy treed areas, replanting, etc.) between 199$

and 2000. It bears note here that the regional Parks Operations and Maintenance division has

been very supportive of the actions of the Residents’ Association, and its director was one of the

driving forces behind the construction of the community garden in 1999 (details are provided in

the next section).

In August 2000, the Parks Department conducted a large-scale survey of Montreai park users and

their needs called the Profil de la clientèle des parcs montréalais (Di Genova, 2001). In De La

Savane Park, 64 park users were interviewed. Findings showed that that the park is heavily used

by chiidren, teenagers, and aduits between the ages of 20 to 40, but very littie by seniors. Most

users (83%) live near the park, which reinforces its formal designation as a ncighbourhood park.

The most important activities that users reported practising in the park are “relaxing” and social

activities. The next most common activities are sports and use of park equipment (playgrounds,

for example). The researcher carrying out the study caiculated that park equipment in De La

Savane Park is used to 100% of its capacity. if flot more. The basebail diamond area is also

heavily used, but rarely for basebali (reported uses were cricket, soccer, group picnics, other

informai group activities). One third of users interviewed wanted more or different services in

the park (such as access to toilets, greater cieanliness, more piay equipment for chiidren, an aduit

swimming pool, a soccer field, better lighting, more water fountains, more picnic tables,

increased surveillance). Very few compiaints were recorded, even though many irregular uses

were observed (dogs off-ieash, park equipment being used for totaiiy different purposes,

littering. broken glass, non-customary leisure uses). Most users (85%) reported feeling

comfortabie in the park and came to the park ftequently (one third came every day, 25% came

three or four times a week, and 25% twice a week). The park was heaviiy frequented in the

afiernoon and evening, but pooriy frequented in the mornings and afier 11 pm at night. In fact,

this study compares De La Savane Park very favourably with respect to other parks in Côte des
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Neiges North. This particular study shows that user satisfaction seems to have increased

tremendously since Blanc (1995) first studied similar aspects ofpark use in the early 1990’s.

In 1999, Mountain Sights was named one of Montreal’s “quartiers sensibles” under the

Quartiers sensibÏes/Quartiers ciblés program designed to ‘rehabilitate’ disadvantaged

neighbourhoods in Montreal. Along with Mountain Sights, other targeted neighbourhoods in

Côte des Neiges were Barclay-Goyer-Bedford, Linton, and Bouchette. Ail these neighbourhoods

were those where an active residents’ association or community-based organization was present

with whom the City could collaborate. The Mountain Sights Community Centre and Residents’

Association were asked to submit a brief outiining their funding needs (the program only funded

certain things, such as the activities of local groups and environmental improvement efforts).

Their request for renovations to, and expansion of, the Community Centre was accepted, and

renovations were carried out by architects hired by the City in 2000-2001. The Community

Centre also received funds to employ a permanent coordinator (the coordinator was previously

funded by the CLSC-CDN and PROMIS on a part-time basis), although this funding was

drastically eut in 2001 as the political climate hardened. However, the appointment in late 2001

of an elected incumbent who prioritized the work of the Mountain Sights Residents’ Association

lcd to an increase in funding in 2002-2003, although this was slashed once again in early 2004.

Under the City-wide Quartiers sensibles/Quartiers ciblés program, an environmental cleanliness

and recyciing/garbage collection project was sub-contracted out to the different Éco-Quartiers

across Montreal (the Éco-Quartiers fali under the auspices ofthe Public Works Department). The

Éco-Quartier Cote des Neiges was mandated to implement a recycling and waste management

project in the “quartiers sensibles” of Côte des Neiges North. However, this project, although

very successful in French and English Canadian neighbourhoods and somewhat successful in the

neighbourhoods ofBarclay-Goyer-Bedford and Linton in Côte des Neiges, was flot well received

nor very successful in Mountain Sights (the reasons for these successes and failures will be

explored during our presentation and analysis of interview findings).

Since the mid-1990’s, the Éco-Quartier Côte des Neiges had been helping the Mountain Sights

Women’s Group and the Residents’ Association with their environmental cleanliness and

beautification campaigns, providing equipment, advice, flowers and shrubs. Because of this pre

existing relationship between the Éco-Quartier and local residents’ groups, the director of Éco
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Quartier Cote des Neiges decided to ‘join’ the Mountain Sights Residents’ Association in 2000

in order to help facilitate the implementation of Éco-Quartier’s recycling and waste management

project. This project had two objectives: to convert households to recycling using green boxes

and to institute black box collection practices among janitors. Accordingly, field workers with

Éco-Quartier visited building janitors to expiain that “recycling was coming to Mountain Sights”

and to describe how these janitors were supposed to implement it. Most building janitors refused

to implement the project, however, especiaily when Éco-Quartier attempted to convert building

waste management systems to black boxes (large black bins on wheels), designed to be stored in

building garages or basements and then wheeied out to the curb for twice-weekly garbage

collection. With the failure of this project and the creation of bad feelings ail around, Éco

Quartier withdrew from the Residents’ Association.

One of the dues to the failure of this project in Mountain $ights is provided by a study of waste

management probiems in ail the “quartiers sensibles” of Côte des Neiges and Notre Dame de

Grâce prepared for the regional Public Works office by the consulting firm Chamard and

Associates (2001). This study found that implementing recycling and black box collection was

difficuit due to the terrain and the existing waste management culture of Mountain Sights. Only

haif of ail janitors in Mountain Sights were cooperating with Éco-Quartier’s project. These

participating janitors were very frustrated by the improper use of recycling containers (tenants

were leaving ail their household garbage in them) and the difficulty of using black boxes on

steep driveways and in inaccessible basement areas. In terms of overail garbage disposai, most

janitors in the neighbourhood compiained that improper waste disposai among tenants was a

common problem (apartment disposai bins were ofien too full and tenants just lefi their garbage

bags nearby, garbage was sometimes flot being bagged at ail, or unsuitable items were being

placed in the garbage). They also complained that garbage pickup was not aiways on time and

according to the norm, but many said that they realized this was sometimes simply due to the

vast quantities of garbage to be collected (too much garbage for the trucks to transport). Overali

cleanliness in the neighbourhood was rated medium by the authors of this study, and trace odours

and presence of vermin were noted. On the other hand, the study conciuded that the garbage

situation has shown a marked improvement since 1991, with a 75% reduction in problems

associated with poor waste management practices between 1991 and 2001.
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In 2002, continued pressure by the Residents’ Association led the Director of the regional Public

Works office to meet with the Residents’ Association to discuss these study results and to find

out what the most pressing waste management and infrastructural problems in the neighbourhood

were. An agreement was reached on the following items: reconstruction ofthe street in the spring

of 2002, construction of special cernent bases for garbage bins at the sides of apartment buildings

(thus overcoming the problem of wheeling bins up steep driveways), help in providing a

coordinated effort to deal with the on-going cockroach and vermin problem, and provision of

technical support for door-to-door waste management awareness campaigns.

b) The planning efforts of residents’ associations and collaborators

Some of the details and actions of the various residents’ associations and groups in Mountain

Sights have been outlined in the previous section, since residents’ planning efforts are

interwoven with those of cornmunity group workers and public authorities. This section will

bring these disparate threads together in an overview of the planning interventions carried out by

residents’ groups in Mountain Sights.

Thefirst Residents ‘Association isformed

The roots of the first Residents’ Association extend back to 1979, when several residents

(janitors and tenants) became involved with l’OEIL in order to try and create a coop in local

buildings. Their door-to-door work convinced other residents to also join up. Concemed over the

increase in criminal activity and violence in the area, this small group of residents later joined

forces with community group workers, SHDM personnel, municipal actors, and the police in

order to create a task force to bring peace to the neighbourhood. The fallout was the huge police

sweep of December 1994. Following this incident, this coalition organized several meetings with

local residents over the next few months in the park chalet and in a nearby restaurant, which

eventually led to the creation ofthe first Residents’ Association.

The role of the CLSC-CDN in mobilizing residents and encouraging the formation of these

residents’ groups is highly significant. In 1992, the CLSC-CDN established a local service centre

on the street. This pilot project was initiated undcr the CLSC’s Community Oriented Primary

Care program, which was a program developed by the World Health Organization (WHO) for
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use in developing countries. Under this popularist approach, health workers base their

interventions on needs expressed by local populations, who are encouraged to mobilize around

these projects. Concerned that many Côte des Neiges residents (immigrants in particular) were

flot using the services of the CSLC, the “neighbourhood intervention program” was proposed as

a way of bringing the CLSC to its clients. Mountain Sights was chosen as the site of the first

pilot project for tlwee reasons: 1. the population was sufficiently large enough to warrant a

service centre; 2. health problems (especially among newborns and young children) were

considered to be serious; and 3. this population was also considered to be the most physically

and socially isolated population in Côte des Neiges North. The CLSC-CDN won the Prix André

Tétranit in 1995 for their pilot project on Mountain Sights.

This service centre was housed in an apartment over the Indian restaurant on the corner of

Mountain Sights and Paré Avenues, and local women were encouraged to drop in anytirne to

voice their concerns to the nurse and other social workers. The Women’s Group, which has had a

constant core of 22 women over the years, was formed when PROMIS, a large immigrant

settlement organization in Côte des Neiges, joined forces with this new CL$C outpost. Initially

intcnded to empower women who were dealing with domestic violence, meetings rapidly turned

to environmcntal beautification projects (improving the landscape through planting flowers and

shrubs and cleaning up garbage and litter) and to issues of housing quality. A coordinator, hired

in March 1995 by PROMIS to help animate these meetings, expanded her job duties to help form

a Janitors’ Group, whose members were drawn ftom among those who had first lobbied for coop

formation and for the institution ofa multi-level task force in the 1980’s and early 90’s.

In the same year, the CLSC-CDN applied to the City for a permit to instaïl their outpost in one of

the SHDM buildings. A feasibility study conducted by a local resident interning at the CLSC

found that the majority of residents wished to have the CLSC outpost expanded into a

community centre. However, the CLSC’s request for an occupancy permit for a community

centre was not approved at first, since authorities with the City’s Urban Planning Division did

flot feel that institutional uses were appropriate in a residentiafly-zoned area (the CLSC otltpost

was forrnerly located in a mixed-use zone). After much representation from the CLSC and other

organizations (particularly the SHDM), a permit was approved for a ‘community room’ rather

than a community centre, and the CLSC outpost (renamed the Mountain Sights Community

Room) moved into a ground floor apartment in one ofthe newly renovated SHDM buildings. It
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was flot renamed the Mountain $ights Community Centre until 2000, when it was granted

charitable status.

As environmental concems rose to the top of the list for both the Women’s Group and the

Janitors’ Group, these groups began to organize environmental improvement projects separately

and together. These projects included street and park cleaning bees, door-to-door education

campaigns on proper garbage disposai and waste management, attempts at landiord sensitization,

and lobbying efforts geared towards improving traffic safety. Over time, these two groups began

to realize that they would have to become more vocal and activist if sustainable changes were to

be made. In late 1995, these groups held a press conference in a building in very dilapidated

condition on Mountain $ights in order to draw media attention to landiord irresponsibility and to

the conditions under which tenants were living. At the same time, they began to put pressure on

the City to have regular visits from building inspectors. The media was very sympathetic to their

cause, and the City sent municipal building inspectors to these buildings, helped coordinate

large-scale cockroach exterminations, and began to fine delinquent landlords.

In early 1997, the most active members of the Women’s Group and the Janitors’ Group formed

the first Residents’ Association, which began to tackle the most pressing and difficult physical

environmental problems. The Janitors’ Group has since disbanded, but the Women’s Group

remains active, although their concems tend more towards social matters and environmental

beautification. The first Residents’ Association had seven members (three male janitors and four

women), of Black Canadian, English Canadian, West Indian, Haitian, Sri Lankan, and Filipino

descent. The activities ofthis first Residents’ Association will be highlighted shortly.

A period of turbutence: tite second Residents ‘Association isformed

In late 2000, the Mountain Sights Community Centre was granted charitable status and a

permanent Board of Directors was appointed. During this period, internal conflict led the

coordinator of the Community Centre to resign and contributed to the dissolution of the first

Residents’ Association. Following this, one member ofthe first Residents’ Association moved to

Ontario, another moved to another area of Montreal, and the others no longer participate. In the

spring of 2001, a second Residents’ Association was formed by women who had been

peripherally involved in the actions of the first one. The second Residents’ Association is
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composed entirely of women from Haiti, Sri Lanka, the Philippines, Pakistan, Bangladesh, and

Mexico. This group has a less confrontational approach than the previous one did, and its

members prefer to work within existing political channels instead of against them.

At the time that this second Residents’ Association was starting up, however, another one was

also in the making. One resident began drumming up support for a new group that would operate

on the original model — a more confrontational coalition ofjanitors and residents that would also

include building owners. Since Fali 2002, this group has been operating independently of the

Mountain $ights Community Centre, where the Residents’ Association is based. This is mainly a

discussion and sharing group for the moment, one that tries to conceive of ways to improve daily

conditions for janitors, building owners, and residents through mutual aid.

Despite their different origins and internai politics, however, ail these groups have a shared

interest in improving the local environment.

The environinentalplanning strategies and actions of local resictents’ groups

The first Residents’ Association developed a six-point action plan for environmental

improvement very early on, which has continued to serve as a guide for local planning efforts.

Planning strategies and related actions include: improvements to the park, improvements to the

built and physical environrnent, environrnental cleanliness, reduction of cockroach and vermin

infestation, improvements to public safety and security, and provision of recreational and

community facilities.

ï) improvements to the park

The parks dossier was inherited from the Women’s Group and the Janitors’ Group. As we saw

previously, the Residents’ Association and its various partners (the CLSC-CDN, PROMIS,

l’OEIL) had obtained many infrastructural changes in De La Savane Park. These include the

reorientation of the basebali diamond, a basketbaÏl court, a volleyball court, a skating rink,

renovations to the chalet and wading pool, better walkways, improved lighting, removal of

heavily treed and overgrown areas, replanting, a community garden, etc.
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In the spring of 1998, the Mayor ofMontreal, Pierre Bourque, was invited to tour De La Savane

Park with members of his staff, and the Mayor ta botanist by profession) spent an afiemoon in

the park with members of the Residents’ Association, going over their concems and pointing out

certain aspects that he himself considered worthy of improvernent (litter and garbage bins, in

particular). Following his visit, employees with the Parks Planning Division and the regional

Parks Operations and Maintenance Division paid severai visits to the area in order to help

members of the Residents’ Association improve park landscaping and find the best site for new

garbage bins and benches. Other improvements, such as renovations to the chalet and park

infrastructural changes were implemented or redesigned according to plans submitted by the

Residents’ Association and a local elected representative. These plans included placement of

lighting, elimination of visual obstructions (overgrown shrubbery and trees), placement of

benches, redesign of waikways, and delimitation of concrete areas surrounding the chalet.

The most controversial element has been the De La Savane Community Garden. This dossier

was initially started by the Women’s Group and other organizations (PROMIS and the CLSC

CDN, among others) in 1995, and was taken over by the Residents’ Association. Although these

groups considered various locations around the neighbourhood, the only available space for a

community garden appeared to be in De La Savane Park. The Parks Department was opposed to

community gardens in public parks, since these are private uses of public space. For this reason,

the Parks Department refused to consider this request, especially at a time when the budget for

creating new community gardens had been frozen. The Residents’ Association and its partners

reftised to back down. Although they had the support of the regional Sports and Recreation

Department office, the Éco-Quartier CDN, and a local elected representative, the Parks

Department would not bend. Then the regional Parks Operations and Maintenance division in

Côte des Neiges received a new director who was very sympathetic to their cause. With his

internal lobbying, and afier repeated visits to the Parks Department and to City Hall, the Parks

Department finally reiented, and the community garden was built in the spring of 1999. The

architectural conception for the community garden was prepared by a landscape architect with

the Parks Department, but vetted and redesigned afler negotiations with the Residents’

Association. The community garden is managed by a Community Garden Committee that was

created for this purpose in 1998 (this seven member committee is composed of two men and five

women, ail of South Asian descent).
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On the downside, the Parks Department has flot seriously considered other wishes voiced by

local residents for things such as: a dog run, private seating areas for women, creation of picnic

and barbecue areas, creation of a soccer field, creation of a cricket field, increased safety and

surveillance in the park in the form of physical design and the presence of a park supervisor (full

time park supervisors were eliminated in 1985 across the City of Montreal), a community-run

committee that would oversee chalet management and park activities, an adult swimming pool, a

larger or second community garden, conversion of the alley adjoining the park into a green

space, and creation of a gathering place in the park such as a flowering garden or a plaza with a

fountain. Part of the problem contributing to this oversight has been the dissolution of the first

Residents’ Association and the creation of the second Residents’ Association. The other part of

the problem lies in the vetting process that occurs during the decision-making process within

these residents’ associations, where the desires of some residents are not prioritized. These

residents have therefore approached the City on their own as individuals, not as part of a lobby

group. These dynamics will be explored further during our presentation of interview resuits.

ii) improvements to the built and physical environment

The poor overail condition of many apartments and buildings was another dossier tackled by the

Women’s Group and the Janitors’ Group before being picked up by the Residents’ Association.

from 1995 on the Residents’ Association and its partners did outreach among tenants, janitors,

and landiords, in order to help sensitize these actors to the importance of maintaining and

renovating building interiors and exteriors. Subsequently, several landlords requested ftinding

from the City of Montreal under the Renovations Subsidy Program and were able to make some

needed improvements to their buildings. Others declined to participate. One major improvement

lias been to the interior lighting and configuration of common areas in some buildings, notably in

garages and laundry rooms, which the Residents’ Association argued were unsafe for women and

chiidren. Other aspects of building safety, such as removal of fire hazards and reparation of

lobby security systems, met only with partial success. Landlords would agree to make these

repairs afler receiving a notice from a building inspector called in by the Residents’ Association,

but would not follow through consistently and the situation would ofien revert to the previously

unsafe one. Other actions, such as media campaigns conducted with l’OEIL and the CLSC-CDN,

were discussed in the section on planning efforts by community group workers and public

authorities.
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In 2001, the Residents’ Association tried to convince building owners to create common rooms

in their buildings, with littie success. Improvements to the physical environment have also been

tackled. These include street repair, parking problems, and the accessibility of alleys and

garages. In 2002, the regional Public Works division agreed to rcconstruct the street in the spring

of 2002 (although it was slated for 2004), construct outdoor garbage bin liolders, support the

group’s collaborative plan for eradicating infestations (see below), and provide tecimical support

for popular education campaigns. Public Works also agreed to consider the possibility of upping

garbage collection from twice a week to three times a week and to submit this proposal to the

City for financial approval.

iii) environmental cleanliness

Beginning with street and alley cleaning bees and door-to-door sensitization campaigns in

collaboration with l’OEIL, the CLSC-CDN, PROMIS, the SHDM, Éco-Quartier, and Public

Works CDN/NDG, the Residents’ Association has managed to significantly decrease the arnount

and type of garbage and litter on the street. Interventions include helping landlords build interior

garbage rooms instead of letting tenants leave their garbage bags along the sides of buildings,

doing door-to-door popular education campaigns to let new arrivaIs know how garbage disposai

is done in Montreal, participating in Éco-Quartier’s recycling and black box campaign, and

providing follow-up for building owners and janitors who were continuing with recycling after

the pilot project ended in 2001 (50% of buildings on Mountain Sights were participating at the

time ofwriting).

iv) cockroach and vermin infestations

This lias been an on-going fight on Mountain Sights since the 1970’s. The Residents’

Association has taken up where other residents, community group workers, and public

authorities have lefi off or given up. With their various partners over the years (mainly l’OEIL,

the CLSC-CDN, and the SHDM), they have attacked the problem from three angles. First, by

trying to make other residents aware of how their domestic practices might contribute to the

problem. Second, by encouraging building owners to become more proactive. And third, by

trying to get the City and municipal building inspectors to ensure that recalcitrant landiords

provide regular exterminations.
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The Residents’ Association tried for years to develop a collaborative and sustainable

extermination plan with local building owners and the City of Montreal, since the repeated

exterminations ordered by individual building owners raise serious health concems, just as

intensive cockroach and vermin infestations do. The non-participation ofmany landiords and the

only occasional participation of municipal authorities has meant that this collaborative plan has

neyer really got off the ground. Meanwhile, the Residents’ Association has tried to deal with the

situation on a case-by-case basis in participating buildings, with some success. In the early

1990’s, mice and rats could be seen darting out from behind mountains of garbage bags or

strolling down the alleys. This is no longer the case.

y) public safety and security

This is a highly-charged dossier, given the historical sensitivity to all matters pertaining to public

safety and security in the neighbourhood. Local police have been very involved with residents

and local organizations since 1995, and the officers assigned to the area have always been active

participants in most public and environmental safety activities. The Residents’ Association has

always focused on traffic safety, since traffic on the street and alicys goes by at excessive speeds,

and several children have already been hit, sustaining minor injuries. In 2001, the Residents’

Association drew up an action plan regarding traffic and public safety, and met with the police in

August 2001 to discuss this plan. As a result, the police have been conducting regular speed traps

on sunounding streets, have arranged for the installation of stop signs and speed limit signs (30

km/hr), and have upped regular patrols in the park. The police have also increased their profile in

the neighbourhood among youth, mainly by participating in various community events

(Christmas party, teaching children how to skate and play hockey, etc.).

vi) recreational opportunities and facilities

This dossier ties in with the ones previously discussed, although it is a separate dossier for the

Residents’ Association. The lack of recreational opportunities for residents of ail ages has been a

matter of some concem for residents and local community group workers dating back to the

Patel Study of 1978. As we have seen, residents and their supporters have managed to wrest

many items from municipal authorities over the years, such as the basketball court, volleybail



181

court, wading pool, community centre, community garden, and children’s playgrounds. But there

is more, mostly supported by PROMIS: an afier-school program was opened up in the park

chalet, daycare facilities were installed in the community centre, and French and English

language lessons offered to aduits. As well, a Youth Group was formed that participates in many

ofthe activities organized by the Residents’ Association. Discussion sessions on recognizing and

dealing with the phenomenon of gangs and delinquency in teenagers have also been held

regularly.

Since 2001, the Residents’ Association and the CLSC-CDN have been trying to buy a nearby

vacant lot, in order to build housing units with a twist - commercial space on the ground floor

that can house a food and dry goods cooperative and an etlmic grocery store. In addition, in Fali

2002, the local Sports and Recreation office agreed to help obtain the fiinding needed to convert

the park chalet into a youth and recreational centre.

***

This chapter has provided us with an overview of demographics, geography, and planning

actions in Mountain Sights and the larger district of Côte des Neiges, and has pointed out the

parallels and differences between the two contexts. For example, we saw that the population of

Mountain Sights resembles that of Côte des Neiges North in many ways, although certain

ethnocultural groups are more prominent in Mountain Sights than in Côte des Neiges (South

Asian groups in particular). As well, both the micro-sector of Mountain Sights and the larger

district of Côte des Neiges North are immigrant reception and sefflement zones. It is also

interesting to note that the trajectory of resident-led planning action in Mountain Sights is

somewhat similar to that of other “hot spots” in Côte des Neiges and Notre Dame de Grâce

(Barclay and Walkley, in particular), which all share a similar socio-demographic trajectory and

a similar history of resident and community group intervention in the local environment.

However, there seems to be little connection at first between the planning actions taking place in

the district of Côte des Neiges and those taking place in Mountain Sights, since the latter are

devoted almost entirely to neighbourhood improvement. In addition, there is no indication so far

that any of the planning controversies concerning cultural difference occurring in Côte des

Neiges (controversies surrounding ethnic places of worship, irregular uses, uses made of public

parks, etc.) have any reflection in the multietimic neighbourhood of Mountain $ights.
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Although this chapter sets the context for the presentation and discussion of our interview

findings, it does flot help provide answers to the latter questions, nor does it provide any

indication of the way that different planning efforts or mentalities intersect and operate in a

highly multiethnic context. Planning efforts carried out by residents, community group workers,

and public authorities in the neighbourhood of Mountain Sights are fairly recent developments,

as most have taken place within the last fifteen years. What are the different approaches and how

do they operate? What is it about a multiethnic neighbourhood such as Mountain Sights that has

led to this intensive planning intervention by actors at different levels, when this type of

intervention does not seern to exist throughout the entire district of Côte des Neiges? How

similar are the approaches and procedures used by municipal actors in Mountain Sights to those

that they use in the rest of Côte des Neiges? What are the difficulties or issues involved in doing

planning in a highly multiethnic neighbourhood?

This overview of planning in Côte des Neiges and Mountain Sights does flot give us any

indication ofthe actual processes involved in planning amidst cultural diversity. In fact, planning

efforts in Mountain Sights appear to be culturally neutral at first, since they seem to be geared

only towards overall environmental improvement (vermin reduction, park improvement, traffic

security). However, we do have a glimpse of the complexities lying underneath, since previous

studies mention the existence of ethnic places of worship, irregular uses, culturally-based uses,

and different patterns of park use in passing (Vaillancourt, 197$; Sweeney and Blanc, 2000,

2002; Di Genova, 2001). However, we do not know exactly what these uses are, or what kinds of

reactions they might cause. for example, what is the significance of different leisure or religious

groups for local residents, and how do their activities affect the local environment? Do

improvements made to housing and local public spaces respond to the concems of residents of

different ethnocultural origins? Why is there such an emphasis on popular education in the

planning work of local actors? What is the signfficance of the community garden to residents in

this neighbourhood? What about the ‘different’ waste management and domestic practices that

some actors feel contribute to environmental uncleanliness? What drives certain residents to

become involved in local planning efforts? Have some residents’ concems been downplayed by

those doing planning in the neighbourhood while others are accepted? If so, why?
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The processes underlying the planning actions canied out and the decisions made by different

actors in a culturally diverse context are also missing from this overview. How have actors at

different levels coordinated their actions or targeted them to existing social realities (or not, as

the failure of several projects may suggest)? How have these projects or interventions addressed

cultural difference, and how has cultural difference influenced the success or failure of these

projects? How do the different planning approaches used in Mountain Sights deal with cultural

diversity? How do planning efforts in Mountain Sights intersect with the larger municipal

planning framework in Côte des Neiges and Montreal? How transferable are the planning

experiences of different actors in Mountain Sights to other contexts? And lastly, what lessons

can be extracted from this case study, and how can they be applied to the municipal planning

process? The answers will emerge from the discussion and analysis of our study’s findings,

presented in the next three chapters.
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CHAPTER 6: 111E PERSPECTIVE 0F RESIDENTS

In this chapter, interview findings with residents of Mountain Sights will be presented. To recap,

four topics were covered during these interviews. The first topic covers respondents’ personal

details. The second targets how public spaces in this case study neighbourhood are used and

perceived by residents, and how well these spaces are perceived to accommodate or respond to

increasing cultural diversity. The third topic is designed to shed light on the different planning

approaches being used in this context. And the fourth topic elicits information on perceptions of

the way that the municipal planning framework operates in multiethnic contexts and the

receptiveness of public authorities to cultural diversity. Interview findings for residents will be

presented according to each ofthese four categories.

6.1 PROFILE 0F RESIDENTS INTERVIEWED

A brief summary ofthe profile ofresidents interviewed for this research project was presented in

Chapter 4. This section will go into further detail regarding respondents’ profiles. In total, 26

residents were interviewed for this case study. AIl 26 reside on Mountain $ights Avenue between

Jean Talon Boulevard and De La Savane Avenue. These 23 women and 3 men live in a wide

variety of building types. Half live in low income or subsidized housing developments while the

other half live in privately owned buildings. In addition, these respondents live in 17 out of the

possible 27 buildings on the street. Living conditions are very crowded for the majority. Most

respondents and their families live in 3 1/2 or 4 ‘,4 apartments, although three live in 6 ‘/2’5 or 8

Y2’5.

Most residents interviewed are between 25 to 42 years of age. The youngest is 21, and two are

over the age of 60. Sixteen are legally ;nanied, four are in common-law relationships, five are

divorced, and one is single. All but one have children. Most have three children, although this

ranges from one to seven. Divorced residents are all women with children. The multiethnicity of

the neighbourhood carnes over to personal relationships, since 30% of respondents are married

to, living with, or have had children with partners of different racial, etlmic, or religious

backgrounds.
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A quick glance at the list of respondents provided in Appendix 2 shows that half are of South

Asian descent (including Filipino respondents, who report being of South Asian origin). West

Indians account for 30% of the sample (it should be noted here that we will ofien refer to

Haitians as belonging to a sub-group within the category of ‘West Indian’, due to the particular

culture of Haiti, the number of respondents in this sample of Haitian origin, and in order to make

a distinction between respondents from the Anglophone, Hispanophone, and Francophone West

Indies). Three respondents were born in Canada (two are of Black Canadian descent and one is

of Indian descent). The remaining respondent is from Mexico. The most recently arrived

immigrants in this sample are all South Asian, and arrived as young aduits in the 1990’s (the

most recent arrival immigrated in 199$). Two Spanish-speaking respondents (from Mexico and

the Dominican Republic) both immigrated as young aduits in the 19$O’s, as did several other

respondents from South Asian countries. The Anglophone West Indians and Haitians in this

sample ah arrived in the 1 970’s, either as young adults or as children joining their parents in

Canada. Quite a few West Indian, Haitian, or F ilipino women immigrated on their own as single

women. In total, seven respondents immigrated in the 1990’s, eleven during the 19$O’s, five

during the I 970’s, and three were born in Canada. The majority of immigrants in this sample

came to Mountain Sights directly from their home countries, joining spouses, friends, or relatives

already living in the neighbourhood. Only a handful lived in other sectors of Côte des Neiges or

Notre Dame de Grâce before moving to Mountain Sights. All those who came to Canada as

young children have chosen to remain in the neighbourhood as adults.

In terms of employment, haif have full time jobs. Two run home businesses ta daycare and a

hairdressing business), five work in the health care or clerical fleld, and six (including the three

male respondents) work in the manufacturing sector or as janitors. The other half are either full

time homemakers (12) or are retired (1). 0f the homemakers, seven worked in Canada or in their

home countries before having chiidren, while five have neyer worked outside the home.

This is a fairly well educated sample. Forty percent have university or college diplomas, and

another 40% have high school leaving certificates. The rest neyer completed high school. South

Asian, Fihipino, and Haitian respondents are the best educated, especially at the university and

college level. Anglophone West Indians and respondents born in Canada or Latin America are

the least educated.
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Aimual household income varies widely. Iwo thirds of respondents live in dual-income

households, while one third are the sole bread-winners in their families. Tbree depend on

government transfer payments. Those living in single-income households have an annual income

of between $13,000 to $22,000, while those living in dual-income households have an annual

household income ofbetween $24,000 to $60,000. Annual household income among respondents

in this sample is $42,000 a year, much higher than the average of $34,405 for the neighbourhood

reported on the 2001 Canada Census (see section 5.2.3 in Chapter 5), and definitely higher than

the average for Côte des Neiges North ($32,000 according to the 2001 Census - Ville de

Montréal, 2003). Over tbree-quarters of respondents in this sample believe that “outsiders”,

particularly community group workers and public authorities, perceive Mountain Sights to be a

disadvantaged ghetto, which they find disheartening since they believe that their reality is quite

different.

Many respondents report that they have not been able to fulfil their career objectives in Canada.

While some South Asian women feel that their career opportunities have expanded since coming

to Canada (they have been able to further their education or work outside the home), an equal

number of immigrant respondents had earned advanced degrees and worked professionally in

their home countries but have had tremendous difficulty finding suitable employment in Canada.

In summary, this is a sample divided between Canadian-bom individuals/established immigrants

and more recent arrivals (but not newly arrived immigrants, since the newest arrivai in this

sampie came to Canada three years prior to her interview), between employed and non-empioyed

residents, better and iess weii educated residents, and between those born in Canada, those

coming from West IndianlLatin American countries, and those coming ftom South Asian

countries.
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6.2 THE PARTICULARITIES 0F PUBLIC SPACE IN A MULTIETHNIC CONTEXT

Rescarch findings on residents’ perceptions of public space are presented in three parts. The first

part zeros in on culturally-based uses and visions of public space. The second part addresses how

these different uses and visions intersect in public space and how this in tum affects

appropriation of space in this multiethnic neighbourhood. The third part examines how public

spaces in the neighbourhood are affected by increasing cultural diversity and a steadily growing

population.

6.2.1 Uses and Visions of Public Space in a Multiethnic Context

One of the problems that arise when doing planning research in local communities is that

residents do flot always speak “the language of planning” (Guttenberg, 1993). During their

interview, respondents in this sample sometimes just stared at the researcher blankly when asked

to describe their feelings towards local public spaces or the environment. But once they knew

that we were referring to “the street”, “the park”, or to “what people do in the park”, it was easy

for them to assemble these elements into a complete whole called “environment”. South Asian

women had the most difficulty with these concepts. As one explained:

“We are used to thinking about roads and cars and the park, and we think about
what we can do to improve these things a lot, but to tell you the truth, I’ve neyer
stood back and put these things all together. Or maybe I have, but it’s not
something I’ve really thought about.” (Bengali female, no. 20)

In general, two main ways of perceiving public space in the neighbourhood of Mountain Sights

emerged from this study, depending on respondents’ period of immigration. The division

between Canadian-bornlestablished immigrants and more recent arrivals plays out in the uses

respondents make of public spaces, the meanings they attribute to public space, the extent to

which they feel that they can appropriate space, and the link they make between uses and

practices in their home countries and those carried out in their neighbourhood.
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a) Different uses and practices in public space

A weaith of information on how individuals belonging to different etbnocultural groups use

public space in the neighbourhood ofMountain Sights was collected, which unfortunateiy cannot

be presented here in any great detail (please refer to section 4.7.1 in Chapter 4 for more

information). This section therefore examines only the most important trends in leisure and

recreationai activities and daily life habits.

Dfferent teisure and recreationat activities

The first observation that emerged from our interviews with residents is that every single

available outdoor or indoor space can become the site of leisure and recreational activities (refer

to Figure 5 in Chapter 5 for the neighbourhood map). Outdoor semi-public spaces such as the

east-side alley and building lawns are used as a backyard space by residents of ail ethnocultural

groups. People instali their patio sets there, chiidren play ail day long, and groups of men gather

on building lawns in the evenings and have what many female respondents scornfully call

“drinking parties”. Indoor semi-public spaces such as the common areas in apartment buildings

(lobbies, hallways, etc.) are used in the same way, although a gulf emerges here between South

Asian and West Indian respondents, regardless of their period of immigration. West Indian,

Haitian, Latin American, and Canadian-born respondents only use the common areas in

apartment buildings as a passageway to their apartments, although teenagers in this group are

reported to use indoor spaces in the buildings as places to hang out. On the other hand, South

Asians report using indoor building common areas as gathering spaces. They hold large parties

that spill out into the foyers and hallways, women meet in the lobby and talk while their chiidren

play, and some wornen hold hairdressing sessions in the foyers.

“We do more of this thing in our culture. Like with the guests and the relatives,
every week the guests corne, we sit down together. Last month we had the Eid,
like before Christmas, the end of Ramadan, so we sit together, we eat together, it
was a lot ofpeople. At home it’s a big mess and no one can move. So it’s easier to
use the corridor as well.” (Bengali female, no. 20)
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By ail accounts, the park is a prime leisure and recreational space, and is reported to be the most

important meeting place in the neighbourhood. In keeping with the findings of Di Genova (2001)

for De La Savane Park, residents report that the park is rnost heavily used for social activities and

rnuch less so for sporting activities. Free-form use predominates, even in tightly programmed

areas such as the southem section (with its playground, basketbaii and volleybali courts, chalet,

and wading pool). As well, park equiprnent is flot aiways used in the way and by the users it was

prograrnmed to receive. The two basebail diamonds in the northern section are used for alrnost

everything except basebail, with the exception of an organized sofibail league whose players

corne from one of the nearby companies and that has a permit to use the park on certain days for

sofibali matches. The most popular uses are cricket (by $outh Asian men), soccer (West Indian

men), lacrosse (Sri Lankan women), and family and group activities (picnics, etc.).

This is a park divided. Aduits belonging to the different West Indian groups are reported to

gather mainly in the northem section of the park and those of South Asian origin in the southern

section of the park.

“The more they are putting in the park, the more people are going. So it’s getting
really crowdy there. The parents they go there and they’re ail taiking, and the
whole place is filled with big people. They take ail the place and there’s no place
for the children. A lot of people use the park to meet their friends. It’s nice, we
like it like that.” (Bengali female, no. 26)

This dynamic only changes when sporting activities are involved. The northwest section of the

park is the “Haitian section”, the northeast is the “Sri Lankan section”, and filipinos tend to

gather in the southernmost part of the playing field area. The community garden and the

playground are the only areas in the park where individuals from very different ethnocultural

backgrounds are said to mix regularly and interact with one another. In other areas, however,

members of one regional group report sornetimes going well out of their way not to interact with

members of another.

“The Blacks and the Patels here have their own littie groups. I don’t really see
people of either side saying “hi” to each other at ail. It’s kind of standoffish. The
park is fill with Sri Lankan people, and sometimes the Patels, especially the
women, won’t go to the park because they’ll say its fil of Sri Lankan peopie.”
(Indian female, no. 22)
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“Usually the park is very segregated, in that they are for their nationality and
group with their nationality. They pass and see you and they say “hi”, but being
really involved with others, there has to be some kind of reason.”
(West Indian female, no. 2)

The sociability function of the park is immense. South Asians use the park for large group

picnics and celebratory occasions. West Indians and Haitians are more low-key, and their

activities tend to be smaller and less open to others in their own community (children’s birthday

parties, for example).

“I personally use the park a lot, especially with the children. I did my daughter’s
first communion celebration right here in the park, behind rny house. I put up
decorations and everything. If I get married again, I’ll do it right here in this part
ofthe park.” (Haitian fernale, no. 21)

However, the overwheÏming majority of respondents feel that everyone in the neighbourhood

tends to indulge in the same type of social activities despite the spatial separation kept between

ethnocultural groups. Individuals belonging to many different ethnocultural groups gather in the

park to have picnics and barbecues. People of ah origins use the northern section of the park for

special famiÏy events. This carnes over to religious rituals — Muslim prayer sessions, especially

during Ramadan, Baptismal celebrations in the wading pool, Hindu ablutions in the wading pool,

and the occasional preacher.

One finding of note that came up during interviews is that the elderly are virtuahly absent from

the park, either because they are flot used to being out in public (in the case of elderly South

Asian women) or do flot feel comfortable there.

“The elderly tend to stay indoors. Only some take the children to the park. That’s
only when I see them, so I guess it’s the only time maybe they like to go.”
(Haitian female, no. 19)

Two characteristics of public space use bear mention here. The first has to do with animals.

Three-quarters said that public spaces in their neighbourhood are very different from those in

non-immigrant areas due to the significant role that human-animaf interactions play. Those
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belonging to South Asian ethnocultural groups make a point of leaving ail sorts of table scraps in

the park for wild animais.

one of those peopie who feeds ail the pigeons and wild animais. A lot of us
do that. Animais don’t bother me. We’re used to having them around. They have
a right to live here too. The old man above me just throws rice out the window for
them. But I think it’s better to bring the food to one spot so the animais ail know
where it is. Maybe others don’t like us to do that, but it’s flot right to throw out
good food if something else can eat it.” (Indian female, no. 22)

Chickens can be seen in the park in the summer months, since some residents keep chicken

coops on the baiconies or else let them roam free. Dog ownership cuts across ail ethnic unes, and

by ail accounts, dogs are very present in the park both on and off-leash. Few residents in this

study are afraid of dogs, and they ail feel that dog-based activities are a very important part of

park use even though the park is flot equipped to handie a large number of pet dogs (no dog fun,

for example).

The second characteristic of note involves public uses taking place in private apartments.

Examples brought up during interview include informai places of worship (a Pakistani

mussattah, Hindu sect worship, or Evangelical prayer meetings) and cottage industries

(hairdressing salons, sewing studios, daycare facilities, electrical and mechanical repair

businesses). The traffic in and out of these apartments transforms them into public spaces

because they serve as gathering spaces for peopie in a particular community.

Daily and doinestic practices

Whiie leisure or recreational uses can be differentiated along ethnocultural unes in many

instances, daily and domestic uses are keyed to both ethnocultural origin and period of

immigration. The main issue involves different ideas of what constitutes good civic behaviour.

Respondents are divided into two main groups here: those who believe that members of other

ethnic groups and more recent immigrants have certain domestic or daily practices that are

contrary to the norms that they consider to be acceptable, and those who consider these practices

to be normal.
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West Indian, Haitian, Latin American and Canadian-born residents often report that certain

practices of South Asian residents (new immigrants or flot) go against what they consider to be

good civic behaviour. These practices include residents who leave their household garbage in the

wrong place (alleys, haliways, even in the park) at the wrong time or in the wrong way

(unbagged, for example) or who litter and spit on the street or in building hallways. These

practices also includes wornen who cut each others’ hair in building foyers, “Hindus” who take

splash-baths on the bathroom floor instead of in the tub, or South Asian women who drape large

laundry items over park equipment to dry or who use the alleys as places to perform domestic

chores (airing carpets, laundry, cooking, etc.). It also includes South Asians who create “safe

havens” in their apartments for pigeons and squirrels.

“Before ah the new Asian groups started moving here, the quartier was much
cleaner. Now its more Sri Lankan and the others, and it’s gone downhill. What
really bothers me is the clothes-lines on the balconies and people leaving their
laundry out to dry everywhere. We aren’t a rich area, but we don’t have to let it
look hike a ghetto. It gives a really bad impression.” (Haitian female, no. 21)

On the other hand, none of the South Asian respondents in this study felt that these uses were out

ofthe ordinary, with the exception of certain uses related to general environmental cleanliness.

This overview of interview findings on the different types of public space use in a multiethnic

neighbourhood suggests that these practices result both from long-term habits and from different

ways of conceptualizing public space.

b) The meaning of public space

What people do, and allow themselves to do, in public space stems from personal conceptions as

wehl as from an understanding of what is socially acceptable. This means that different groups,

and individuals belonging to these groups, can conceptuahize public space in different ways

(Bourdier and AlSayyad, 1989). As a resuit, some individuals or groups risk being somewhat

excluded from public space if their concerns and their abihity to appropriate space do not

coincide with the conceptions guiding its design. In the literature, these ‘groups at risk of

exclusion’ commonly include women (Wekerle, 2000), the elderly (Teo, 1997), or racial and

ethnic minorities (Day, 1 999a, 1 999b). The way that different conceptions of public space
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intersect in a multiethnic neighbourhood is therefore an important component of the way public

space is used and perceived.

Residents interviewed for this study can be divided into three groups with respect to their spatial

conceptions and the meaning they assign to public space. The first group is composed of

Canadian-born respondents and established immigrants of West Indian, Haitian, and Latin

American origin. The second group is composed of South Asian respondents who are more

recent arrivais, many of whom come from rural areas. The third group includes iong-term

immigrants from $outh Asian countries, as weii as several more recent arrivais from large urban

centres in Bangladesh.

Group 1: Canadian-born residents and estabtished immigrants from tite West Indies, Haiti,

and Latin America

For ail these respondents, the boundary between private (domestic) space and public space is

clearly defined. For them, this means that domestic activities should only be carried out within

the privacy of one’s own home, with the exception of home businesses. Peopie are aiso supposed

to respect the environmental “rules” of Canadian society. This means disposing of garbage and

acting in public according to “how this is done in Canada”. Interactions in public space are

supposed be neutral. Men and women have equai rights in public space, and everyone shouid

behave cordially to one another, saying “hi” when greeted and taking care not to hog too much

space in the park. However, certain ‘different’ uses are considered acceptable: animal-rearing,

ioud parties, places of worship, ‘ciub-houses’, cottage industries, using outdoor spaces as a

backyard, and different preferences in sports activities.

In short, this conception of public space is based on respect for others’ boundaries and is gender

neutrai. It supports the environmental cleanliness norms of the “host society”, and accepts that

religious and economic activities intersect with residential ones. Immigrants in this group also

report that they held the same conceptions of public space in their home countries.



194

Grottp 2: More recent intntigruntsftom $outh Asia

Respondents who are more recent immigrants from South Asia (exciuding our three respondents

from Bangladesh) are ail women from Pakistan, the Philippines, and rural areas of Sri Lanka.

Their conceptions are based on a blurring of the distinction between public and private space.

For them, public space is considered to be an extension of private domestic space. This means

that domestic activities can be carried out in any available public space without quaim. Oflen

indoor or outdoor common spaces are seen as being commonly-shared courtyards or village

centres. The transposition of the village or the extended family compound to a new type of

housing construction is a key notion here.

This blurring of public and private space extends to the realm of personal interactions. What one

does in public reflects directly on the good standing of other members of the community. This is

the realm of female versus male space, a notion that is key to this group’s conception of public

space. Ah outdoor space is male space, with the exception of female ‘islands’ within this male

space (the children’s playground, the Community Centre). Building foyers and hallways become

female spaces if a group of women and chiidren are using them, but if a lone male and a lone

female are in a hahiway together, it reverts back to a male space. Neutral spaces do exist — the

community garden is the main example here. This separation into male and fernale space means

that women are flot ‘safe’ in male public space. What is interesting here is that these respondents

all report that these types of conceptions predominate in their home countries. This correlates

with the findings of other studies on public space in countries and regions including Algeria

(Benzerfa-Gerroudj, 1992), the Middle East in general (Germeraad, 1993), India (Joardar, 1989),

or Pakistan (Goodwin, 1995).
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Group 3: Lotig-terni immigrants from Sotttlt Asian coltntries and newer immigrants from

urban contexts in Bangladesh

This group is composed of immigrants who report one of the following two observations: either

their conception of public space has changed over the years that they have been in Canada, or

else they believe that there are many similarities between the way public spaces are used in large

cities or well-to-areas in their home countries and the way that they are used in many Montreal

neighbourhoods. They are embarrassed to see other South Asians perform household chores in

the alleys or the park. They will not hoid private parties in building lobbies, preferring to rent a

hall or restaurant if need be. On the other hand, women in this group feel more comfortable in

female-only spaces, although they have no quaims about going out alone at night or about being

in “male” space. Thus, their vision coincides with that of West Indian, Haitian, Latin American,

and Canadian-born residents in their emphasis on good civic behaviour in public space.

This finding leaves several questions open. Since iong-term Sri Lankan and Indian immigrants in

this group report that their public space conceptions have changed over time, why has this

conceptual evolution not been reported by long-term Pakistani immigrants in this group? And

why do ail three Bengali respondents (even the newest arrivai) have conceptions that match those

of long-term immigrants? It is tempting to say that Bengali society is slightiy more secular than

Pakistani society, although this same explanation is not true for Sri Lanka. Since we only have

26 respondents in our sample of residents, perhaps this sample is too srnall to fully explain this

particular finding. There may be cultural factors at work here that are unknown to the author, but

the possibility that these are simply individual differences must aiso be kept in mmd.

c) Public space preferences

A spatial environment that responds to the needs and wants of local residents and ptiblic space

users is ofien considered to mean that they will be more satisfied and will feei a greater degree of

cornfort when in public space (Weisman, 1992; Carr, 1992; Loukaitou-Sideris, 1995).

Respondents’ public space preferences help demonstrate what their concems may be and how

weIl their needs and wants are accommodated in local public space. Interviews showed that

preferences and the degree of comfort feit in public space are keyed to the similarity or

dissimilarity between public spaces in Mountain Sights and those in residents’ home countries



196

and in other Montreal neighbourhoods, as well as to the sense of safety felt in public space and

satisfaction with the social dynamics existing in these spaces.

Comparing spaces

Residents who compare public spaces in Mountain Sights unfavourably with those in their

country of origin or in other Montreal neighbourhoods are less likely to be satisfied with the

local environment in their neighbourhood, and vice versa.

Respondents who were bom in Canada, or who corne from the West Indies, Haiti, and Latin

America report being less comfortable in local public spaces and feel that their preferences are

not met. Immigrants in this group all feel that public spaces in their home countries are much

more “natural” and beautiful than those in Mountain Sights. They are more comfortable with the

way spaces are used in their home countries, and many report that they tend to avoid using De La

Savane Park because they feel uncomfortable in it. On the other hand, West Indians and Haitians

report that in their home countries, people use their private property much more than they use

public parks, and that they too prefer to use their own balconies or the alleys because they feel

that these are like their backyards. As a result, they are often embanassed to invite friends or

relatives over, because if local public spaces are unkempt (and they believe that they are), then it

is as though their own living room or backyard is also unkempt.

“The street is the salon of Mountain Sights. You receive guests in your salon, and

so the street is also our salon. It’s what people see of us at first. It shows people

how we keep our house. {...] I’m ernbarrassed to have people over. Not my

farnily, they are used to it. But friends who live on the South Shore.”
(Haitian fernale, no. 21)

Our respondent ftom Mexico, on the other hand, compares local public spaces in the

neighbourhood of Mountain $ights unfavourably to the “clean and neat” spaces in the east-end

neighbourhood of Montreal where she used to live. She also feels that public spaces around

Mountain Sights remind lier of those in Mexico City — overcrowded, dirty, garbage-strewn, and

badÏy maintained. However, she misses the friendliness between strangers that she reports exists

in Mexican public spaces. She tends to avoid public spaces in Mountain Sights because they

replicate what she dislikes about those in her home country and do flot encode what she

appreciates about spaces in Mexico or in her old neighbourhood in Montreal.
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“It’s really different here. I really liked the parks in the east-end, they were so
peaceful. And they were clean. Nobody hardly used them, so you could walk

around for a long time and you’d be the only one there. {...] Where I used to live

in Mexico, you were neyer alone. You could go out and always find a friend to

talk to.” (Mexican female, no. 23)

The opposite is true for ail except one of our South Asian respondents. They report feeling much

more satisfied and comfortable with public spaces in Mountain Sights than with those in their

home countries. There are significant differences within this group, however. $ri Lankan female

respondents are caught between two worlds. They all corne from rather srnall Tamil villages in

the northern part of Sri Lanka, where the threat of personal violence (the result of years of civil

war) marked their feelings towards public spaces outside of their own village. As women they

did not venture far ftom the family compound. What they miss the most are the courtyards of

these farnily compounds, where women would spend the day together doing their domestic tasks.

They prefer spaces that recreate this feeling in Mountain Sights.

“We corne from a very small town, and the kids for playing just played in the

street or around the houses or in the fields. Wornens don’t go out of the house for

walking like they do here, we only go out if we have to with our fathers or

husbands. So when I corne here, T had no idea of a park like this. But it’s flot a

womens’ place, like in our homes we had big spaces in the outside where we were

always. It’s flot the same.” ($ri Lankan female, no. 12)

On the other hand, the lone Sri Lankan male in this group feels that public spaces in Mountain

Sights are ten times better than in Sri Lanka. However, he misses the rnale-dorninated gathering

spaces of his home country — the srnall urban squares and parks in urban contexts where men

would congregate and meet their friends.

Pakistani, Bengali, and Indian female respondents ail corne from urban areas where there are few

public parks or even streets where women are able to “walk freely” except in the company of

male relatives. However, several remarked that residential buildings in larger cities in their home

countries are constructed in such a way that they could easily walk over to a neighbour’s house

by going across the adjoining roofiops. for this reason, they appreciate being able to rneet their

friends in the park whenever they like, since it is like their “roofiop”.
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“In our culture it’s flot the same like here. In the afiernoon we used to go to our

neighbour’s bouse, or we go on the roof and talk, we spend ail afiernoon taiking.

But here we have to cali our friends first and see if they’re busy or if they’re home
from work yet. But with the park, we can just go there and talk and taik. So that’s
why in the summertime we enjoy the park, it’s more like a gathering from our
people.” (Bengali female, no. 26)

The two Filipinas in this sampie report that parks, streets and other outdoor spaces are much

dirtier and uncared for in their home isiands. They said that parks in the Philippines are used

mainly by groups of men and couples seeking privacy. Families will go outside the city to the

beach or to vacant fields for day-long outings and picnics, flot to parks. However, they miss the

extent to which activity is conducted outside the home in the Philippines, in the street and in

spaces between houses. Paradoxically, they report feeling much more comfortable in public

spaces back home, because they knew what to expect. They feel Ïost in public spaces in Montreal

because they do not understand how to react or what others’ intentions are. They have both had

rather disturbing experiences in public spaces in Montreal, especially with men. Therefore, they

feel more comfortable in public spaces around Mountain Sights because of the large numbers of

South Asians.

“In Manila, I would walk around everywhere at any time, even though there were
less street lights, and it was probably, it was, a lot more reaiiy dangerous. But it’s

home, and I know what people mean to say and what they mean when they do
things. Here it’s flot so easy in Montreal, but at least around here [Mountain

Sights] it’s now an Asian area, so we are knowing each other more.”
(Filipino female, no. 17)

Every single one of these South Asian women believes that men in the neighbourhood (of ail

origins) do not respect their presence in public space, especially in the park. Most are actually

more comfortable in “non-immigrant” neighbourhoods. In the neighbourhood of Mountain

Sights, the physical barriers to male harassment that existed in their home countries are non-

existent and men in their community are said to feel free to “bother them all the time”. They feel

that in host society neighbourhoods, men are more respectftil of women in public space and so

these physical barriers are flot needed. In other words, the physical design of space in Mountain

Sights is considered to encourage male harassment of South Asian women.
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“There’s too many Bengali people there. They ail gossip about you, and want to
know what you’re doing. I like the people from Canada and from any country
except people ftom my own country. Sometimes the men, especially my country
men and the Yugoslavian men, they are too much, they want to taik to you ail the
time. [...] They are not doing this in other Montreal places.”
(Bengali female, no. 25)

Ail in ah, respondents of ail ethnie origins who compare spaces in Mountain Sights unfavourably

with those in other parts of Montreal are the least satisfied with them.

“I neyer go to the park, I aiways go to parks in Westmount or in Mount Royal.
There the parks are clean and you don’t have to worry about stepping on pieces of
broken glass or sec litter lying around everywhere. I feel bad in the park so I try to
avoid it.” (West Indian female, no. 14)

“My kids want to move back to NDG, they realÏy Ïiked the parks there. Where we
lived [...], the street was always clean, there was neyer any garbage anywhere.
And flot in the parks either. You just feit more open there.”
(Pakistani fernaie, no. 13)

“The east-end parks are much nicer. Where we used to live, there was a park that
was right on the water. It was ail woods and I neyer saw any litter around at ail.
It’s not like that here. When we moved and I took a look at the park, I feit like
crying. I asked my husband why he had brought me here.”
(Mexican female, no. 23)

In general, the extent to which preferences are satisfied and the degree of cornfort feit in public

space is tied in with appreciation of certain types of environmental aesthetics and forms of social

interaction. If a mis-match exists between these two elements, then respondents’ sense of

satisfaction and comfort decreases.
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feeling safe ami secure

The sense of safety and security in public space also emerged as a factor that colours

respondents’ satisfaction, preferences, and sense of comfort. The sense of safety is related to

personality, gender, and ethnicity arnong our respondents. In terms of ethnicity, West Indian,

Haitian, and Canadian-bom respondents report very high levels of ‘feeling safe’, although

women generaÏly avoid the park at night, feeling it is too dark. It is also important to note that

older the respondent, the safer they feel.

“for me, I neyer feel I have a problem. I goes to church, I corne from church, T
have no problem in the night. I walk the street, nobody molest me and I molest
nobody. [...j There are aiways people walking the street, so they would hear if
something was happening to you. People should have no dread of walking the
street. People should be able to walk free.” (West Indian female, no. 5)

On the other hand, three-quarters of South Asian women feel a general sense of unease in public

space unless accornpanied by a man or as part of a group of women. Most avoid going out alone

at night at all.

“Night-time I’m flot going outside, that’s why, I’m scared. If I go out, I go with
my husband. In my country, if I go out at night, my brother or my sister go with
me, but always I’m scared and a little bit nervous. But it’s in me, it’s not outside
of me. It’s got nothing to do with the street. It’s me.” (Bengali female, no. 20)

This feeling has changed over time, however. Many were very scared in public during their first

year in the neighbourhood, mainly because they were afraid of “Black” people whom they

thought were very violent. However, this fear gradually dissipated over the course of positive

social interactions.

“There were so many Black people living in my building when I moved here.
Before there were too many, ah the Black guys were bother me, they were aiways
smoking up, and all the time they were staying in the street. So I was too scared to
go out of the bouse. But now many of them are gone and I made friends with
some Black women here and I know that they are good people. So I’m no afraid
to go out anymore by myseif.” (Sri Lankan female, no. 24)
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However, personal confidence overrides culturai mentalities in some cases. As one female from

Bangladesh reports:

“I have more strongness than other women ofmy country. When I first came here,
my husband just show me for one week or two weeks some areas and explained
me how to take the metro and the bus, and since then I go everywhere alone.
Living back home in my country I used to go everywhere alone too, but my
country’s flot safe like here. Some husbands don’t aliow their wives to go out
alone, but my husband is special. He knows I can handle any situation.”
(Bengali female, no. 26)

None of our three male respondents report feeling unsafe or insecure in public spaces. However,

they ail report that some public spaces are not safe for their wives, girlfriends, or children,

especially at night (the street is safe, the park and alleys are flot).

The sense of security is aiso linked to physical features in the environment, of which traffic

safety is the most common. Respondents ail complain that cars and trucks coming from the

highway and industriai park ofien speed down the street and alleys. They are fearful for the

safety oftheir chiidren, who use the street and alleys as outdoor play areas.

Feeling safe and secure is also related to perceptions of criminal activity. Severai notable

observations emerge here. The first is that for ail $outh Asian respondents, the levei of overali

criminality and violence is so much lower in Montreal than in their home countries that the

recent ‘history’ of Mountain Sights does not effect their overail sense of comfort in public space.

However, South Asian women report being intimidated by groups of teenagers and will avoid

public spaces if a group of teenagers is there (including building iaundry rooms or the children’s

piayground). The second observation is that seven women of ail ethnocultural origins feel unsafe

within their own apartment because they feei that their landiord or janitor ailows peopie to

pursue “shady” activities in their building (drug dealing, etc.) or because the main security locks

in the lobby or on their front doors are broken. In addition, two thirds of ail women in this

sample feel that the basement or garage oftheir building is fairly dangerous, since these areas are

ofien poorly lit and have many hidden spots where someone could easily be hiding. Some feel so

afraid ofthe basement or iaundry room oftheir building that they refuse to go there at ail.
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As these findings attest, the sense of safety and security in public space is usually correlated to

overali physical features in the environment. Culturally-based conceptions oniy enter into the

picture when taiking about perceptions held of others and about the innate fear that many South

Asian women have ofbeing in public space alone. In addition, there is no correlation with length

of residency in Canada. The main detennining features have to do with experiences in their home

countries or in other parts of Montreal and with the way that respondents compare these

experiences to the reality of public space in their neighbourhood.

Prefereitces

Public space preferences are linked to the experience and representations of public space that

respondents held in their home countries (if they are immigrants) and the extent to which

respondents wish to find these features (physical features and modes of sociability or social

interaction) replicated in their new environment. Respondents also compare the overail condition

and quality of public spaces in Mountain Sights with that of more well-to-do neighbourhoods in

Montreal, where public spaces are considered to be cleaner, better maintained and equipped, and

to encourage positive social interactions between men and women. The most important

observation to ernerge here is that immigrants in this study are happiest when they can transpose

elements of spatial use and sociability that they appreciate in their home countries onto existing

public space in their new neighbourhood. Ail respondents (Canadian-born and immigrants) are

most comfortable when local spaces are deemed to be of the same quality as those in wealthier

parts ofMontreal.

Length of residency in Canada does affects certain preferences, however. South Asians who have

been residing in Canada the longest are the least likely of this regional group to desire ethno

specific features in public space (enclosed spaces for women, the “courtyard”), although their

preferences are still somewhat different from those of established immigrants from the West

Indics. The notion of Bourdieu’s habitus definitely cornes into play here, as immigrants’ spatial

preferences and intemal conceptions have been modified, but not totally changed, over the

course ofthe immigrant trajectory.
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6.2.2 Sharing Space: the Intersection of Different Uses and Meanings

Respondents often brought up the way that different visions and ways of doing in neighbourhood

public spaces coexist, intersect, conflict, and determine the appropriations they can make of

public space.

a) Coexistence in the midst of diversity

Ail 26 respondents feel that residents of Mountain Sights share the same basic likes and disiikes

in public space, regardless of their ethnoculturai origins. This is an important finding, because

many ethnocultural groups in the neighbourhood are flot represented in this respondent sample.

Chief among these commonly-shared likes and disiikes reported by respondents is the belief that

ail residents want to live in a well-kept and heaithy neighbourhood, regardiess of when they

imrnigrated. Aithough new arrivais miglit unwittingly contribute to the uncleanliness of the

environment, this does not mean that they hold different public space values, only that the

expression ofthese values is different.

“Peopie want the sarne type of buildings and nice area here as in NDG. They want

the good park like in other areas. Because they are immigrants, does it mean they

don’t want what the Québécois people would want in the parks and their houses,

like being clean and respectable? Just because they have different habits and corne

from a different place, means they are so different? I don’t think so.”
(Pakistani fernale, no. 13)

These shared public space values (public sociability, tolerance, environmental safety and heaith,

etc.) are considered by ail respondents to iead to a harmonious coexistence in public space.

While many different uses, experiences, and conceptions of public space intersect in this

multiethnic neighbourhood, they are not different enough to preciude compatibiiity. for

example, anirnal-rearing in apartments (for rituaÏ purposes, for sale as pets or food) is not an

issue of concem for respondents of any ethnocultural origin, nor are cottage industries (such as

private butchershops) that might seem out of place in a ‘host society’ neighbourhood.
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b) Conflicting visions of public space

Where these cuituraily-based uses and conceptions conflict is at the level of different dornestic

practices, the threat of harassment or assault, and incompatible uses or activities.

Domestic practices

According to respondents, the most conflictuai aspect of sharing space in a multietimic

neighbourhood bas to do with domestic practices. In essence, this reduces once more to

perceptions heid by iong-term residents or more “urbanized” immigrants of newer arrivais or

those that respondents feei are “non-integrated” (regardless of iength of residency in Canada).

Overall perceptions of new arrivais are actualiy quite bleak. Ail respondents (except the more

recent arrivai in this sample) made quite a few negative comments throughout their interview

about the ‘backward’ habits and practices of new immigrants. West Indian, Haitian, and

Canadian-bom residents also tend to report that a certain amount of verbal anger is sometimes

directed at newer South Asian arrivais by established residents (including themselves) in fairiy

mundane situations where very different ways of using space coiiide.

“You sec these people waiking towards you on the street, they’re from India or
Ceylon or a place iike that. And just before they get to you, they’li spit right on
the sidewaik. $o you have to do a littie jump to avoid the huge gob at your feet.
At first I didn’t know what it was about. And then I said, hey, you’re flot
respecting me. They were doing it to insuit me. $o I started disrespecting them.”
(Canadian-born male, no. 9)

On the other hand, older $outh Asian respondents also report situations where the “uneducated”

environmental practices of new arrivais lead to physical conffict with other residents. Examples

ofien involve residents who dump their garbage off baiconies or who refuse to dispose of

garbage properly even afier their neighbour or janitor explains how it should be donc. 11e effect

of national hostilities cannot be discounted, as this also seems to be an aggravating factor. In

many cases, this type of conflict happens between Indian, Sri Lankan, or Pakistani men (these

countries are “at war” with each other).
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“I know for a fact that Sri Lankans and Indians don’t really like each other.
Indians tend to cal! Sri Lankans “devils”, I don’t know why, it must have deep
roots. But they don’t like each other, and they tend to talk badly about each
other.” (West Indian female, no. 7)

Two thirds of South Asians said that they have a problem with newer arrivais from their home

countries, since these new immigrants tend to come from rural areas and have no experience with

an urban environment. Some admitted that they were scomful of “country folk” back home and

are disturbed to find that these people are now their neighbours.

“Some Asian people here are good with the garbage, others are flot so good. Some
people stiil do like back home in our country. Some Asian people here are from
the city, but those that are from the countryside are flot clean. They’re used to
doing as they do in their village. No matter where they corne, to whatever city,
they haven’t changed or deve!oped, they haven’t learned to live in a city.”
(Bengali female, no. 20)

Dornestic practices that cause conflict are mainly situations where private actions negatively

affect others’ enjoyment of public or private space. Examples provided by respondents include

South Asian women who wash their floors by throwing bucketfuÏs of water on them or who hang

sopping wet carpets over their balconies that end up soaking the balconies underneath.

Immigrants who have been living in Canada for many years but whorn respondents feel have

remained “non-integrated” are also considered to cause problem situations. These situations tend

to involve domestic practices and behaviours that are more culturally and personaiiy ingrained.

The example that cornes up most often involves child-rearing practices. West Indian, Haitian,

Latin American, and Canadian-bom residents are very frustrated by the “lax” child-rearing

practices of their South Asian neighbours. Complaints mainly revolve around unsupervised

children who write on hallway walls, play dangerous games on the stairs, urinate wherever they

want, or who walk into their apartment and ‘borrow’ things.

“A lot of children here are very unclean, I think it’s how they live at home. I’d
neyer let my children leave the house ail dirty like that. I’d neyer let them just do
their pee-pee wherever they want in the park.” (Mexican female, no. 23)
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Severai South Asian women have had angry neighbours appear at their doors in the middle ofthe

night and order them to control their chiidren, but since they feel that “chiidren run and jump,

that’s the way they are” (Pakistani female, no. 12), they do nothing about it. In terms of outdoor

spaces, West Indian respondents ofien compiain that South Asian chiidren (boys in particular)

are destructive to the local environment.

“They put the flowers in the park, close to the shack. And I watched a bunch of
kids, ail under tweive, rip up all the flowers and toss them ail over the place. The
kids that I grew up with, they would have neyer thought to do that. But most of
these kids are Sri Lankan or whatever, I guess their parents are used to a different
way of life. Kids, no matter what, they pick up on what their parents feel. A kid
has to be really angry to take the time to actually go stomp through a patch of
flowers and rip them up.” (West Indian female, no. 7)

Tite threat of !tarassment or assautt

Ah the women interviewed for this study report having to run a gauntiet of aggressive, and

sometimes frightening, behaviour from men in public spaces. Most women will avoid going to a

certain part ofthe park if they see a large group of $outh Asian men there, feeling that these men

can be too aggressive (many of these respondents are women who usually report being able to

“put men in their place”). This fear also stems from negative experiences with teenagers or youth

gangs.

“There was a stabbing in the park among the Sri Lankan teenagers, it was in a
brawl. I saw teenagers there and they had like a sword or a knife. Then they had a
fight with another group of teenagers. I was so scared that day. I didn’t want to
turn around and go home, to not let them know I saw them and to flot scare the
kids. I was there about a half an hour and the whole time they neyer saw me. I
didn’t go the park for a bit afier that.” (Indian female, no. 22)

On the other hand, none of our tbree male respondents reported this type of behaviour on the part

of local men. This brings us back once more to the idea of female transgression in male space

stemming from the collision of different conceptions of public space, in which one group (men)

‘owns’ most public spaces and where another group (women) does flot. It should be noted here

that this aspect of life in Mountain Sights reported by female respondents stems from notions of

“male power” in public space that are not specific to any one etbnocultural group. As Goffman

(1966: 3) says: “The assault here is not so much directly on an individual as on the system of
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rights and symbols the individual employs in expressing reïatedness and unreÏatedness to those

about him.”

Incompatible tises or activities

Incompatibility between certain uses and activities refers to situations that interfere with

respondents’ ability to enjoy public and private space as they desire. Most of the probiems

brought up by respondents are simply the resuit of living in apartrnent buildings and in a rather

crowded neighbourhood — stereos and tv’s played too ioud, for example. However, aspects that

are more cuhurally-based, such as prayer groups or celebratory activities (parties, weddings,

religious celebrations or ftinctions in public or semi-public spaces) do not arouse the same

conflictual feelings on the part of any respondent. They may be annoyed, but not enough to do

anything about it.

“There’s a Muslim thing down there. I have no idea if they’re allowed to have a
Muslim thing there, but they’re praying every moming all together. He [the
landiord] knows about it, but lie doesn’t care as long as that apartment’s not
empty. This area, they ignore everything. People just let you do whatever you do.
Some people say, “oh forget it, as long as they neyer bother me”, something like
that. But it doesn’t mean they like it.” (filipino female, no. 4)

On the other hand, there is a une that is flot supposed to be crossed. Thus, no one cares if

someone runs a business out of the home, but a seamstress who operates her sewing machine

very late at night is a problem.

“There was a Tamil woman who was running a sewing business for saris and
stuff. She was sewing all night long. The people living in the apartments near her
couldn’t get to sleep at night. I spoke to her and I spoke to her and nothing. I had
the owner evict her.” (Mexican female, no. 3)

Ail of these examples show that the major issues of contention for the residents interviewed for

this study revolve around the way mundane and daiiy iife habits intersect in public space. In fact,

these types of conflicts can occur in any neighbourhood, although they take on an additional

intensity under multiethnic conditions. These are not serious conflicts — outright violence occurs

on another plane altogether. Several ethnie gang conflicts in the park and in buildings at various

points in time (Sri Lankan, Somaiian, and Jamaican gangs) are the most overt, but other forms of
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violence (especially domestic abuse or conflict between family members) are also mentioned by

respondents, who ofien attribute this to the way that “men in our community treat women”.

Despite this, what respondents stress the most is the large degree of tolerance that exists in the

neighbourhood and the way that most people manage to coexist in public space despite their

differences. These findings confirm those of Blanc (1995) and Germain et al (1995) on the

peaceful but distant forms of coexistence characterizing public sociability in multiethnic contexts

in Montreal.

c) Appropriation of space

Interview findings show that the sharing of space in this multietimic neighbourhood is

characterized by the jostiing of different conceptions and uses for pre-eminence. In any society,

there are limitations on what one can or cannot do in public space. However, these often

unwritten codes vary from country to country, which poses certain problems when groups

espousing different belief systems try to appropriate a limited number of public spaces.

When it cornes down to it, none of the residents interviewed for this study feel that they can

appropriate public space as they would like, due to the uses made by others and because of the

cultural ‘rules’ that govern what they can and cannot do in public space. Respondents are divided

along ethnocultural and regional lines in this case. One group is composed of Canadian-born,

West Indian, Haitian, and Latin American residents. This group reports that they can do

everything that they want to in ail public spaces except the park, due to appropriations made by

South Asians. Respondents in this group feel that they had no problem appropriating space in the

park prior to the mass entrance of South Asian immigrants. Although the neighbourhood was

multiethnic then as well, the major groups (Indian, West Indian, Haitian, and French Canadian)

reportedly had developed similar activity pattems in public space. But now, these respondents

feel that the sheer volume of South Asians in the park prevents them from using the park

comfortably. They ofien say that they feel confined to their homes and balconies because: “there

is no peace and tranquillity anywhere in the park anymore” (Canadian-bom male, no. 9).
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As another respondent relates:

“There’s a lot more chiidren in the park, but it doesn’t seem to have as much life,
as much brightness. f...] I think I iiked the park better as it was when I was
younger. I wouid go there and read for hours, and nobody wouid bother you. Now
it’s full of confusion. It’s flot peaceful anymore, there’s no place to just relax and
be alone.” (West Indian female, no. 7)

Almost ail men and women of Canadian-born, West Indian, Haitian, and Latin American descent

feel that the space they are able to appropriate has shrunk — not because of outside factors, but

because they no longer feel comfortable around people from ail these new ethnic groups.

The second group is cornposed ofrespondents of South Asian origin. Women in this group neyer

feel that they can appropriate public space as they like. Either men take over the space they want

to use, or they feel intimidated by residents belonging to other ethno-regional groups. Because

unrelated men and women are supposed to remain apart in public space in their cultures, this

poses a problem for South Asian women in the park, since they find there is no room for them if

men get there first.

“When men go and sit, the women don’t have any places to sit, and they don’t
want to sit with a man. Men and women carmot sit together. I can sit next to him
if I know him well, but if flot, you know my culture, they will ail be taiking.”
(Bengali female, no. 20)

They often feel that the only space they can appropriate is within their own homes. This is

something they are flot used to. Although they were unable to appropriate public space at ail in

their home countries, a wide variety of ‘female-centered spaces’ existed. So in immigrating, they

have seen the space that they are able to appropriate slirink enormously, even though in actual

fact the space they are able to physically move through lias increased substantialiy.

“We used to go over the roofs to see our friends, we didn’t even use the main
door. But here the mens are flot supposed to follow me in the street. And when I
am in discussing witli my friend in the park, a lot of time we have to move
somewhere eise because tlie mens won’t let us just sit there by ourselves. It’s flot
supposed to be like this. So instead of being out like at home, we sit inside.”
(Bengali female, no. 25)
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This “shrinkage” of the space they feel able to occupy is due to their sense of personal safety in

public space, the cultural values of their ethnocultural community, and to their own

intemalization of what is socially acceptable or flot in public space. This makes them feel as

though they cannot stay long in public space unless they are part of a group of women.

The inverse is also true. Female South Asian respondents (plus our lone male Sri Lankan) all

report that their husbands, brothers, and other male relatives feel the same way they do. They say

that South Asian men complain that they can only hover around the outside of the park, or else

are confined to the northern section (they ail prefer the southern section) during the aflernoon

and early evening because there are too many women and chiidren in the park. Some avoid the

park altogether during these ‘peak times’.

“Sometimes my husband really doesn’t want to go there, he says “this place is
only for the women”. When he goes, he sees only the women, because they ah go
with their kids. So he don’t like to go then.” (Bengali female, nO. 26)

Other South Asian men whom the researcher met over the course of fleldwork (but who declined

to be formahly interviewed for this project) said that they miss the dominance over public space

that they have in their home countries. They often feel dislocated by the shifi in power in terms

of their relative importance within their new society and by the way relations between men and

women are carried out. They also feel unable to appropriate space in other areas of Montreal

because they suddenly feel like powerless minorities, a sensation that is completely new to them.

The shrinkage of space and the inabihity to appropriate space occurs for both genders and for

those belonging to different ethnocultural groups. Respondents belonging to the older immigrant

groups feel that newer groups have essentially pushed them out of public space, and those

belonging to South Asian groups feel that the more established groups (usually considered to be

“Black”) are in control of public space. These dynarnics and perceptions echo the findings of

Elias and Scotson (1965) in a completely different ethnocultural and social context. Interactions

between individuals belonging to estabhished and newer ethnic groups occur through the

mechanisms of peaceful coexistence, conflict over lifeways and practices, and the appropriation

ofspace, forming a major part of public hife in this multiethnic area.
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6.2.3 The Impact of Multietlinicity on Local Public Spaces

Changing socio-demographics and the increasing cultural diversity of the neighbourhood of

Mountain Sights have been examined via the angle of public space uses, preferences, and

interactions. The impact of these demographic changes on public spaces themselves is an

element that emerged out of interviews with ail respondents. The greatest impact occurs at the

level of the diversity of uses and demands being placed on public spaces, since not ail public

spaces are accommodating these new uses and pressures with ease.

a) The overuse or excessive use of space

Ail 26 residents believe that increasing population size in the sector and changing immigrant

waves have negatively affected the physical condition of many public spaces. They all feel that

many public spaces in their neighbourhood are both overused and excessively used. Three

quarters say that there are too many people living in the area for a limited number of spaces. In

other words, the population exceeds the canying capacity of the local environment.

Residents living on the street since the early 1990’s feel that steady population growth over the

past decade has directly affected the cleanliness of the public environment. Garbage production

has increased along with the amount of ‘irregular’ garbage disposai practices, and respondents

feel that the City has flot adapted its garbage collection and street cleaning schedules to this

reality.

“One of the biggest problems on the street is the lack of space. It’s this crowding
together that causes problems. If there was more space in the houses and around
them, people would take better care of it, they would feel more like they could
breathe. There would be less garbage, less litter.” (Sri Lankan female, no. 3)

All these residents note that the number of park users has increased dramatically since the early

1990’s. While many of the study’s respondents enjoy the increased animation in the park, others

are not convinced. Most South Asian women like the fact that the park is heavily used. However,

most feel that the southem section is too crowded at peak times, and remark that there is little

breathing room sometimes in this area. For example, the newest arrival in our sample (a Bengali
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woman who immigrated in 1998) feels that there are too many people in the park, especially

from her culture of origin. She prefers public spaces that are less crowded, and dreams of living

in a “non-Asian” neighbourhood because she would like to be able to act freer in public space

without attracting gossip. West Indian, Haitian, Canadian-born, and Latin American respondents

dislike this increased crowding in the park as weil.

Quite a few respondents of all ethnic origins and periods of immigration feel that there are more

children wanting to use the play areas in the park than the park was designed to accommodate.

This results in overuse of play equipment and surrounding areas, which, in their opinion,

contributes to the rapid degradation of new or repaired park facilities and landscaping.

“I think a lot of problems are caused by not enough space, flot because people
corne from different places. Like in the park, there isn’t enough play-things for
everyone. Sometimes there is fighting ail the time, you hear “it’s mine, it’s mine”.
The kids are fighting to get on the swings. So of course the swings wiii break. It’s
like that all over the park.” (Sri Lankan female, no. 1$)

“I’ve seen a lot of changes around here, and I can teil you for sure that there are
more people living here than before. There are more people than before in the
park. You have two or three kids aIl using the same swing. It’s no wonder that it’s
starting to look shabby again. I think we managed to get a lot of things repaired,
painted, replaced. But the benches are breaking again, because people sit there
anyways even when they’re starting to break.” (Haitian male, no. 10)

Almost ail the South Asian respondents in this study mentioned that large and extended famiiies

in their communities are forced to cram into very small apartments if they want to stay in the

area. South Asians ah feel that they have much less physical space in Mountain Sights than they

did in their home countries, where most had sufficient outdoor space around their house (or

inside) to store alI their beiongings. Here, most do flot even have access to a storage space or

locker in the basement, and therefore are forced to keep some things out in the hallway or on

their balconies. This was flot an issue rnentioned by Canadian-born, West Indian, Haitian, or

Latin American respondents.
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b) The ability of public space to accommodate increasing “multiethnicity”

In addition to being excessively used, haif of residents in this sample feel that public and private

spaces are accommodating the increasing number and cultural diversity of users with great

difficulty (the others did flot mention this at all). These residents (all West Indian, Canadian

bom, Haitian, Sri Lankan, and Pakistani individuals living in the area for over fifleen years)

believe that overcrowding and excessive use of space was flot an issue prior to the mid-1990’s,

because they feel that newer South Asian immigrants have brought very different cultural and

social habits with them. They are outdoors more than individuals belonging to the older

immigrant groups are, and for much longer periods of time. Large groups of men, women, or

families install themselves in the park for an entire aflernoon or evefling. Their children use the

southern section of the park continuously, even after dark. This is very different from the small

groups of teenagers who used to hang out on the basketball court or the small groups of West

Indians, Haitians, or Indians who gathered in the northern section of the park.

Individuals in this group of respondents also pointed out that no sooner is new play equipment

put in than part of it is broken by sheer force of use. Buildings have been suffering from

increasing humidity and continued cockroach infestations. Increases in the number of large

parties or celebratory activities in public or semi-public space have also had an effect. Several

$outh Asian respondents in this group noted that newer South Asian arrivals are used to holding

these type of activities in very densely populated and densely built areas, since this was their

habit back home. However, this does not mean that these uses are not leaving signs of wear and

tear on their new environment. This is not wear and tear that has occurred over a decade or two,

but over a period of several years. However, with few other alternatives available, space is at a

premium in the neighbourhood. As eight residents pointed out, the park caimot theoretically get

any bigger, it cannot accommodate more equipment, building interiors cannot suddenly become

larger, and there is very littie vacant land available on nearby streets on which to construct

spatial alternatives.

One important observation that bears mention is that 21 respondents report that the

neighbourhood has an overali shabby appearance that contributes to the sense of insecurity,

which is exacerbated by increasing cultural diversity and by mounting population pressure on the
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local environment. The aspect that was mentioned the most involves the belief that a growing

number of unsafe practices in buildings (ilindu altars, for example) might cause fire or safety

hazards. The second most commonly mentioned aspect came as a bit of a surprise to the

researcher. Over half of ail respondents (ail immigrants from the West Indies or South Asia who

anived prior to 1991) linked new immigrants with the threat of disease. In this perception, large

numbers of immigrants who are not used to urban ways of life are believed to create unsanitary

or unhealthy environmental conditions in the neighbourhood due to their habits or practices.

“New immigrants only care about making more money, flot about what the street
looks like or how clean they keep it. People from India and Pakistan have
different attitudes towards littering and garbage. They just tbrow their garbage out
a window or dump it on the lawn. They couldn’t be bothered with putting it into
bags and bringing it to the garbage bin.” (Filipino female, no. 17)

“We have no cockroach here in this building, probably because there’s no Sri
Lankan people or Chinese people here. It’s only white people, like Romanian and
Russian and Bulgarian and Mexican. You need to really clean your apartment, but
the other people don’t care, and when your apartment is too greasy, the
cockroaches are coming in.” (Bengali female, no. 20)

Things such as unbagged garbage lefi lying around outside the buildings or in the alleys (ranging

from whole lamb carcasses to vats of burned rice) attract cockroaches and vermin, which,

according to these respondents, can spread disease or bacterial infections.

“Some of the buildings keep the garbage too close to the front of the building, and
sometimes it bothers me because I can see rats sometimes eating garbage out of
the bins. We have cockroaches ah around here, in ail the buildings. It’s because of
the garbage, I think. I wony sometimes that I can catch something from the rats
and insects and get really sick. It happens sometimes in my country.”
(Bengali female, no. 26).

The “unhygienic” habits of new immigrants are beiieved to affect the health of those who use

public spaces afier them. Respondents mention such things as “Hindus” who take ritual baths in

the wading pool, children who go to the bathroom “wherever and whenever they want”, or

residents who know their children have intestinal parasites but refuse to keep them at home or to

treat them properly. Since many of these things are not necessarily restricted to new immigrant

groups, this type of perception is significant since it has to do with the ways that more

established groups perceive newer arrivais. Throughout North American history, new immigrants
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have been accused of spreading disease through their ‘unclean’ habits, and immigrant reception

areas (or lower income areas) have ofien been considered to be unhealthy and pestilent

(MacKay, 1990).

c) The suitabi]ity of public spaces for current social realities

Every single resident interviewed for this study feels that public spaces in their neighbourhood

are flot weIl suited to the type, diversity, and ftequency of use being demanded of them.

However, in a neighbourhood with few spatial alternatives, residents are forced to make do with

what they have. By ail accounts, residents have become very adept at adapting existing public

spaces to their own ends. These are usually spaces that serve a certain function (building foyers,

for example), but because they are ‘empty’ they are seen as being open to other uses. Spaces that

are programmed for one use become informally programmed for other uses, which are ofien said

to replicate spatial practices common in immigrants’ home countries. Several respondents also

pointed out that there is a good deal of cross-adoption of spatial practices by residents belonging

to different ethnie groups. for example, two Sri Lankan women said that when they first came to

Mountain Sights, they noticed that West Indian teenagers were hanging out in their building

lobby. Because no one seemed to be telling them to move, eventually these women began letting

their children play there, using it as a sort of courtyard with their female friends.

Adapting available public spaces to other ends does flot mean that the new use is necessarily

appropriate. For this reason, respondents all feel that existing outdoor and indoor spaces need

tweaking in order to become better suited to cuffent realities. They believe that it is a matter of

deciding what ftindamental uses and needs these spaces should incorporate, and then inserting

smaller and more ethno-specific spaces into them in a way that does not detract from the space’s

overall use. Some examples include:

1. Common areas in buildings that can be used as party rooms or recreation rooms.

2. More recreational opportunities for teenagers.

3. female spaces such as collective kitchens or courtyard-type areas.

4. Adaptable living units (moveable walls, etc.).

5. Private enclosed spaces in the park that mimic enclosed female spaces in some South Asian

parks.
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6. Converting the east-side alley into a green space or courtyard.

7. Municipal acceptance of alternative uses in private dwelling units (prayer groups, home

businesses, etc.), which would force users to conform to existing safety norms.

In summary then, interviews with residents showed that the vast majority believe that local

public spaces cannot accommodate the needs and wants of a steadily expanding multiethnic

population in their current incarnation. The entrance of a substantially different wave of

immigrants has altered and affected the use and appearance of the lived environment. Canadian

born and more established immigrants (of ail ethnic origins) ofien react in a negative or

pejorative way to what they perceive as being the less integrated practices and habits of newer

arrivals. Despite this, different ways of doing coexist rather peacefully because the values and

meanings that underlie these uses are commonly-shared (public spaces as gathering spaces, the

celebratory nature of public spaces, for example). Non-negotiable cultural values and beliefs tend

to be tolerated in practice, even if other residents do flot privately agree with them. The result is

that public spaces have become a patchwork quilt of different uses and changing appropriations

that are either culturaliy different or commonly-shared. Many spaces and their infrastructure are

then excessively used as a whole, notwithstanding the difficulty of having to support a wide

range of activities that they were not designed to accommodate but which are important to

different cultural groups in the neighbourhood.

There are two issues at work here in terms of public space planning. The first involves what

might be called ‘static programming’, which means that once a space is designed and

programmed, it is rarely re-evaluated (Loukaitou-Sideris, 1995). Our findings suggest that static

programming should be replaced by multi-dimensional spaces that are subject to re-evaluation

within a specified time frame (this point will be discussed in Chapter 2). The second involves the

dilemma of lack of spatial alternatives in a context where the population is steadily growing and

becoming more diversified. How can the different needs and concerns of different groups be

addressed in such a context? We will explore this dilenmia further in subsequent chapters.
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6.3 THE PROCESS 0F LOCAL PLANNING AND IMPROVEMENT EFFORTS

Although a substantial tradition of informai planning action exists in the neighbourhood, as was

outlined in section 5.2.5 of Chapter 5, the way that planning actions and interventions have been

operating in this multietlmic context is unknown. In addition, the rise of a grassroots or informai

planning tradition usuaiiy suggests that residents’ concerns are not being addressed in a way that

they find satisfactory (Briassouiis, 1998; Rabrenovic, 1996). In order to examine both of these

issues, this section wiii highlight interview findings that address the following elements: how and

why some residents have become activeiy invoived in local planning efforts, the gendered nature

of involvement, the planning process, the difficulties encountered when doing planning in a

multiethnic context, and the extent to which immigrants incorporate planning methods from their

home countries into their planning actions in the neighbourhood.

6.3.1 Involvement in Local Planning Efforts

Respondents can be divided into two main groups regarding involvement in local planning

efforts. One group of 20 has been very involved in planning actions or in peripheral activities,

and the other group of 6 has neyer been involved at ail.

Among the group of 20 involved residents, roughly one third were members of the first

Residents’ Association, one third were members ofthe second Residents’ Association at the time

of their interview, and the remaining one third were part of the Community Garden Committee

or the Women’s Group. Their participation and involvement in these residents’ groups can be

characterized as “fluid”, since it waxes and wanes according to their life circumstances. For

exampie, none of the respondents who were members of the first Residents’ Association are

active now. Their activity profile begins in the 19$O’s and early 90’s, when quite a few were

volunteering with community-based organizations, ethnocultural associations, or church groups

in the Côte des Neiges area. Many were also active in their home countries. For instance, one

respondent was highly involved in the community council of his home village in Sri Lanka. The

transition to planning activism occurred because these respondents believe that their

neighbourhood should be of a certain quality, regardless of whether or not they are planning to
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stay there over the long term. They there fore decided to try and improve the environment

themselves since they feit that the neighbourhood has been abandoned by the City.

“Apart from ail the problems we were having with the buildings and the street,
our problems didn’t fit into the duties of any of the services that groups around
here deal with. And our problems didn’t mean anything to the City. So we formed
the Residents’ Association to help with these problems. If we had a choice, we
would choose that the City take care ofthings. But they really don’t care.”
(West Indian female, no. 2)

However, these respondents are no longer involved because their life circumstances have

changed (one has since moved to Toronto, another went back to school, another started up a

daycare) or because they feel unwanted and burned out.

“I still go to meetings some times, but not that ofien. They don’t like me too much
over there. They told me that there’s been improvement since we left. I told them
that I don’t really see it, and that they don’t like. We were let down by the City,
they didn’t do ail the things that they said they would, and this new group doesn’t
want to hold them to it. [...j I don’t have the energy for this anymore, it’s been
going on for too long.” (Haitian male, no. 10)

The trajectory is different for those belonging to the second Residents’ Association. Ail were

originally members of the Women’s Group, some from its inception in 1994. Most were

bystanders in the planning efforts of the first Residents’ Association, because they had too many

family or work responsibilities at that time or because they had just anived in Canada. Their

interest in the efforts of the Residents’ Association grew over time, particularly when they saw

the resuits of these efforts in public space. The immigrant settiement trajectory played a large

role in determining the involvement of more recent immigrants in local planning efforts, since

their level of involvement increased proportionally to their growing familiarity with their new

context and their sense of personal stability.

“When people first immigrate here, they don’t know enough to want to fix things
up. I was like that at first, then I developed. When I came here, I learned many
things because I didn’t have this experience in my country. It took me two or
three years to get involved in the residents’ group once I was developed.”
(Bengali female, no. 20)
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Those who are only involved with the Community Garden Committee or the Women’s Group

cite personal interest as the motivating factor. They ail feel that they cannot currently make the

temporal and physical commitment required for membership in the Residents’ Association,

although they like to participate in its activities now and then. However, most of them had higher

levels of involvement in the different residents’ groups in the neighbourhood before a life

changing situation forced them to cut back (returning to full-time studies, the birth of a child,

finding a full-time job).

Among the group of six non-invoÏved residents, none have ever been involved in any type of

voiunteer activity. Their children rareiy go to the Community Centre and they themselves do flot

volunteer with any community group although some attend a place of worship on a regular basis.

There is no correlation here with period of immigration, ethnicity, or gender. The main factor is

Yack of personai interest in volunteer or community activities. Three respondents have no idea

that a local Residents’ Association even exists. While the remaining respondents appreciate the

fact that residents are taking action to improve local public spaces, they do flot want to be

involved in these efforts themselves.

“I know about the street cleaning and the garden. Would I be interested in joining
a group like that? It’s like, I’m aiways trying to do my own stuff, cause like I’m
just working, coming home, working, cleaning. Between work and having a child
your life is like ail captured. And the little Saturday and Sunday I have I’d like to
try to enjoy it, you know, keep up with my friends.”
(Canadian-bom female, no. 6)

Involvement in planning actions therefore depends on several factors. The first factor is a

genuine interest in helping other residents improve public spaces in the neighbourhood. The

second is a personal history of invoivement in different types of volunteer activities, from church

groups to community organizations. This “involved personality” corresponds to that found

among highly involved individuals in other studies on involvement in political and community

group activities in Montreal (Quéniart and Jacques, 2004). The leap to self-help planning efforts

is easy for these individuals to make. On the other hand, residents who are rarely involved in any

sort of organized community activity neyer make the leap.



220

6.3.2 The Gendered Nature of Involvement

The most striking aspect of informai planning efforts in the neighbourhood is their gendered

nature. Despite the fact that the eariiest planning actions in the neighbourhood (those leading up

to the police sweep of 1994) were dominated by men, the majority of respondents feei that the

planning process in Mountain Sights is “female”. First of ail, women are very present during the

planning process. Whiie both women and men beionged to the first Residents’ Association,

women now outnumber men during ail community development activities in the neighbourhood.

“It’s always women. We were the ones who started the cornmunity garden, the

daycare, the cleaning bee. In the Women’s Group. There are hardly any men who

get with us at ail. One or two, always the same ones. Maybe because we’re raising

our children here, so we’re used to iooking afier things.”
(West Indian femaie, no. 1)

Second, the majority of involved residents (17) consider that the approach used is geared towards

community empowerment, and has led to the empowerment of women as a resuit. This confinns

the findings of other studies on grassroots environmental movements. Ofien initiated by wornen

concemed about the heaith and safety of their chiidren, these small scale endeavours ofien

evolve into highly poiiticized forums (Krauss, 199$; Haywoode, 1991; Brodkin $acks, 19$$).

Half of ail female respondents (12) said that many women get invoived because they are flot

working outside the home. However, many involved women were, or are, working full time in

addition to being active in planning activities, a fact that seems to contradict this perception. On

the other hand, other women reported having to scate back their activities if work or family

demands become too great, as the burden of domestic work and child-care is believed to fall

almost entirely on wornen’s shouiders in this neighbourhood.

for involved South Asian female respondents (13), being part of these activities, even on the

periphery, has helped them feel more empowered on a personal level, and they devote even more

energy to these activities as a resuit. The flip side is that quite a few have withdrawn from

planning activities in order to start up their own smaii business, drawing on the organizational

and management knowledge they gained through these planning actions (contacts they had

made, or the ability to find sources of small business ftinding). In their home countries, many
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women in this group were flot able to work outside the home or be active in public life. In

moving to Canada, they were looking forward to furthering their education, finding employment,

and becoming more independent in general. This bas flot been so simple, however, due to more

‘traditional’ spouses, the absence ofthe extended family for child-care and household support, or

to their inability to find a job that they wanted or to get accepted into the educational program of

their choice. Working outside the home with a residents’ group then becomes an attractive

option. Other South Asian female respondents had previously been involved in community

development activities in their home country or in other Montreal neighbourhoods, so it seemed

logical for them to get involved in activities in Mountain Sights.

One major problem experienced by this group of $outh Asian women lias been the effect on their

marnage. In haif of these cases, their spouses gradually came to accept (and even appreciate)

their involvement in the community, and sometimes even took on more domestic duties at home.

But for the other haif, it Ied to marital dismption — to separation or problems of domestic

violence.

The effect of community sanction is feit by ail women invoived in these activities, but in vcry

different ways. Some West Indian and Haitian women have become community leaders (one is

the president of the Comrnunity Centre’s Board of Directors) and they believe that their

involvement is highly regarded in their community. This is not the case for South Asian women,

who feel that they ofien have to battie the negative feelings directed towards them by other South

Asians who feel that they are “stepping out of une”.

What about the low participation ievels among men? By ail accounts, it is very difficuit to get

men in the neighbourhood invoived. Men who have been involved are either janitors or else are

what might 5e called “community leaders”. Involved men come from very specific ethnocultural

groups (West Indian, Haitian, Indian, and $ri Lankan). There are no Pakistani or Bengali men

involved in local planning efforts, nor from any other ethnocultural group on the street. Both

male and female respondents said that most men do not want to get invoived due to iack of

interest or to career demands (overtime, shift work, two jobs held at once). Many men had jobs

in their home countries that offered greater flexibility than the ones that they have in Montreal

(either they owned their own business or else had jobs where attendance was flot compulsory). In

Montreal, they ofien work in the manufacturing sector or in other non-professional occupations
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that have odd or long hours. The notion of doing volunteer work also sits badly for some. As one

male respondent pointed out, afier work he wants to enjoy his tirne off, flot spend it “working for

free”.

“I don’t want to be part of no committee. If people came to me and asked that I
join some kind of pressure group thing, it would depend on whether it fit into my
schedule. I work nights, I’rn spending very littie time with my family as is, so
there’s no way I’m giving my time out to sornebody else. If I was getting paid to
do it, then I’d do it.” (Canadian-born male, no. 9)

The other most commonly cited reason (by three-quarters of respondents) is that men do flot

waflt to get involved in what is perceived to be a female activity.

“I can say for Indian Patel men, they just don’t like to get involved in anything.
My husband’s the same. He works 60 hours a week, and he’s just too tired. Plus,
lie doesn’t have the patience to sit there througli the meetings. [...j There are no
men involved here, so other men aren’t going to get involved if it’s ah women. I
made him corne along once and it was ail women. He looked hike he was going to
strangle me.” (Indian female, no. 22)

The culture of male machismo on the street means that men who would have participated in

similar events in their home countries will flot do so in Mountain Sights, especiahly now that the

second Residents’ Association is composed entirely ofwomen.

“The men, they neyer get involved in community involvement, like the residents’
committee. In Pakistan, they have these committees, but there mostly the men do.
Womens is aiso, but most part its men who do. I don’t know why they don’t want
to do it here. It’s strange. Even I ask my husband many time, cause he can fight,
he can speak very good, lie can speak English, french, but he say “no, I don’t
want”. He say “you go and see, I don’t want to get involved with ail these
women”. A lot of men here is hike this.” (Pakistani female, no. 13)

The exception to this rule is the Community Garden, as there are more South Asian men wanting

to get involved than can be accornmodated. Ail the Sri Lankan and Indian female respondents in

this study said that their menfolk like the idea of ‘owning’ their own plot of agricultural land.

The community garden then seems to have a male connotation for South Asian men, which

means they are more willing to get involved.



223

As these findings suggest, the male-female divide jumps out as being one of the major inter-

group differences that affects and shapes the nature and outcome of planning efforts in this

multietimic neighbourhood.

6.3.3 Attitudes and Perceptions of the Planning or Intervention Process

The process of resident-led planning action in the neighbourhood can be sumrned up in one

word: grassroots. Ail involved residents feel that their approach ta lobby group pitting itself

against the City) is the most appropriate and effective one given the context (a minority

neighbourhood that is perceived as being overlooked by the City).

“It’s the people that are asking for things on Mountain Sights. It’s the peopie who

are invest here. 0f course it’ s better if people do things as a community, it’ s good

because everybody can say they make it good if they are a group. If only one man

is asking, it’s no good, but if everybody’s saying something at the same time to

make something to ask, then it’s good. It’s working for us.”
($ri Lankan male, no. 15)

The methods used by the various residents’ groups were developed out of triai and enor. Nine

out of 20 involved respondents said that in the beginning, they had no idea what kind of resuits

their actions would bring. Initially, they found public authorities very closed off to their requests

and felt hampered by the negative image that public actors seemed to have of the neighbourhood.

They then began developing planning proposais (description of context and need, description of

elements requested and their rationale, mode of implementation desired, and probable cost) and

presenting these to public authorities as big-ticket items designed to have a maximum impact in

public space and to benefit everyone in the neighbourhood. Deciding what item to take action on

was flot an easy step, since members reported that they ofien had different viewpoints than non

involved residents did on what was needed in local public spaces and on what wouid have the

best chance of succeeding when put before the City. Achieving consensus on which course of

action to prioritize then had to be made among group members first before being presented to the

community at large, which by all accounts was flot a simple exercise. They also found that

achieving consensus among residents to be a considerably more difficult task, due to the

multiplicity of requests and opinions. They learned over time that it was easier to earn the

approval of “the community” if they presented the items they were going to take action on as

being for the good of everyone and something that the neighbourhood direiy needed. To a large
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extent, as we wili see shortly, this means that they made the deliberate decision to intervene in

areas that they feit would satisfy “the common public interest”, as opposed to wading into the

complexity of ethno-specific differences.

“I tried to get a cockroach program going. But not everyone else agreed with me,

they wanted to do other things first, like the garbage. [...] We flght a lot in the

meetings, we don’t aiways agree. And these immigrants they are flot aiways agree

with us also. So we have to spending the time to make sure that everyone agrees

with everyone on the big things that are good for ah of us. That’s the iongest part.

The smail things we put away.” (Sri Lankan female, no. 3)

Members of the first Residents’ Association said that group members decided eariy on that they

wouid function best as a smail confrontational group made up of individuais with very specific

roles (secretary, treasurer, etc.). On the other hand, members of the second Residents’

Association wanted to have a more open structure and to pursue a less confrontational approach.

There are distinct inter-ethnic group differences here. Invoived Haitians in the current residents’

group want a more formai, long-term, and self-reliant approach, while the South Asians want a

more take it as it comes, work within the system approach based on obtaining smaller short-tenu

items and services.

“I find that other people in the group don’t take their position seriousiy enough.

They just want to work on iittle things that are easy to get. [...] The oniy other

way of getting things around here has been to do manfestations, but it has flot

been easy, and they prefer now to work on a model of rapprochement. We can do

a lot more, but the other ladies are just happy with what they’ve done so far.”

(Haitian female, no. 19)

Group members belonging to both the first and second Residents’ Association ofien feel

frustrated by City employees and community group workers who “don’t listen well”, who want

to impose their own ways of doing things during local planning activities, or who do not come

through as promised. On the other hand, involved residents are well aware that they wouid have

neyer obtained the results that they did if they had not benefited from the technical and political

support of outside actors who “value the same things we do”.

The length of time that it took to plan, lobby for, and implement an action was emphasized by

eight involved residents. When they began, they had no idea how long-term some of their

projects would end up being. For example, it took several years to obtain and establish the
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community garden, especially since their guiding philosophy clashed with that of many decision

makers in the Parks Department. These Parks Department employees reportedly believed that

privately-owned infrastructure had no place in a public park, and a community garden in which

each garden plot could only ‘belong’ to an individual or family residing on Mountain Sights was

considered to be a private use of public space. If the community garden were to be open to ail

park users, it could be considered to be a public garden and might therefore be acceptable. It took

over a year and a haif to convince the Parks Department that a community garden open only to

residents of Mountain Sights made sense given the lower income immigrant context of the

neighbourhood and the fact that most park users were residents of Mountain Sights. This is one

example of where an instrumental form of ethnicity and class was manipulated through

‘language-games’ (Eriksen, 1998) to forward a political agenda.

This emphasis on “the context” was brought up by almost ail involved residents (17). Half the

battle was apparentiy spent convincing public authorities that the item requested made sense in

the context of Mountain Sights. Respondents report that authorities ofien reftised requests for

“host society” items such as a hockey rink, on the basis that “hockey is flot a sport that

immigrants in the area will play”. Trying to overcome these ethno-centric perceptions of what

immigrants need and want in public space was therefore a major problem.

Implementation and management was considered by many to be one of the most harrowing

aspects of the local planning process. Learning to manage their public spaces and new

infrastructure collectively was ofien difficult because they had no prior experience in

infrastructure management.

“Did we get results? I guess we did. [...] It’s one thing to get what you ask for.
But then you have to look afier it. That’s another thing. We weren’t prepared.”
(Haitian male, no. 10)

The basic outline of the local planning process in Mountain Sights looks very similar to the

collaborative approach suggested by authors such as Patsy Healey (1997), where communicative

process is used to ensure that consensus is built and that the voice of minority groups is heard by

higher authorities.
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6.3.4 The Difficulty of Doing Planning in a Multiethnic Context

The planning process in a muhietimic neighbourhood has its fair share of benefits and

difficulties. Eighteen involved respondents said that in some respects, planning actions are easier

in a multiethnic context because high levels of cultural diversity help smooth out differences.

Echoing the findings of Albrow (1997), these respondents report that if the neighbourhood was

mainly Bengali or Sri Lankan, for example, there would be a lot more infighting going on. But

when the neighbourhood is highly mixed, a certain balance is created between different groups

and interests. for these respondents, this is beneficial because it enables individuals from

different etimic groups to join together to promote their commonalities rather than their

differences at the level of political decision-making. In fact, the way that individual respondents

describe this ‘unity despite difference’ in the local planning process is remarkably similar to

Parekh’s (2000) notion ofpolitical community within a multicultural context.

“Everyone organizes, plans, and manages things. Just because I have certain
customs and you don’t doesn’t mean that we can’t work together. It’s just a matter
of finding out what works and how we can all work together. It takes time, but in
the end it works because we can eliminate all the things that we don’t understand
about each other and concentrate on the bigger things [...] that get noticed by the
City.” (Mexican female, no. 23)

This “sweeping difference under the carpet” is a common sentiment because it allows involved

residents to forge ahead with a common project without having to pause and sort tbrough too

many conflicting demands.

The paradox is that some things are much harder to do in a multiethnic neighbourhood. Two

main difficulties emerged from our interview findings. The first concerns the difficulty of

mobilizing and organizing residents around a common objective, and the second involves inter

ethnic differences that cause conflict during group meetings. With respect to the first point,

respondents complain that flot everyone in the neighbourhood seems interested in getting

involved in local improvernent efforts or in cooperating with popular education campaigns. They

have a hard job getting a sufficient number of residents to show up at their meetings or

information-gathering/giving sessions. female respondents who do door-to-door work all feel

that this is very difficuit to do in an immigrant context, because: 1. many new immigrants do flot
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understand English or French very well, 2. gender barriers mean that men of some cultures do

flot feel comfortable in the presence of a strange woman, 3. most new immigrants are flot ready

to get involved in community development work since they have not “developed” yet (this is a

term that was ofien used by South Asians), 4. new immigrants do flot feel the need to help keep

the environment clean or to help “make Mountain Sights a better place to live”, and 5.

immigrants are sometimes wary of any intrusion into their private lives, due to their immigrant

status or their personal trajectory.

“The problem is reaching the people who don’t participate and who are part ofthe

problem. Many are new immigrants. They are usually the people who don’t

respect the garbage and other civic regulations. If you send them information in

the mail or give out a flyer, they just toss it aside. A lot of them they just don’t

care. They bring the habit of not caring from their country to here, and they stay

with the habit. A lot of people sometimes they don’t read or speak French or

English so they don’t know what it is. Or they don’t want us knocking at their

door. This sometimes puts us at a loss.” (West Indian female, no. 2)

Interestingly, non-involved residents ofien accuse members of the Residents’ Association (and

community group workers as well) of being patronizing when they talk to them. french

Canadian community group workers are perceived most negatively. In one example, a

community worker knocks on a woman’s door and teils her that because she is on welfare, lier

chiid can be registered for a free day camp offered by the Community Centre (the woman is not

on welfare...). West Indian respondents sometimes accuse South Asians of being curt and

impolite, while South Asians ofien say that they have a problem adapting their speech-style to

English. Then there are issues such as eye contact, refusai or acceptance of refreshment at a

visitor’s house, or the accepted behaviour and conversational style between women and men.

“It’s not hard to work with muitiethnic people, but some people are not open

minded to understand what is others’ meaning. And when everybody is a different

culture it can be realiy hard. The mentality of the peoples, their culture, their

different ways of talking. Like my voice is so bad, every time when I talk they say

iike I’m insulting them or I’m taiking bad to them. But reaily, it’s the way that we

speak.” (Pakistani female, no. 12)
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One of the major stumbling blocks therefore has to do with culturaiiy different communication

styles.

“When you talk to new arrivais, you need to develop very sensitive approaches to
explain to them that the climate here is not like that where they corne from. It’s
not easy, because the way I would talk to another Haitian might seem rude to a Sri
Lankan.” (Haitian femaie, no. 19)

In terms of cuiturally-based difficulties that arise within the various residents’ groups, involved

respondents report that conflict ofien erupts at meetings over what people of different cultures

want to see done, and how. Usuaily, this conflict is simpiy the result of language barriers or

cultural communication problems (misunderstanding others’ emotional reactions, non-verbal

cues, or intrinsic needs and wants). Conflict resolution, or resolution of differences, is almost

aiways reported to follow a pattem of negotiation or mediation, although reliance on the group

leader in making the final decision when consensus caimot be reached also occurs.

“Different places means different opinions. It accents problems. But I think that if
you find a good leader, who have courage and can speak like politically, that
makes people forget their differences. You don’t have to be telling people what to
do, that just makes them argue more. It’s better if one person has the strength to
take a side and end the argument. And if the others respect that person, then they
listen.” (Filipino female, no. 17)

Recourse to written ruies is also sometimes used to resolve insurmountable differences. Involved

residents sometimes say that they use the rules in their rules-manual or municipal regulations to

help make a decision when there is too much conflict. This does flot mean that they feel that the

‘rules’ that exist are appropriate or reflect their reality, merely that they heip provide direction

when nothing else seems to work. Conflict resolution in this case follows Susskind and

Cruikshank’s (1987) model. Here, conflict resolution begins with negotiation and mediation

between different parties, but if a compromise cannot be reached, recourse to neutral and pre

existing guidelines (by-laws, jurisprudence, etc.) can heip settle the issue. Baum (2000: 115) also

discusses this type of conftict resolution in his study of inter-group differences among members

ofthe Jewish community in Baltimore involved in institutional planning actions. Over the course

of his research, he found that social planning approaches (similar to those put forward by Greed,

1999, and Thomas, 1995) are the ones that can best bring culturally diverse groups and
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individuals together to identify what dissatisfies them, imagine alternatives, and work through
their differences by whatever means possible (mediation, arbitration, voting, recourse to a neutral
body) in order to finally begin to work in solidarity for a cause.

“Some people wiil say, “hey, do like that and like that”, and sometimes you can’t.
Sometimes we have a big problem because of this. It’s more hard when
everybody cornes from different places. But if you follow the rules for the City of
Montreal, then it’s no problem. And plus we have our members’ house rules,
made by the committee. It ends the argument.” (Sri Lankan male, no. 15)

6.3.5 Incorporation of “Foreign” Planning Approaches

It makes sense that immigrants involved in planning efforts in Mountain Sights would draw on
familiar models from their home countries. Interviews sought to find out how this affects the way
immigrant residents do planning in multietbnic neighbourhoods, and whether or flot they believe
that planning approaches in their home countries have something to offer in their new context.

Three groups emerged. The first group has no opinion on the matter, because these five

respondents (of ail origins) have no idea how planning operates in their home country. Either

they immigrated to Canada at a very young age or cIsc they neyer paid any attention to this

before immigrating.

The second group is the largest, made up of respondents from Haiti, the Philippines, Sri Lanka,

Bangladesh, Pakistan, and India. They all report that their countries have formai planning

systems that are theoretically accessible to ordinaiy citizens and that offer basic planning
services (utilities, infrastructure, a land title registry, and building permission). In reality,
however, the system favours those with money and connections. Without these, people can
request as many services as they like, but they will neyer receive anything. The only options
available to ordinary citizens are either to accept the status quo, to mobilize as a group to put
pressure on public authorities, or to take more extreme action — self-help or politically subversive

actions (strikes, guerriila tactics, etc.). In other cases, mobilization is out of the question due to

the political climate, since it might lead to arbitrary arrest and imprisonment.
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“My country’s flot developed, it’s like in a very very bad state. Our roads are so
bad, the living situation is so bad, hospitals and roads and traffic, it’s really
horrible there. If you have a problem with that, you can’t do anything. Unless you
want to get involved in political groups, but so many people vanish that way. [...]
Over there, there’s nothing we can do, we just wait for things to change.”
(Pakistani female, no. 12)

The third group is composed solely of respondents from the West Indies and Latin America.

While they feel that the planning systems in their home countries are fairly well structured and

essentially accessible to ordinary citizens, many cases exist where public authorities are not

responsive to people’s needs, and so self-help action is very common. This includes shantytowns

and favelas, the ‘re-taking’ of federally-held lands for housing development by activist groups,

self-help action in urban neighbourhoods, the creation of informal land banks and credit unions,

etc.

The common thread tying the latter two groups together is the idea that residents have to work

around the system in order to get what they want. For example, Haitian respondents said that it is

useless to request better or decent services from municipal authorities in Haiti, and so residents

of a village, street, or neighbourhood usually just take care of these things themselves, either

through collective action or by tuming some aspects over to local leaders.

“If there are alleyways in Haiti that are unclean, it would be the job of residents to

get together and talk about what we’ll do. In Haiti, everyone knows everyone else,

so if someone is littering we’ll find someone to go speak to him, somebody with

authority in our neighbourhood. Otherwise, we’ll just get together and clean it up
ourselves. [...J That’s why I aiways have “1 ‘esprit de Ï ‘équipe en moi” and I
always want to get people together so we can work on things together. That’s the
same dustom I had in Haiti. I don’t see things as being just for me, I see them as
being good for everyone.” (Haitian female, no. 19)

Likewise for respondents from Bangladesh, India, and the Philippines. Since an individual

request will somehow get “lost” or placed under a pile of hundreds of other requests, the best

way to obtain attention is for a group of affected people (the larger and more vocal the better) to

make a collective visit to local politicians and public authorities.
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“If there is a problem in Dhaka, we have to appiy to the govemment. In some
areas it takes a long time. others no. So we just go to a Ministry office and
complain. Especially during elections we go and apply, and we usually get the
thing solved right away. [...] In residents’ areas at home, we are organizing.
Everybody meets and we go to the City ail together. When we appiy to the
government, we’re aiways going together. One person alone, it’s easy to ignore.”
(Bengali femaie, no. 20)

In both India and Sri Lanka, local community counciis reportedly do much of the lobbying and

negotiating with higher authorities on behaif of viiiage residents.

“In India, from what I’ve seen, they try to get everyone together to fix it. I don’t
think the City does much. Peopie who all live on one street reaiiy see it as their
street. They have groups of people in the villages who tend to take charge and
deal with the poÏiticians, it’s like that in every village and in every neighbourhood
in India.” (Indian female, no. 22)

The same approach is also perceived to be common in the West Indies and Mexico. Our Mexican

respondent remarked that a large number of people are stiil forced to rely on self-help or on the

assistance of local community organizers to obtain even the most basic and fundamentai of

services.

“My husband cornes from a place in Mexico that’s very poor. The priest there
founded a lot of community works, like a school that’s staffed by student
teachers. His community centre also ran a collective kitchen, as well as support
for the elderly. The community there is now very close because of this. A lot of
chiidren and mothers there now run small cooking businesses or littie stails. [...]
It’s like what they’re trying to do here.” (Mexican female, no. 23)

On the other hand, many respondents (15) said that the wheels of bureaucracy turn so slowly and

are so demanding that people ofien simply ignore the existing regulations and essentially build as

they see fit. In return, as long as the use has not received too rnany complaints, planning or

municipal officials tend to ignore the fact that these uses or structures contravene formai

regulations or general municipal guidelines. The flip side of this is that even when the site poses

an immediate safety hazard, the reaction is ofien the same.



232

This affects how many respondents do planning in Mountain Sights, because the notion of taking

planning matters into their own hands and of grouping together to force public authorities to

address their requests is considered to be a natural way of dealing with these sorts of situations.

This perception is interesting considering that studies on alternative or community-based

planning movements among native-bom populations in the United States and Canada report the

same notions (Brodkin-Sacks, 198$; Bullard, 1994; Rabrenovic, 1996). This means that these

types of practices may have nothing at ail to do with etimic or national origins, contrary to what

our respondents suggest. On the other hand, these respondents feel frustrated and disappointed

because they have to resort to these tactics in order to obtain desired municipal services in a

more ‘developed’ country.

“We expect to have more here than we did at home. But you’re aiways having to
ask the Ville de Montréal for littie things, like in the park. It’s supposed to be
more developed here, we’re not supposed to have to write ietter and letter and
letter and always be calling. [...] Sure, it’s much easier here to ask for what you
want and to hope to see something. But I think you shouldn’t be in a position to
have to hope, it should be expected.” (Filipino female, no. 17)

Despite this, two thirds believe that certain features of their home countries’ planning systems

actually compare favourably against the Montreal system. For example, the amount of decision

making and budgetary power delegated to local community councils or comrnittees is sometirnes

considered to be a feature that should be grafted onto the municipal planning system in Montreal.

One aspect that many residents appreciated in their home countries was the willingness to accept

requests that are not legally perrnitted or that deviate from formai guidelines (iocating a

commercial enterprise such as a restaurant on one floor of a residential building, for example). In

addition, many (14) are disappointed when they encounter public authorities who do flot want to

create personal relationships with them, since they miss the flexibility that cornes as a resuit.

A polarity between two opposing planning approaches has emerged from interviews with

residents. In Mountain Sights, the local planning process described by residents is based on

collective and collaborative means of circumventing municipal bureaucracies, using approaches

that are considered to be common in many residents’ home countries. Ways of dealing with
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difference include sweeping differences under the carpet or else taking the time to discuss

different opinions, even if this leads to heated arguments that can only be resolved through

recourse to a neutral body. Involved residents have a hard time reaching out to other residents in

this multiethnic neighbourhood, especially new immigrants, and cross-cultural communication

problems only complicate matters. And lastly, respondents ofien make a connection between

unresponsive municipal administrations in their home countries and unresponsive

administrations in Montreal. This link will become clearer in the following section.

6.4 MUNICIPAL PLANNING APPROACHES AND SERVICE DELlVERY IN

MULTIETHNIC CONTEXTS

Involved residents interviewed for this study ail believe that their way of doing planning is a

favourable alternative to the formai municipal planning process. The basis for this perception

rests on the perceived non-receptiveness of public authorities to minority neighbourhoods and

groups (racial, ethnocultural, and immigrant minority groups). This colours the extent to which

residents feel that municipal or public institutional planning interventions are appropriate in a

multiethnic context, and the extent to which they feel included or excluded from the municipal

planning process. It also influences the way that they think planning should be done in

multiethnic areas, and how feasible they feel it is to plan for multiple publics.

6.4.1 Receptiveness to Difference

Critics of multiculturalism policies in Canada argue that multiculturalism in its current

incarnation merely serves as a way to appease political conscience with respect to minority

groups by masking institutionalized discrimination without actually increasing receptiveness to

difference at ail levels of decision-making (Hill, 2001; Henry et aï, 2000; Banneiji, 1995,

2000a). In addition, Qadeer (1997) and frisken and Wallace (2000) argue that the voice of

minority groups or areas is ofien overlooked by municipal authorities for reasons of convenience,

or because authorities are relatively unaware of difference or fear that they will be going against

the public interest. Similarly, residents interviewed for this study feel that municipal

receptiveness to cultural diversity reduces to two main factors: the ability of municipal

authorities to function comfortably within a multiethnic context and their openness to other

races, cultures, and religions.
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a) Ability to function comfortably within a multiethnic context

Residents have very strong opinions regarding the ease or difficulty that community group

workers and public authorities have when working in a muitietimic context. Respondents can be

divided into two groups: one group has working experience with these actors and the other has

no such working experience (and so had littie to say in this respect).

The first group is composed of all 20 involved residents. These respondents divide community

group workers and public authorities into two categories. One category is composed of

individuals who are very comfortable working within the local dynamics of Mountain Sights,

and the other category includes individuals who seem to have more difflculty doing so. Those

who fa!! into the first category are ail local actors, but this does flot mean that ail local actors are

included in this category. Interestingly, actors singled out as being the rnost comfortab!e working

with minorities and in a muitiethnic neighbourhood are flot necessarily those who have been

working in Côte des Neiges the !ongest — one is a very recent arriva! on the community police

force, for exampie. Personaiity plays a iarger role here than field experience or an actor’s

position. Respondents feei that these particuiar actors “understand them”, either because thcy

spend a considerable amount of time in the neighbourhood or because they have gone far out of

their way to assist residents, even fighting with them against the municipal apparatus.

Community group workers and public authorities who are perceived as being the least

comfortab!e working in a multiethnic context are those who were in charge of imp!ementing a

top-down piainiing or enviroimientai improvement project in the neighbourhood or else are those

who have decision-making power over public spaces but who “are not on our side at ail” (as one

Fiiipino resident reports). In the first case, these are outside actors who have parachuted into the

neighbourhood in order to itnpiement programs or projects that were designed as part of a City

wide implementation package (the recyc!ing and black box project, for examp!e). These actors

seemed to have started out with good intentions, but they eventually quit, either out of frustration

or because their project was not taking off. Residents accuse these actors ofnot taking the time to

understand how peop!e in the neighbourhood operate or to find out what was a priority there.
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“The probiem was that they neyer did any door-to-door work here. So I don’t
think they did much to educate people here. And then they got ail angry when
their recycling program failed. And it failed because they didn’t want to listen to
us.” (Haitian female, no. 19)

The second case involves cornmunity group workers or public authorities wbose relationship

with residents is somewhat testy. Over half of involved residents said that meetings with these

particular actors sometimes erupted into conflict, or at the very least, lefi everyone feeling angry

or unhappy. These actors are said to sometimes take what residents say the wrong way,

misunderstanding the way that individuals belonging to different cultures express themselves.

“She got so upset at ail the yelling and screaming at the last [...] meeting that she
wanted to close down the whole meeting. But it was only a couple of people
taiking loud, it’s their way, they are aiways talking upset-like. But telling us that
our meeting was over was flot ber duty. It was up to the President, and he wasn’t
saying anything. [...J I think she didn’t take the time to listen, she just wanted to
send us all home like being punished.” (Pakistani female, no. 13)

Many residents said that some French Canadians actors try to impose “french Canadian” values

on them, and 15 residents accuse these actors of trying to convert the neighbourhood into a

French Canadian one in the hopes that this will “cure” local public space problems.

b) Openness to other racial and ethnocultural groups, and to culturally different requests

Two main observations emerged regarding the openness of comnnmity group workers and public

authorities to cultural difference. The first involves racial discrimination on the part of certain

actors. Overail, the majority ofresidents in this study (including non-involved residents) feel that

their experiences with municipal authorities are usually race-neutral, with authorities treating

them just [ike any other person making the same type of request. On the other hand, four out of

nine West Indian, Haitian, or Black Canadian respondents accuse some municipal employees or

community group workers of being racially prejudiced during interactions with them. In

addition, nine other respondents report that some public authorities act as though their concems

are not all that serious because they are immigrants. Some also accuse these actors of having

made incorrect assumptions or bad jokes about immigrants and immigrant neighbourhoods to

their face.
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“They see us as poor, ignorant, misbehaving immigrants who can’t keep their

neighbourhood clean and safe, so why bother with us?” (Bengali female, no. 25)

The second observation has to do with the unwillingness of public authorities to consider

proposais that respondents feel lie outside ofthe host society’s reference frame. Our group of 20

invoived residents all feel that municipal authorities did flot take the diverse needs and wants of

their neighbourhood into account when examining their planning proposals or requcsts. Instead,

they said that these municipal employees responded to their concerns and requests in a ‘by-the

book’ manner, refusing to consider the particularities ofMountain Sights.

Two thirds of all respondents feel that that the City is anti-ethnie and inflexible, especially

towards lower income or immigrant neighbourhoods.

“Other areas aren’t dirty around here, only this street. I think the City doesn’t

care. The City shouldn’t been saying that immigrants are flot clean and don’t

know any better. It’s not true that because we are immigrants we are dirty. Ail

immigrants here want to live in a clean area.” (Bengali femaie, no. 25)

Municipal authorities are accused of either being unwiliing to invest in the neighbourhood or eise

of prefening not to work there because they find the diverse ways of doing in a muitiethnic

neighbourhood difficuit to deal with. Residents remark that many of these actors seem to have

difficulty working in a context where not everyone understands French, where people sometimes

have emotional ways of speaking or different patterns of communicating, and where residents

work under different time-frames and have different modes of operation. This in turn leads these

authorities to prefer to ignore certain realities in Mountain Sights. For exampie, municipal

authorities are said to have refused to grant occupancy permits for culturally different uses

(ethnie food stores or preparation businesses, prayer groups, etc.), although they have granted

permits for uses that have no “culture” attached to them (a leather-working business, for

exampie).

“Sometimes my ftiends on the Association get SO mad at the City, because of

certain things they want to change, but the City don’t even realize that if people

are asking for it it’s a need. Sure it’s a different sort of need than peopie might

have in a Québécois neighbourhood. But it’s still important.”

(Haitian female, no. 8)
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fourteen respondents said that planning proposais that have been accepted in the end by

municipal authorities are those that conforrn to what these actors believe are host society needs

and values (renewing park equipment and grounds, a skating rink, a community garden, Street

and building revitalization).

Paradoxicaiiy, local actors who are more flexible and accepting of culturally different practices

are sometimes criticized in the next breath for flot maintaining higher standards of environmental

quality and safety, since flexibility is often simply seen as a form of ‘flot caring’.

In short, residents feel that the receptiveness and sensitivity of “outsid&’ actors to cultural

diversity depends on their ability to fttnction within a multiethnic context and their openness to

other races and cultures. Actors who are willing to take the time to understand local dynamics

(concems of residents, particularities of the neighbourhood) are those whom residents consider

to be the most receptive, since these actors are said to be willing to adapt their approach to suit

the particularities of the neighbourhood.

6.4.2 Local Knowledge and the Success of Planning Endeavours

Attention to local dynamics and local knowledge is a feature mentioned by the majority of

authors calling for a more inclusive planning practice (Sandercock, 2000, 2003a; Thompson,

2003; Greed, 1999, among others). In fact, this is a key point of departure for most community

development-type actions in North America and abroad (Friedmaim, 1 992a). The emphasis that

ail residents in this study place on local knowledge fits in well with this tradition.

AÏthough many residents feel that public authorities either ignore or overlook public space

concems in Mountain $ights, 24 out of 26 believe that municipal services and planning

interventions could be greatly improved if municipal authorities acted in collaboration with local

residents. This could involve using documents and information prepared by the Residents’

Association or workers at the Community Centre, or taking the time to come to the

neighbourhood and discuss matters with residents and local actors.
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“We lmow that it’s flot so easy working in this neighbourhood, people are
suspicious of outside people. You need to develop projects in a different way,
take the time to speak with the people here and make sure they’re on board. The
City doesn’t do like this, but if they asked us, they’d find out.”
(Filipino female, no. 17)

If cornmunity group workers and public authorities did try to act more collaboratively,

respondents feel that these actors would soon realize that:

1. The volume of people living in such a space-restricted neighbourhood warrants additional

services (such as an increased frequency of garbage pickup and street cleaning, immediate

reduction in through-traffic, more weekly visits by park maintenance crews, and greater

recreational opportunities).

2. Top-down environmental improvernent projects can fail in a multietimic neighbourhood like

Mountain Sights if these projects do not take local dynamics and priorities into account.

3. Public space concems in Mountain Sights are similar to public space concerns in other

Montreal neighbourhoods in terms of basic service provision and environmental standards,

but are substantially different in other respects.

Residents participating in this study ail feei that local people have a better understanding of the

neighbourhood’s problems, and possible solutions to these problems, than public authorities do.

Therefore, they believe that top-down programs or projects that affect local living conditions and

public spaces should definitely be created in partnership with local residents.

“Local people know the strengths and weaknesses. We know who you can grab
and who you can’t grab, what you can do with these people around here. [...J But
they [public authorities] have the technical expertise. So that’s where the
partnership cornes in.” (Canadian-bom male, no. 9)

This is flot as simple as it sounds, for alrnost three-quarters feel that the way the City does things

and the way ‘local people’ do things are incompatible. The only solution is to create neutral

spaces where everyone can work together and voice their opinion, if they so desire.
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“They need to sit down with people here and find out exactly what it is that they
want and need. Cause everybody has different opinions of what they want. And
flot have these people corne to our meetings with really big expectations. It’s flot
like that. You have to start off with little steps, and then littie by littie, everything
gets fixed.” (Canadian-bom female, no. 11)

This does not mean that every top-down project requires the collaboration of local residents.

None of our residents thought that this was a good idea, mainly because it would be too time

consuming. It simply means that the only people who lmow if a project or action has a hope of

succeeding are local residents and actors who fiilly understand local concerns and dynamics.

6.4.3 Rotes and Responsibilities

According to ail respondents, both residents and authorities have certain roles and

responsibilities to play in the local planning process. In general, public authorities are considered

to be responsible for providing timely and appropriate services (garbage collection, park

maintenance, street cleaning and maintenance, public safety and security, provision of

infrastructure). They are also responsible for protecting the riglit of residents to live in a safe and

healthy environment through inspections, policing, and iegal action. However, two thirds (17)

feel that municipal authorities are flot assuming these responsibilities. They may do so in other

areas ofthe city, but definitely not in theirs. Residents are therefore forced to pick up the slack.

“Here, it’s the City’s responsibility to keep Mountain Sights clean and to lix the
problems. The City doesn’t pay much attention to Mountain Sights, but I don’t
understand why they don’t do it, and why they don’t care about it. So people have
to form a little group because they only care.” (Bengali female, no. 25)

On the other hand, one third does flot agree, feeling that municipal authorities are doing the best

they can given the fact that the City does not have enough money or personnel to carry out its

duties properly.

Everyone agrees that residents are supposed to help keep the environment in tip-top condition

between municipal “service cails”. If certain residents do flot, then the City is responsible for

taking action on residents’ complaints, either by punitive measures or by providing residents’

groups with sufficient resources and power to address these matters themselves.



240

6.4.4 Representativfty

Almost ail respondents (23) believe that residents’ groups are currently the only channel through

which the diverse needs and wants of a multietimic neighbourhood are transmitted to public

authorities given the perceived unresponsiveness of many authorities to the needs of a minority

or immigrant neighbourhood. Despite this, these respondents ail admit that residents’ groups are

flot necessarily representative of the local population. Involved residents are weii aware that they

oniy manage to reach a certain segment of the population. In their own planning work, there are

only so many dossiers they can take action on at one time, which means that things that might be

important to other people are put on the back-bumer. While they believe that they are

representing the best interest of everyone on the street, they say that they are flot representing the

full spectrum of interests.

“There are a lot of people here in the neighbourhood who I don’t know at ail, so I
can’t speak for everyone. Maybe some are content with the level of cleanliness in
their houses and on the street, while others don’t agree. If we have a comité solide
solide it will represent peopie much better. What we reaiiy need is to have one or
two representatives from each building, and we need to get the participation of the
janitors again, cause it’s they who are surplace and who see everything that goes
on. But it’s flot easy getting peopie to participate.” (Haitian female, no. 19)

Dissemination of information is a problem for one group of respondents (12), who feci that

members of both the first and second Residents’ Associations do flot advertise their meetings

properly.

“Not everyone who wants to be on the commiftee can attend, and not everyone
knows about them. So they aren’t ah that representative of peophe on the street.
They don’t know what everyone needs. They know what their own needs are, but
don’t do any door-to-door to find out what others’ needs are.”
(Haitian femaie, no. 21)

In addition, they are often accused of not making sufficient effort to ensure that everyone on the

street gets the information they might need. for exampie, some respondents disiike the fact that

when the Residents’ Association receives flyers from the City outhining certain programs or

ruies, instead of photocopying them and mailing them to every househoid, they wiil tack one of
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these french-language flyers up in the lobby of each building, buried arnong all the other flyers

which nobody reads.

Democracy is another stumbling block. Most involved residents feel that the residents’ groups in

Mountain $ights are rather undemocratic. Meetings of the first Residents’ Association were held

behind closed doors and decisions affecting ail residents were presented to the public as afait

accompli. And whule the structure of the second Residents’ Association may be more open, the

dominance of South Asians in the group leads some respondents of very different ethnic origins

to question the extent to which their opinions hold any weight during group meetings.

Transparency is also an issue that affects representativity. Several complained that unless one is

involved in group activities, or know someone who is, there is no way of knowing what is

happening or what the group is working on.

“They should be explaining to every resident what they are doing. They should

cail us, to explain what they are doing, or to teil us to corne and join them, or to

discuss your problems with them. Now they changed the president for the garden,

I don’t even know who he is. So I don’t know how to see hirn and I don’t even

know where is my application now.” (Bengali female, no. 26)

Although many respondents feel that participation levels, dissemination of information,

democracy, and transparency prevent local residents’ groups in Mountain Sights from being fully

representative of local concerns, respondents consider them to be representative enoïigh to at

least help achieve common enviromnental goals and to serve as a contact point with municipal

authorities.

6.4.5 Dealing with Multiethnic Realities

The extent to which residents believe that public authorities should be more receptive to

ethnocuiturai difference is conditioned by the degree to which they believe that these authorities

should be accepting or tolerating things in multiethnic areas that they would flot accept or

tolerate in other parts of the city. The findings in this section are significant because they appear

to contradict a notion that predominates throughout the critical planning literature. This notion

holds that immigrants and members of rninority groups ofien have needs or concerns that are

different or contrary to those held by members ofthe host society, which planners and municipal
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managers must take into account as much as possible (Thomas, 2000; Qadeer, 1997; Greed,

1999; Sandercock, 2003c). This should not to be confused with the respect that shouïd be granted

to individual differences during interpersonal interactions, which ah respondents believe is

highly important. This set of findings relates more to the creation of “us versus them” images,

where individuals belonging to certain immigrant or minority groups are perceived as being less

integrated or less environmentally aware than those affiliated with the host society.

a) Accommodating difference

Residents fall into three main groups irrespective of their involvement levels, gender, or

ethnocultural backgrounds when it cornes to the degree to which they believe that culturally

based needs and concems should be accommodated in the municipal planning process.

The first group is composed of six long-term immigrants from the West Indies, Haiti, and Sri

Lanka. They feel that everyone wants and appreciates the sarne things in their environment

regardless of their ethnic origins (cleanliness, safety, healthy conditions), and so it makes more

sense to concentrate on what people have in cornmon instead of focusing on what differentiates

them. For thern, cultural differences should not be prioritized.

“We have to operate on Canadian values, otherwise nothing makes sense.”
(West Indian female, no. 2)

The second group is composed of twelve respondents of no particular ethnicity or period of

immigration, and includes our Canadian-born respondents. This group feels that certain cultural

differences are fundamentally important to some groups, because these elements affect their

hivelihood or the quality of their existence (religious beliefs or practices, separation of the sexes

in public space, certain econornic endeavours). Only these types of differences should be given

equal consideration in the planning process.

The third group of eight respondents feels that culturally-based concems are more important to

new arrivals than to more established immigrants. New arrivais are considered to follow two

trajectories. In the first scenario, immigrants ding to spatial practices that are common in their

home countries and try to impose them on their new environment in order to mitigate their

hornesickness. In the second one, immigrants integrate, retaining non-negotiable features of their
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home culture whiie adopting the larger public space values of the host society. The existence of

these two trajectories means that public authorities should treat these two cases differently. In the

first case, certain practices are very important to new immigrant communities and should be

accommodated in a way that does not infringe on the ability of others to enjoy the same space. In

the second case, it is not necessary to consider these differences unless an ethnic group puts

considerable pressure on the City in order to obtain a symbolic marker in public space (a

monument, sports equipment or activity), since this will demonstrate its importance to that

particular group.

In short, none of our respondents believe that culturai differences should be given equal

consideration and treatment across the board. However, certain things are fundamental to an

ethnocultural group’s existence, and these are the things that should be granted consideration.

This does not mean that these things should aiways be accommodated under ail circumstances,

only put forward for consideration and judged on their own ment.

b) Tolerating ‘irregular’ uses in public space

If residents are divided on whether or flot public authorities even need to consider etimocultural

differences at ah, this leads us to question how tolerant they feel authorities should be regarding

uses and practices in a multietbnic neighbourhood that are different from those taking place in

host society neighbourhoods. The same ambivalence to difference described in the previous

section is also found here.

Two groups emerged regarding tolerance for ‘irregular’ uses (uses that are considered to be

outside the norm). The first group does not believe that irregular uses or practices should be

tolerated, while the second behieves that they should be tolerated. Most residents (20) fall into the

first group. South Asians in this group behieve that public space standards in Montreal are

superior to those in their home countries, and want these standards to be enforced in their

neighbourhood. They feel that the City tolerates inegular uses in minority neighbourhoods

because public authorities are under the false impression that residents are ail poor immigrants

who cannot afford to pay a fine.
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“They need to be more strict. You have to keep control over people and over
yourself. I think every landiord on the street needs to teil their tenants what they
should be doing, and if they aren’t, then get [the CityJ to give them a ticket. They
can ail afford it. Even the people on welfare, they are working another job. If they
have to pay, they will get scared and will do better.” (Bengali female, no. 20)

“I think the City authorities and the police are too tolerant here. Once you arrive
here, you arrive, and you can’t operate according to the rules of your old country,
because you are here now. Poverty has nothing to do with education. I’ve known
very poor people who are educated and well-behaved. So it’s really a question of
personal values, as opposed to cultural values.” (Mexican female, no. 23)

However, respondents in this group also wish that the City did flot go entirely by the book when

it cornes to things that wouid improve residents’ quality of life. In other words, public authorities

are too tolerant of things they should not be tolerating (poor environmenta] quality and illegal or

‘improper’ practices) and too quick to deny things they should be tolerating (usually economic

endeavours such as home businesses or small scale commercial activities such as etlmic food

businesses in residentially zoned areas).

The second group of six residents (this group comprises all Canadian-born respondents and

several long-term Haitian and West Indian immigrants) feels that public authorities need to be

even more tolerant in rnultiethnic neighbourhoods. These respondents believe that a lot of

immigrants already have too much on their plates, and therefore it is better to overlook many

things and let people gradually get established. The key to improving conditions in the

neighbourhood is lots and lots ofpopular education, flot ‘punishment’.

“We need the Ville de Montréal to 5e more supple. Authorities need to have more
empathy for people here. People here aren’t accustomed yet to how things are, so
the City needs to pay even more attention to immigrant areas because people there
really need their support. And ail the immigrant areas have people from all sorts
of races, so it’s harder for them to find a network of people from their own
country to support them and guide them. So they need to get that support from
somewhere else.” (Haitian female, no. 19)

The researcher was rather surprised at the extent to which residents wanted public authorities to

crack down on uses and practices that they deemed irreguiar or improper. But when we look

back at the importance they grant to improving environmental quality and to “bringing their
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neighbourhood up to snuff’ with more well-to-do areas, this attitude makes sense. On the other

hand, it is important to note that Canadian-bom residents and very long-term immigrants have

compietely different ideas about what new immigrants would like to see tolerated or enforced in

public space than these more recent immigrants do.

6.4.6 The Feasibility of “Poing” Planning in Multiethnic Neighbourhoods

None of the residents interviewed for this study believe that the municipal planning process is

inclusive of diversity or appropriate given the lived reality of muitietlmic areas. When public

authorities should be receptive of difference, they ofien seek to impose ‘sameness’. When they

should be intolerant of uses that infringe on the quality or condition of public spaces, they are

ofien overly tolerant. When they should be paying particular attention to local dynamics and

concerns, they ignore them. More than three-quarters of this respondent sample believe that the

overall municipal planning and management system includes rules and regulations that should be

applied in their neighbourhood, although the existence of these rules should not prevent public

authorities from adopting a more sensitive or flexible approach when appropriate.

a) Outlining a more inclusive planning process

At the end oftheir interview, residents were asked whether or not they feit that it was possible to

do planning in a way that takes rnany different culturally-based uses and concerns into account.

Ail said yes. When asked how planning should be done in multiethnic contexts, rnost said that it

should include sorne way ofresolving differences or creating consensus (one had no idea). This

does not mean that everyone’s opinion or desire has to be given the sarne weight, only that

everyone has to be able to present their opinion, and must be able to get enough of what they

really want in order to be willing to give other things up. For one wornan, the process is akin to

sewing fabric together.

“I say we have like a needle, and what we do is we take a little piece of
everybody. If you notice, everybody you talk to will have some sort of the same
basis. You’ll find some similarities. You grab that similarity from everybody and
just string it along. And eventually, it ah cornes together. [...] In ail these groups,
I find that people manage to work it out by thernselves. They’ve ail got their spin
off, but you can see it ail corne together like a nice big puzzle.”
(Canadian-bom female, no. 11)
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Negotiation must take place in order to determinc what is most important or possible, and to

decide what people can live without. This sounds very much like Davidoff s (1965) idea of

plural group interests, with a liffle bit of cross-cultural communication thrown in for good

measure.

“It’s flot hard to do. The City of Montreal, or whoever, gotta stop going “we took
a politician vote and out of every five hundred people, ten people say this.” No.
Go into the community and say, “Hi, I know you’re from this culture, and what
would you like to see if we were going to do this or this?” And then you take a list
of that, and you say, okay, in that culture, this is what they like. In this religion,
this is what they can do. But this and this and this goes together. Remember, in a
community, what does it break down to, six or seven different cultures? There
will be stuff you can include and there will be stuff you can’t include. But if
everyone feels included, everybody’s happy.” (Canadian-born male, no. 9)

However, the amount of energy that must be devoted in order to make this type of approach

work is a potential drawback. Many said that while the community organizations they work with

are able to operate under this type of approach, most municipal authorities cannot. Either they

are not used to working like this, or else they simply do not have the time to devote to it.

However, some respondents pointed out that if local residents’ groups were given the funding

and technical support needed to find solutions to certain environrnental problems in their

neighbourhood, then authorities could use these findings to ensure that the particular concems of

minority or multietimic neighbourhoods are properly addressed.

b) Transferability to other contexts

The transferability of these ways of doing planning to other situations such as activity scheduling

at recreational centres, conflicts over religion, or the problems faced by schools in multiethnic

areas was stressed by a small group of seven residents. On the other hand, a larger group (19)

said that the ‘Mountain Sights approach’ is flot ail that useful in more weli-to-do areas because

the need for a community development or empowerment approach does flot really exist in these

contexts. Municipal authorities in these areas are said to pay more attention to the welfare of

their residents (home owners who have ‘bigger voices’ because they pay higher taxes). Instead,

the ‘Mountain Siglits approach’ is beiieved to be better suited to minority neighbourhoods or to

any context where people feel that municipal authorities do flot listen to their concerns.
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CHAPTER 7: THE PERSPECTIVE 0F COMMUNITY GROUP

WORKERS AND PUBLIC AUTHORITIES

This chapter will present the findings of interviews with community group workers, municipal

authorities, and public institutional actors whose daily work or territory of intervention includes

the case study site of Mountain Sights. This chapter will follow the same format as the preceding

one, and findings will be presented according to the same four main interview topics (personal

details, perceptions of public space use and concems, perceptions of the local planning process,

and perceptions of municipal planning and management approaches in multietlmic contexts).

Interview findings for community group workers and public authorities will flot be compared

with interview findings for residents in this chapter, except in certain sections. Comparison and

discussion of the findings for these two respondent categories will be performed only in Chapter

8. In quite a few instances, many community group workers and public authorities interviewed

for this study have perceptions that are sometimes completely the opposite of what the majority

of residents believe. For this reason, it makes more sense to compare and contrast these two

respondent groups in the following chapter, and to present only the findings for community

group workers and public authorities in this one.

7.1 RESPONDENT PROFILE

The 26 respondents in this particular sample work for 21 different municipal departments, public

institutions, and community-based organizations in the Côte des Neiges or Montreal area. Please

refer to Appendix 3 for non-identifying details. These respondents can be divided into three sub

categories according to their place of employment. One group of eight works for community

based organizations or ethnocultural associations located in Côte des Neiges. Three are based out

of the Mountain Sights Community Centre while the rest are, or have been, involved with

community development and planning efforts in the neighbourhood since at least the early

1990’s.
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A second group of twelve respondents works for the City of Montreal in positions ranging from

departmental director to field officer. They ail work for departments or divisions that are

involved in planning and environmental improvement, sports and recreation, cultural diversity

management, or communications. At the time of their interview, haif worked out of centralized

offices located in the downtown core or near City Hall in Old Montreal, while the other haif

worked out ofregional offices located in Côte des Neiges or Notre Dame de Grâce.

The last group of six respondents is composed of public institutional actors who work for a wide

range of public organizations: the community police force, the CLSC (a regional public health

institution), a para-municipal housing agency. One is an elected representative. Four work out of

offices or institutions based in or near Côte des Neiges, while two are based out of downtown

offices.

In total, 15 respondents in this particular sample have been working in Côte des Neiges for at

least ten to fifteen years, and Il have been working in Côte des Neiges for five years or less.

Respondents in this latter group are ah in their twenties or thirties, while those who have been

working in Côte des Neiges the longest are usually in their forties and fuies.

This sample is fairly welh divided along gender unes (11 are women and 15 are men). The

majority (20) are of French Canadian descent, while six are of English Canadian, Eastem

European, Haitian, Jamaican, Algerian, and Vietnamese descent. Municipal and public

institutional actors are mainly of French Canadian descent (with two exceptions), while four out

of eight community group workers are immigrants or the chiidren of immigrants.
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7.2 THE PARTICULARITIES 0F PUBLIC SPACE IN A MULTIETHNIC CONTEXT

Community group workers and public authorities interviewed for this study were asked to

describe their perceptions regarding the way public spaces are used in the neighbourhood of

Mountain Sights and to discuss what they believe to be the main public space concerns or

problems in the area. Since many had previously worked in other parts of Montreal, they were

also asked to compare features of public space in Mountain Sights with those in Côte des Neiges

North and in other Montreal neighbourhoods.

7.2.1 Uses and Visions of Public Space in a Multiethnic Context

Community group workers and public authorities participating in this study ah have the same

basic notion of what ‘environment’ and ‘public space’ mean. Echoing accepted definitions in

academic circles, they had no difficulty whatsoever in discussing these abstract notions. Because

they are “outsiders” who do flot live in the neighbourhood and whose work is specifically

designed to intervene in the socio-econornic and physical environment, their perceptions of the

neighbourhood as a whole are important because this determines their actions and reactions to

local public space.

a) Visions of neighbourhood

Respondents can be divided into two groups when it cornes to their overall impression of

Mountain Sights. The first group comprises one third of ail respondents (there is no correlation

with place of employment for either group). These respondents believe that Mountain Sights is a

residential island surrounded by industry and cut off from the rest of Côte des Neiges. They also

feel that it is an immigrant reception zone that provides little opportunities for integration into

the host society ta transit zone), as well as an ethnic enclave belonging to estabhished immigrant

groups (the “Patels”, West Indians, and Haitians) who are suspicious of outsiders and “who

haven’t been able to make enough money to buy a house somewhere else” (municipal employee,

no. 2$). These respondents are convinced that residents have little attacbment to the

neighbourhood. Therefore, they are reluctant to call it a “neighbourhood”, because they think

that the indicators of neighbourhood are missing.
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“Where’s the school? The family home? It’s just apartment buildings. This is a
transition zone, the materials needed to make a more stable life are flot here. In
my opinion, there’s no future there. That’s why people don’t invest there.”
(community group worker, no. 44)

Instead, they eau it a zone, sector, or residential area. In addition, they believe that public spaces

in Mountain $ights are in much worse condition than those in other parts of Côte des Neiges, due

once more to its isolation and the fragility of its social fabric.

“On a scale of O to 10, Parc de la Savane rates a 0. People don’t know any better
around here, and they’re content with what they have. I neyer think when I pass
by the park at night, oh the park is pretty, let’s go in. It’s miserable.”
(public institutional employee, no. 49)

The second group, comprising two thirds of respondents, feels exactly the opposite. For these

respondents, Mountain Sights is a distinct neighbourhood that is very well connected to the rest

of Montreal, in terms of transportation and in the minds of residents. While it is definitely an

immigrant reception area, it is also a settlement neighbourhood because they find that many

residents are very attached to it. These respondents are well aware that other actors do not

necessarily share their opinion, since it is one that they have developed over time and tbrough

familiarity with the context.

“These residents will ail say, I don’t want to move from here, I feel good here.
Which is very surprising for me, because everyone cisc describes Mountain Sights
as being very isoiated. But over time, I decided it made more sense to trust the
perceptions of residents. I don’t report that it’s an isolated neighbourhood
anymore to our funding agencies, because it’s flot like that to people who live
here.” (community group worker, no. 42)

In addition, they also feel that public spaces in Mountain Sights are in better condition than those

in the rest of Côte des Neiges or in iower income areas of Montreal, although they feel that local

spaces are inferior to public spaces in wealthier areas.
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b) Use of public space in a multiethnic context

One of the more interesting aspects of our interviews with community group workers and public

authorities is the clear division that emerged regarding the degree to which respondents feel that

environrnental features and public space uses are what we might cail ‘ethno-specific’ (common

only to certain ethnocultural groups) or ‘culturally neutral’ (common to neighbourhoods and

groups across Montreal). In general, the majority attribute many features of local public space

use to the “customs and habits of immigrants”, while a minority (usually around one quarter to

one third of the sample) believe that these features have nothing at all to do with immigrants or

their culture.

Respondents ail had quite a bit of difficulty commenting on the uses made of public space in

Mountain Sights. However, some uses really seemed to stick in the minds of many respondents

(20) due to their exoticism. These ‘exotic’ uses range from cultural preferences in sport (cricket

over basebail) to the distance kept between individuals belonging to different ethnocultural

groups. ‘Exotic’ uses also involve the transposition of what most cali “Third World” cultures to a

Montreal neighbourhood.

“Mountain Sights is like the movie “Salaam Bombay”, especially in the
beginning. The clothes drying on unes stretching across the street, the garbage

bags everywhere, people screaming at each other from opposite sides of the street,
it’s a very exotic street.” (public institutional employee, no. 46)

It is important to note that the term “Third World” (or tiers monde, in French) is one that was

used by almost thrce-quarters of respondents in this sample to describe the various uses or

practices they encountered in the neighbourhood ofMountain Sights. These respondents said that

the different ethnic cultures in Mountain Sights have so many things in common that it makes

more sense to group them ail together into a commonly-shared “Third World” culture. The

distinction between Haitian and Sri Lankan evaporates here, leaving behind a generalized culture

that is more conservative and more family-oriented than “Québécois” or “North American”

culture. This “Third World” culture is characterized by larger and more extended families,

greater emphasis on community and religion, greater inequalities between men and women, a

higher value placed on public sociability, and by what many calI ‘rural’ domestic practices.
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“Residents who live there are ail people from Third World countries, and they ail
have a common way of functioning. These are people who are outside a lot, who
have the tendency to gather together, especially around people of their own
community.” (community group worker, no. 52)

On the other hand, one quarter of respondents (in ail sectors) does flot believe that these different

cultures can or should be reduced to a common “Third World” culture.

Spatial separation

The first notable aspect of public space use that emerged from interviews has to do with the

spatial separation kept between individuals belonging to different groups. Eighteen feel that this

is due to the replication of social dynamics common in residents’ home countries or to the desire

to remain within the ethnie group. These respondents strongly believe that this dynamic prevents

individuals from meeting others outside of their own ethnocultural group or from leaming more

about Québécois culture. On the other hand, the remaining eight respondents believe that this

type of spatial separation in public space is normai.

Respondents commented variously on how spatial separation in the park plays out in practice.

For example, many pointed out that while inter-ethnie group mixing is common in certain spaces

(playground, community garden), it is more common to find Sri Lankans in one area and

Haitians in another. Some said that the basketbali court is the preserve of ‘Black’ youths (most

respondents lumped West Indians, Haitians, and Black Canadians into this single category) while

the basebail diamonds are often converted into a cricket field, with garbage cans for wickets.

Almost haif noted that women and men of South Asian descent tend to sit in separate groups, and

sorne remarked that South Asian women tend to arrange themselves so that they are closed off

from other park users (in terrns of seating arrangements or choice of location).

Five respondents (ah community group workers or local field officers) note that certain age

groups or ethnocultural groups appear to be absent from the park, even though they know that

individuals ftom these groups definitely live in the neighbourhood. for example, they remark

that East Asians and the elderly tend to be absent from the park (except in the case of several
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elderly men whom they have seen with their grandchildren in the playground area). However,

they could offer no explanation for the absence of individuals from these groups in the park.

Respondents do not agree on whether or flot preferred locations in the park are due to cultural

preferences in sociability and infrastructure. Over half said that cultural preferences determine

choice of location. For example, they ah feel that the southem section of the park is very heavily

used by South Asians who feel more comfortable in densely populated and enclosed spaces than

in the more empty open spaces in the northem section of the park. The other haif argue that this

type of use pattem is found in many other parks across Montreal, where tightly programmed or

highly equipped areas are used the most, and wide open spaces and unprogrammed areas tend to

remain empty.

“We see the same thing in other parks. People like going to the playground areas,
it’s hike in Lafontaine Park, you see people ahi in that one spot. Same in
Angrignon where the little zoo was. [...] I think that we ail do this because
personally we feel safer in the presence ofa lot of other people.”
(municipal employee, no. 37)

A division therefore emerges between those who attribute characteristics of public space use in

Mountain Sights to culturally-specific factors and those who feel that these characteristics are

common to public spaces across Montreal.

Transposition of cultures

The transposition of ways of doing from immigrants’ home countries to their new environment

in Mountain Sights is a notable feature of public space use for three-quarters of respondents. In

their opinion, this can stem from the transposition of non-negotiable aspects of identity to public

space, from immigrants’ domestic practices, or from what these respondents consider to be rural

or backward environmental habits.

I) non-negotiable cultural practices

One group of respondents considers that non-negotiable culturai practices are an important part

of residents’ cultural identities and value systems. Non-negotiable practices can inciude rehigious

uses, such as Hindu altars in apartments, prayer groups (Muslim, Haitian Pentecostal, and Hindu

prayer groups were mentioned), or ritual bathing in the park’s wading pool. They can also
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include child-rearing practices and the treatment of animais. Over haif of respondents (mostiy

community group workers and those working in the housing sector) said that child-rearing in

South Asian cultures is usually collective. They find that very young chiidren are ofien lefi alone

in the park completely unsupervised, since their parents trust that other aduits will look after

them. In addition, these respondents find that adult discipline of unrelated children is high in the

park, or at least much higher than one would find in parks in a more “Québécois”

neighbourhood.

In terms of the treatment of animals, 12 respondents brought up examples that refer to South

Asian residents. These examples include what they consider to be the almost reÏigious feeding of

wild animais, to the extent that some residents leave their balcony doors open in ail seasons SO

that wild animais can take shelter or eat in their apartments. Other exampies involve what they

feei is an innate cuitural desire not to harm any living creature, which leads some South Asian

residents to prevent exterminators from treating their apartments. On the other hand, five

respondents believe that “these immigrants here are ail afraid of dogs” (respondent no. 37), and

so any dogs in the park must be accompanying people who do not live in Mountain Sights.

Curiousiy, these same actors also mentioned that they are personaliy afraid of dogs. This

perception is important because severai of these respondents work for municipal departments

that are responsible for dog-runs and dog-related issues in Montreal parks and other public

spaces.

ii) domestic practices

Many respondents said that residents of Mountain Sights come from countries where life is lived

outdoors to a much greater extent than it is in Montreal, and they find that residents spend much

more time outdoors than residents do in host society neighbourhoods. Nineteen remarked that

residents of Mountain Sights (none of them make a distinction between different ethnocultural

groups here) use building lawns, alleys, and the park as true living spaces, as “gathering spaces”.

“The public spaces in Mountain Sights are reaily used as espaces de
rassemblement. I guess it’s because people living in the less developed and
warmer countries have a more communal mentaiity. So they enjoy being in each
other’s company.” (municipal empioyee, no. 43)
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Half note that the east-side alley and the park are tumed into “courtyards” or backyards.

Residents bring their patio furniture down to the alleys or the park, and hold birthday parties and

other celebrations there, essentially re-creating the backyards they do flot have (again, no

particular ethnocultural group is singled out).

iii) rural or backward environmental habits

A large group of respondents (20) are very concemed about what they consider to be the more

backward aspect of this cultural transposition. It is important to note that respondents who are

themselves of immigrant origin also share this opinion. These respondents feel that this type of

use reflects the poor environmental practices that they believe are the norm in what they cail

“Third World” countries. Examples include people who tbrow garbage off balconies, who dump

household waste or unwanted items in the park in the middle of the night, or who leave haif

butchered animai carcasses in the aileys.

“In some areas of India, mice are sacred, and rats. So when we put down the

product to exterminate mice, they remove it after we leave because they’re

protecting the mice in the building. [...] We ofien find carcasses in the aileys.
Pigs’ heads, chicken feet. I think they raise them and slaughter them at home.
There are kitchens that look like an abattoir. Some have been raised in the
country and have kept ail their country habits.”
(community group worker, no. 44)

“People living there have certain environmental practices, maybe it’s due to their

level of integration. The more they retain the practices of their country of origin,

the more difficult it becomes for us. In Mountain Sights we’ve had some pretty
extreme cases. People were throwing their garbage out their windows, we’ve seen

that sort of thing. You can see this sort of thing in certain other disadvantaged
neighbourhoods, but flot to the same degree at ail.” (municipal employee, no. 35)

Examples also includes so-called “rural” domestic practices such as washing floors and balconies

by tbrowing bucketftils of water on them, drying clothes on long clothes-lines strung between

balconies or attached to park fences, or the “Hindu” habit of taking splash baths outside the

bathtub.
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“There was a lot of uncleanliness from people’s habits, like people who spit
anywhere without thinking that someone else has to clean it up. These are mostly
cultural habits. It could be kids peeing in the haliway or people littering. Inside
the apartments, people would write on the walls. There was also a problem with
uncleanliness or poor upkeep in apartments, which was mostly a question of
cultural habits.” (community group worker, no. 41)

However, six respondents disagree with this assessment, feeling that these same ‘problem’ uses

are also found in lower income neighbourhoods in general.

“Well, we have clothes-lines everywhere, clothes put out to dry everywhere here,
even in the park, but we also see this in Hochelaga-Maisonneuve. People there
don’t have backyards, so it’s just that these things are more visible in these
neighbourhoods than they are in places like TMR [Town of Mount Royal].”
(public institutional employee, no. 50)

In summary, then, the mai ority of respondents feel that the uses made of public space in

Mountain Sights are often different from those occurring in host society neighbourhoods, and

result from the transposition of immigrants’ home cultures to their new environment. On the

other hand, a smaller group (6) believes that these ‘different’ uses are not culturally-based at all

because they are also found in other lower income areas across Montreal. It is not clear from our

interviews why some respondents are so willing to attribute public space characteristics in

Mountain Sights to immigrants’ cultures of origin while others are flot. Many of the respondents

in the ‘culturally neutral’ group are those who later on appear to be the most receptive and open

to cultural differences in their planning or management work, while those in the former group

ofien (but not always) tend to be Ïess receptive. It is almost as though those who emphasize

cultural differences in this section tend to have attitudes that are more patronizing towards

immigrants, if one examines their entire interview content. We have little to compare these

findings to here, because studies on municipal practice and cultural diversity tend to show that

lack of awareness or understanding of cultural difference leads planners to ignore it during their

planning work (Thomas, 2000; Frisken and Wallace, 2000; Moore Miiroy and Wallace, 2002),

which is not necessarily the case here.
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7.2.2 Sharing Space: the Intersection of Different Uses and Visions

Respondents ail note that while the intersection of different uses and visions of public space in

Mountain Sights is generally very harmonious, this intersection can create certain problems in

terms of personal perceptions, public safety, and the way that space is appropriated.

a) Coexistence in public space is usually very peaceful

Bianc’s (1995) study on public sociability in Côte des Neiges North notes that overail, space is

shared very peacefully between individuals of different ethnocultural origins, aided in part by a

spatial distancing between those belonging to different ethnocultural groups. This feature also

emerged during interviews with respondents working in the non-profit and public service sectors.

Although several said that they did not know enough about how space was used to comment,

most respondents report that “everyone gets along because they ail understand each other”

(community group worker, no. 52). Quite a few said that there is comparativeiy littie conflict

between individuals of different etbnoculturai origins in Mountain Sights compared to

neighbourhoods dominated by two or three etimocultural groups, where the struggle for

dominance in space is greater.

“In Mountain Sights I’ve neyer realiy seen any inter-ethnic fights. There seems to
be an unstated respect there between groups, that says “I won’t bother you if you
don’t bother me”. The only time it bous over is when people’s boundaries ofwhat
they can tolerate are really overcome. The problems are worse in more
homogeneous areas, because although we Francophones are very welcoming,
we’re also fairly intolerant about others’ values and habits.”
(public institutional employee, no. 46)

In fact, many said that in their experience, conflict between individuals of different ethnocultural

backgrounds decreases in proportion to the degree of multiethnicity in a neighbourhood. This is

similar to Albrow’ s (1997) findings on multietlmic neighbourhoods in London.

“PeopÏe there are used to living together. It’s flot more conflictual because there
are more communities, it’s less so because people are aware that there are many
etimic groups living there. And people who live there have accepted that.”
(municipal employee, no. 40)
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b) The intersection of different cultures can create certain problems

Notwithstanding this overail peaceful coexistence, the intersection of many different cultures in a

limited number of public spaces can pose certain problems, according to 1$ respondents (the

others said that they were flot familiar enough with the context to offer a detailed opinion). This

can inciude residents’ reactions to the domestic practices of others, different visions of public

space, and the collision of cultures.

In terms of domestic practices, these respondents said that they found that residents belonging to

the more established immigrant groups find it difficult to accept the practices of newer arrivals. It

bears note that many of these respondents have strong personal feelings regarding these

practices, and it is sometimes hard to tell whether they are taiking about their own reactions or

those of other residents. Examples that were brought up include the negative reaction of some

West Indian residents to practices such as littering, spitting, poor garbage disposai, or the failure

of ‘new immigrants’ to control their children. This negative reaction usuaily involves making

snide comments or shouting at offenders. Severai local community group workers also noted that

sometimes fights have broken out over cars parked across the entrance to building garages or

facing the wrong direction (in many other countries of the world, cars are sornetimes parked in

ail directions on a street — on sidewaiks, in the wrong direction, perpendicular to the street, etc.).

In terms of differing visions of public space, five respondents said that it seems as though

individuals belonging to certain ethnoculturai groups sometimes operate on the assumption that

everyone else shares their way of doing things, refusing to acknowledge that other people rnight

be bothered by their activities.

“We used to get a few complaints because after the game was finished, they’d sit
around drinking, breaking bottles and swearing until early in the moming. It’s not
a filipino or Tamil practice to initate people, but some people don’t respect
others. They’re focused on their thing and their need, and in these cases it happens
to be a question of ethnic or culturai identity that’s being respected or pursued.”
(municipal employee, no. 32)
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This is also true for religious visions of space. One quarter said that some prayer groups could be

very disruptive (the rest had no idea that these types of prayer groups existed in the

neighbourhood). For example, Hindu prayer groups chanting in the early moming werc said to

sometimes provoke other residents to yell at group members. On the other hand, these

respondents said that Evangelical Christian prayer groups and the local mussaÏlah do not seem to

be bothering anyone.

The collision of cultures was a feature brought up by just over two thirds, who say that these are

“essentially conflicts between very different ways of living” (municipal employee, no. 40).

These respondents attribute problems of this nature to integration. If some residents use public

space as thougli they were stiil living in their home countries and if this causes a problem for

others, it is because they lack knowledge of how “things are done in Quebec”. These respondents

believe that this type of problem would flot occur if these immigrants were living in a French

Canadian neighbourhood.

“People corne here and they don’t know anyone. People have no hold on their
milieu, so they watch what others are doing and think that everybody does this. In
a different area, people will take the time to teli their neighbours they can’t do
that. But when you’re all moving through, the pressure to conform to certain
standards isn’t there.” (municipal employee, no. 39)

The teaching value of public space is the crux of the matter here. This group of respondents

believes that public spaces in host society neighbourhoods teach new arrivais how to act as

‘Canadians’, whereas public spaces in immigrant or multiethnic neighbourhoods reinforce

practices that can create tension between residents and the City employees in charge of

“managing” these spaces.
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c) Factors affecting public safety in a multiethnic context

The way that culturally different uses and visions of public space can affect the safety of local

public spaces was a concem for almost all respondents. Four factors ernerged here: the overali

social climate, criminal activities, attitudes towards law enforcement, and environmental safety.

Overali social ctirnate

Many respondents (17) feel that the physical environment in Mountain $ights appears very

degraded as a resuit of neglect and the plethora of ‘non-integrated’ uses taking place, and that

this degradation encourages anti-social behaviour, which in tum discourages residents’

attachment to their neighbourhood. Many of these particular respondents (all french Canadian)

ofien feel somewhat unsafe in public spaces in Mountain Sights, which probably contributes to

this perception. None of the nine women in this group will walk through the park at night, and

several said that they have had scary incidents with men or male teenagers on the street.

However, they feel much safer in Mountain Sights at night than they do in other lower income or

immigrant neighbourhoods.

“In Mountain $ights, I’ve neyer feit violence like I did in Walkley or Ste.

Evariste. I’ve neyer been aftaid walking on Mountain Siglits Avenue at night. But

I’ve been very afraid on Walkley and Ste. Evariste, especially at night.”
(public institutional employee, no. 46)

These findings correspond with those of Baba and Austin (1989) on the sense of safety and

attaclirnent in lower income areas, which suggests that ethnicity may play a lesser role here than

the idea of the disadvantaged neighbourhood. On the other hand, around one third of respondents

(9) do not agree with this assessment, reporting that they personally always feel very safe in the

neighbourhood. They believe that since “everyone knows everyone else”, this creates a positive

social dynamic that spills over to the general environment, even if other problems persist. The

effect of respondents’ personal experiences in public spaces in Mountain Sights therefore has a

lot to do with how safe they feel these spaces are.



261

Among most respondents, the level of sensitivity towards women’s safety issues is very high.

Over haif (ail men) remarked that they beiieve that South Asian women iikely feel somewhat

unsafe in public space at ail times, due to their culturai upbringing.

“The public domain is just that, and must be made safe. But if you’re a veiled
woman and others are staring at you, think you’re going to go to the park? You’ll
feel it’s unsafe there for you. So you’ll stay in your apartment and that doesn’t
help you meet other people. A lot of women on the street feel like that.”
(municipal employee, no. 28)

Female respondents are more likely than men to gloss over culturally-specific social dynamics in

public space, even though almost half of female respondents report feeling a generalized sense of

fear in public spaces around Mountain Sights. These women are convinced that the only way to

enhance women’s feeling of safety on the street is to increase visibility and reduce enclosure.

While this response correlates with the general recommendations on women’s safety issues put

forward by Wekerle (2000) or by the City of Montreal’s femmes et ville program (Ville de

Montréal, Programme femmes et ville, 2003), it does not take into account the fact that

environmental perceptions of safety (and of safety-enhancing features in the environment) are

different for women belonging to certain ethnic or visible minority groups (Day, 1 999a).

Crimina! activities

Nineteen respondents link criminal activities in Mountain Sights with culturally-based habits.

They believe that petty crime is a growing problem in the area because the culturally-based

practices of many immigrants contribute to the problem. The general assessment is that petty

crimes (break-and-enters, purse-snatchings, muggings) are being committed either by residents

themselves or by people who know the “habits of immigrants”. Practices such as leaving

apartment doors unlocked or open for friends and family members and keeping large quantities

of cash and j ewellery in apartments are considered to encourage this type of activity.

Ethnic youth gangs are also considered to be a problem. For example, some said that gangs of Sri

Lankan youths create a climate of fear in the park. In fact, 15 respondents believe that such

gangs are responsible for much of the low-level vandalism affecting public spaces in the

neighbourhood. However, none of our respondents were able to say for sure if these individuals

were living in the neighbourhood or not.
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Social workers, municipal field officers, and police officers in this sample also stressed private

forms of conflict related to conjugal violence, substance abuse, inter-generational conflict, inter

family thefi, and mentally iii residents. for example, some said that there is a fairly high

proportion of mentally iii people living in farnily settings on the street because culturaHy many

immigrants prefer to tend mentally iII farnily members at home. However, these individuals often

go unrnedicated and unsupervised, causing problems for other residents in public and semi

public spaces. None of these respondents mentioned if this bas anything to do with the ability of

immigrants or non-permanent residents to access state-subsidized mental health care in their new

country or not. Issues such as inter-family theft (resulting from drug abuse or gambling debts)

and conjugal violence (if it spilis out into building common areas or the street) are considered to

create a disruptive public climate for other residents. However, it should be kept in mmd that

these same types of problems have also been noted by many Intersectorial Neighbourhood

Consultation Boards across Montreal (according to their annual reports submitted to the Social

Developrnent Division of the Sports and Recreation Department), and so they cannot necessarily

be considered to be problems that are proper only to multiethnic or immigrant neighbourhoods.

“See but doit ‘t te!!”

Attitudes towards law enforcement are problematic for some respondents, who report that many

immigrants are suspicious, if flot afraid, of the police since they corne from parts of the world

where sucb fear is justified. Twelve respondents also report that a culture of “see but don’t tell”

permeates immigrant communities such as Mountain Sights, mainly because victims or witnesses

are reluctant to formally complain or to provide information for fear of retaliation.

“We don’t get a lot of calls from people in Mountain Sigbts. But I still feel that a
lot ofthings go on there that aren’t reported. They’ll give us information, but they
don’t want to get involved. They’ll cali and say there’s a problem in their
apartment building, they think someone’s dealing drugs, but they won’t tell us
which apartrnent or what the guy’s name is. So it’s hard to get useful information,
people aren’t very forthcoming.” (public institutional ernployee, no. 49)
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Environmentat safety

Two thirds feel that the safety of public and semi-public space is compromised by the

intersection between residents’ irregular or culturally-derived habits and outside forces. For

example, although 12 respondents blame excessive speeding and parking problems on traffic

from the industrial park area (as do most residents), police officers interviewed for this study

noted that radar traps and ticketing have proved that the majority of offenders are local residents

or their families and friends. However, ail these respondents pointed out that lack of parking

spots and speeding (a common problem in many inner-city neighbourhoods) is compounded in

Mountain Sights because immigrants living there are used to the “anyways goes” traffic

atmosphere oftheir home countries.

The second example relates to building safety. Half of our respondent sample said that neglect by

building owners is exacerbated by the irregular practices of immigrant residents. Examples

include the risk of fire from lit candles in Hindu altars or tenants who store belongings in the

stairwells and balconies that double as emergency exits.

d) Appropriation of space

Interviews show that most respondents believe that the intersection of different cultures in the

neighbourhood affects the way that residents can control space, conditioning their preferences

and their ability to appropriate public space as they might desire.

Controt over space

A group of 11 respondents (community group workers and municipal employees) said that

individuals or groups will try to appropriate certain spaces as “theirs”, defending them against

use by others. Sometirnes this territorial behaviour is deliberate, such as when a group of

cricketers orders other groups off that section of the park, but in other cases, individuals of

certain cultures simply do flot recognize the culturally-based boundary markers of others. In the

case ofMountain Sights, these respondents are clear that territorial behaviour does flot stem from

the desire to protect cultural identity, as it ofien does in a more bi-cultural atmosphere (Bollens,

1996), but resuits instead from a lack of respect for others’ space.



264

“One thing that’s a strong cultural marker in the area is the “respect for others’

space”. That’s where a lot of conflicts corne in. It’s actually a pretty big deal.

People react very strongly to the invasion of their space by others, who aren’t

doing it intentionally, but who are following their own codes of conduct.”

(community group worker, no. 41)

for exampÏe, almost haïf of ail respondents have observed fewer and fewer West Indian

residents actively using the park, and said that the numeric dominance of South Asians in the

park and their different notions of space make West Indian residents feel ‘pushed out’. On the

other hand, one respondent noted that the park was comparatively underused in the 1 980’s and

early 90’s when West Indians were in the majority. She therefore believes that South Asians use

public space much more than West Indians do, and so South Asians appear to be appropriating

more and more public space by default.

“The Blacks aren’t really present in the park, nor are the East Asians. They tend

to stay home. It’s the South Asians who have reaily appropriated it. They have no

intention ofmoving from there and have made it their home base. [...] $0 they sec

it as being their park, and have no problem occupying every square inch of it.”

(municipal employee, no. 43)

One quarter (ail female respondents) also noted that women of ail nationalities seern to have a

hard job appropriating space for themselves, due to personal inhibitions as welÏ as to the covert

and overt domination of men over ail public space except the community garden, the Community

Centre, and the children’s playgrounds.

Prefereitces and appropriation

Twenty five out of 26 respondents feeÏ that residents of Mountain $ights basically want to sec or

do the same sort of things in public space as do “most people in the city”. These basic

preferences include: a clean and healthy environrnent (no garbage or litter, no cockroach and

vermin infestations), a beautiful environment (well-maintained and nicely decorated), a green

environment (availabiiity of green spaces), a safe environment (controiled through-traffic,

freedom from male harassment or anti-social behaviour), and a stimulating environment

(recreational activities). They consider these to be what one respondent calis transcultural

preferences and desires that everyone shares, regardless of culture.
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“I think probably most of the people who live in Montreal or corne to Montreal
share, no matter what background they corne from, certain basic values: safety,
chiidren, a quiet secure life, flot having people threaten you, a certain level of
cleanliness. A lot of the needs we think are culturally determined are actually
shared, they’re transcultural values.” (municipal employee, no. 32)

In addition, nine respondents do flot believe that resideflts have any great desire to appropriate

space accordiflg to the ways of doing in their home countries, because they either wanted to

immigrate to a new and different country or because their cultural needs are expressed privately,

flot publicly.

“I think they want to irnprove and develop the space here, but flot like in their
coufltry. I feel like they just want to arrange it so they’ll be comfortable, not to
replicate what they’re used to. Just to make it more convivial.”
(municipal employee, no. 43)

However, 17 do flot agree. They feel that residefits are trying to appropriate space according to a

set of shared principles that make up what they cail the common immigrant culture of Mountain

Sights, even if this appropriation is counter to the uses that different spaces were programmed to

receive. The most widely reported example of this type of appropriation is the replication of

agrarian lifestyles in urban public spaces (subsistence farming, Ïivestock raising, and the village

well - or park wading pool, which these respondents say is used for many different things besides

wading).

Over the course of their interview, a large number of respondents tended to blame environmental

problems in Mountain Sights on residents’ lack of attachment to, or appropriation of, public

space. It is interesting then to find many of these same respondents reporting that residents of

Mountain Sights have been quite successfully appropriating local public spaces according to

their own ends.
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7.2.3 The Impact of Multiethnicity on Local Public Spaces

According to the majority of respondents in this sample, socio-demographic change in Mountain

Sights affects how public spaces are adapting to population increases, how they are

acconmiodating the many different roles and functions being demanded of them, and how well

suited they are to this new demographic reality.

a) The overuse or excessive use of space

Like residents in this study, the vast majority of respondents in the non-profit and public service

sectors (25) feel that public spaces in Mountain Sights appear overused or excessively used, if

flot degraded, in part because more people from many different cultures are using these spaces in

ways that they were flot necessarily intended to accommodate.

“One part of the degradation problem in Mountain $ights is negligence, the
other’s involuntary. [...] There are too rnany people for the existing space to
accommodate. But if the buildings were built with proper facilities, a huge part of
the problem wouldn’t exist. So we have a structural problem that’s at the root of
this. The people who built these buildings did so according to the nonris at the
time, flot thinking that there would be other types and numbers of inhabitants
there.” (community group worker, no. 52)

“Certain problems in public space are tied in with the needs of cultural
communities, because other countries have other customs. But it causes problems
here because our spaces aren’t designed to be used or perceived like this.”
(community group worker, no. 29)

In addition, 13 noted that space is at a premium in the neighbourhood, and so residents have no

choice but to use what little space there is. Several (all in the housing sector or with the City)

said that such overuse is fairly common in multiethnic or immigrant areas, since these tend to be

lower incorne areas with densely built housing and little viable open space. They stress that

overuse is flot common in non-immigrant areas, mainly because members of the host society do

flot tend to use public space as living or domestic space.
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The density of housing in Mountain $ights also contributes to the overuse and degradation of

many local public spaces. Eight noted that buildings were constructed at a time when social

projections showed a trend towards smaller families. On top of this, new immigrants ofien have

larger families or else live many in one unit in order to save money.

“What I’ve leamed from my experience is that people here tend to live ail
crowded into one apartment. The capacity of the building to structurally withstand
this means that at one point, there’s a certain degradation in the built environment
that occurs, not because they aren’t good people, but because the building owner
doesn’t maintain the building and over-occupation then makes matters worse.”
(municipal employee, no. 40)

The park, especially the playground, receives a lot of pressure from chiidren, who have no where

else to play.

“When you have groups of people that tend to occupy a lot of outdoor space, this
is because there’s no other alternative or activity for them. It has a negative effect
on the environment, unintentionalÏy. Kids playing is not a big problem. But it
becomes a probiem if there are five hundred families with children on a street
with nowhere for the kids to play.” (community group worker, no. 34)

In addition, haif of ail respondents in this sample noted that De La Savane Park is the only park

in the area and must serve a whole range of different users. These include employees of the

surrounding industries and businesses, a nearby church and daycare centre, and residents of the

Kindersley - Braille neighbourhood located farther east of the park. In addition, the park must

accommodate all local dog-owners, informai or amateur sports teams, families, and local events.

However, these respondents believe that overuse is flot due to the volume of different users but

to the way the park is laid out. for them, the southern section of the park is ovenised simply

because ail the recreational and leisure equipment is located there, with the exception of the

baseball diamonds.

The large volume of people living in a restricted physical area also translates into excessive

garbage production, according to two thirds (the rest did not mention this during their interview).

One respondent with the municipal Public Works Department noted that garbage production is

higher on Mountain Sights Avenue than on rnost streets in Côte des Neiges and garbage

contractors often have a problem collecting it ail. Another respondent noted that many new
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immigrants are flot accustomed to the packaging that cornes with food products and other goods,

and have flot yet developed mechanisms for compacting or sorting household waste.

“In Third World countries, you take your cloth bag to the market and you buy
everything fresh. Here, everything you buy has packaging. So they have a lot
more garbage than they’re used to, and you end up with a lot more garbage in an
area that wasn’t designed to receive so many people. 0f course you have a
garbage problem.” (cornmunity group worker, no. 52)

In short, the first conclusion that respondents reach is that many local public spaces are suffering

as a resuit of population increases and diversification of uses. However, there is no consensus

among respondents on the extent to which diverse practices and uses might affect the quality and

condition of public spaces in Mountain Sights any differently than they would in a host society

neighbourhood with a similarly growing population. The only aspect that trufy stands out has to

do with the role of public space in a multiethnic neighbourhood, as the following section will

demonstrate.

b) Ability to accommodate diversity

The ability of public spaces to accommodate a diversity of uses depends first of all on the role

these spaces play. Critics of traditional design practice ofien argue that spaces become

appropriated for uses they were flot designed to accommodate because these uses were

overlooked by planners relying on their own vision of public space (De Graft-Jolmson, 1999:

117). As our findings show, this misappropriation is flot due to a politicized re-taking of public

space through deliberately subversive actions, as Holston (199$) suggests, but to the simple

repetition of practices over time in a particular space.

The rote andfunction ofpzibtic space

Although the unconscious repetition of practices over time in Mountain Sights is not a “planned”

appropriation for respondents, these practices are flot random since they stem from a common

source: the role and fiinction of public space in a multietlmic neighbourhood. In fact, three

quarters of respondents in this sample made it very clear that public spaces in Mountain Sights

assume very different roles than they do in many host society neighbourhoods.
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For respondents, public spaces in Mountain Sights (and in multiethnic areas such as Côte des

Neiges) serve mainly as gathering places. While parks are usually aiways considered to be

gathering places of sorts (Cooper Marcus, 1990), 16 respondents said that the intensity of this

function increases in multiethnic neighbourhoods. In addition, for these respondents, Mountain

Sights differs from other multiethuic neighbourhoods in that ail public and semi-public spaces

act as community gathering places. Several City employees also noted that parks take on this

same function in Anglophone neighbourhoods, particularly in municipalities and districts near

Côte des Neiges (Westmount, Notre Dame de Grâce, Côte St. Luc, Town of Mount Royal). They

also observed that most Montreal parks had this same function up until the early 1 970’s, since

there was no air-conditioning in those days, and also because French Canadian society at the

time was believed to be more family and community-oriented.

Almost haif also feel that public spaces in Mountain Sights serve to reinforce ethnocultural

identity for South Asians, probably because South Asians predominate in these spaces. For two

thirds of respondents, these spaces also reinforce local identity (the Mountain Sights identity)

because they have been physically marked, and ofien created, by local residents (the community

garden is one example). On the other hand, not a single respondent believes that residents have

any great desire to see architectural or design features in public space that remind them of their

home countries. Therefore, they believe that public spaces in Mountain Sights do flot reinforce

identification with the built environment in immigrants’ home countries.

for almost ail respondents (22), public spaces in the neighbourhood of Mountain Sights also play

an intercultural teaching role for immigrants, since many immigrants have neyer lived in such

close quarters with people of very different racial and cultural origins. The problem with this

assessment is that it is not true for many immigrant groups present on the street — Black West

Indians are used to living alongside Indians, Lebanese, Portuguese, Chinese, and many other

ethnic groups in Caribbean nations, and the same is true for immigrants from many African

countries, for example. This assessment is true, however, for immigrants from Sri Lanka,

Pakistan, or Bangladesh. This aside, municipal or public authorities in this group all said that

local public spaces do not help teach immigrants about their host society because French or

English Canadians are absent from these spaces. Most community workers (and one employee

with the Parks Department) disagree, arguing that the simple presence of established immigrants

in the neighbourhood helps teach newer arrivaIs about public life in Montreal.
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“Ihere’s a socialization process that’s encouraged in these parks, especially
where there are few Québécois. These people arrive with ways of doing things
that are completely different, but over time, they watch how others do things in
the park and leam that way. The park’s an ideal spot for people to learn about
where they are from the safety net oftheir own group. You also leam at what time
and in what ways different things happen, and how other people react to them.”
(municipal employee, no. 36)

Accommodating the itew anti dfferent

Whiie respondents agree that these different public space roles (gathering places, identity

reinforcement, intercultural teaching role) cross ethnocultural boundaries in the neighbourhood,

some (12) also pointed out that ethnocultural diversity modifies these roles and functions

somewhat. for example, several pointed out that flot ail South Asians might want the same

degree of physical separation between the sexes in public space. One third also believes that the

chiidren of immigrants will flot have the same public space desires as their parents might.

However, as one municipal employee observed, most residents of Mountain Sights are

immigrants. Since new immigrant flows to Mountain Sights will probably continue, this means

that the intensity and diversity of these uses and appropriations are not likely to taper off in the

near friture.

On the other hand, respondents who are based in Côte des Neiges ail said that these same uses

also exist in host society neighbourhoods, only in a different forrn (and therefore are not

‘efimocultural’ at ail). As one respondent in the housing sector observed, attending a place of

worship or a recreational faciiity is common to ail cultures. The difference is that in host society

neighbourhoods, churches and recreational facilities have been established over a period of

decades, ofien by charitable groups. These things have not been formally estabiished in

Mountain Sights, flot because different groups have flot tried, but because many of their requests

(Hindu prayer centre, an Indian club) have been denied or discouraged by the City. In these

cases, residents have no alternative but to informally modify existing spaces to these ends.

However, many local actors admit that informai modifications or appropriations of public space

do occur according to the uses and desires common to particular ethnocultural groups. One

example that came up quite ofien is the adaptation of building foyers to “Sri Lankan common
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rooms”. On the other hand, several local municipal actors did say that the mis-adaptation of

public space is a common problem across Montreal in general.

“I’m not sure if the park responds to their needs or flot. I know that lots ofthings
have been done there recently, but I’m flot sure if it’s enough. [...J The park was
conceived over forty years ago for the practices ofpeople at that time. But it’s flot
the same people living there now. I’m not even sure if it responded to the needs of
the people living there forty years ago either. The City built the sarne kind of
parks everywhere.” (municipal employee, no. 47)

c) The suitabi]ity of public spaces and availability of alternatives

If public spaces in Mountain Sights are flot necessarily responding well to the uses and functions

being demanded of them, this brings up the question of fit. Essentially, fit refers to the way that

socio-cultural needs and wants are ‘designed into’ a public space in a way that works with the

preferences and habits ofthose who will be using the space (Lawrence-Zuniga, 1997). Although

none of the respondents in this sample belleve that public and semi-public spaces in Mountain

Sights are well suited to the type or frequency of use being made of them, one third believes that

they are adequate (on the other hand, none of these particular actors had visited Mountain Sights

recently). However, two thirds firmly believe that local spaces require a certain amount of

tweaking in order to help them fit better with current socio-cultural realities. Some feel that the

tweaking required is very minor because:

“Too much work bas already been put into the park, now it’s time to pay more
attention to parks in other areas.” (municipal employee, no. 36)

The mai ority, however, feel that alterations are required. Suggestions include changing the

vocation of certain spaces (transforming an alley into an outdoor courtyard, for example, or the

park chalet into a youth centre), creating micro-spaces that are more culturally sensitive, or

creating other options from scratch (finding space in the surrounding area for a recreation centre

or library, for example).

According to half of these respondents, if more space is provided for daily living, then many

problem uses will disappear. This has been the experience of several respondents in the housing

sector, who have modified some of the interior walls of apartment buildings they manage in the

neighbourhood in order to create larger apartments.
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“We’ve been increasing the size of our apartments so that people will be less
inclined to leave. I had fine people living in a 3 ‘/2 on Mountain Sights. And when
the 3 1/2 next door was free. we opened up the wall for them, and since then their
apartment is really well looked after because they have more room. I think these
actions will help stabilize the population — they are more comfortable, and I
reduce wear and tear on the apartment.” (public institutional employee, no. 46)

On the other hand, several community group workers report that the space actually exists but is

inaccessible to residents. For example, they note that many buildings have two basement levels

that are usually off-limits to tenants. Revising the vocation of these basement levels might

increase available storage, leisure, or parking space for residents.

In summary, respondents agree that existing spaces are excessively used and have sometimes

been granted roles and fiinctions that they were flot originally designed to accommodate.

Although the fit between the way they are actually used and the way they are programmed is flot

clean, this does not mean that they cannot be made more suitable. Many feel that this will

encourage more residents to remain in the neighbourhood while removing the pressures that

contribute towards degradation. Although the majority of respondents tend to believe that certain

culturally-specific practices contribute towards the misuse or even degradation of local spaces,

others are not SO sure. The only point of agreement here is that public spaces in Mountain Sights

play a more social role for residents than public spaces do in a host society neighbourhood.

However, respondents are not united in their perception of the importance of this distinction.

Again, those who emphasize difference at this point also tend to de-emphasize it in their

decision-making process and vice versa, as we wilJ see in the following sections.

In passing, it bears mention here that respondents of immigrant origin have the same perceptions

of public space in Mountain Sights as their other colleagues do. In fact, this entire sample holds

what might unofficially be called a host society conception of public space. This is significant,

because critics believe that the municipal planning process will become more culturally sensitive

once more immigrants and minorities are hired by cities and planning firms (Qadeer, 1997: 493;

Greed, 1999; De Graft-Johnson, 1999: 112-4).
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7.3 THE PROCESS 0F LOCAL PLANNING AND IMPROVEMENT EFFORTS

Mountain Sights forms part of the territory of intervention for ail respondents in this sample.

How they perceive and carry out planning and management actions in the area, alone or with

local residents’ groups, will eventually help pinpoint the convergences and dissimilarities

between the different approaches to planning used in this multiethnic neighbourhood, as well as

the problems arising during their application.

7.3.1 Involvement in Local Planning Efforts

When asked to discuss their level of involvement in planning efforts in the neighbourhood of

Mountain $ights, many community group workers and public authorities also brought up

residents’ involvement levels as well.

a) Reasons for the involvement of actors in the non-profit and public service sectors

One group of 21 respondents bas been involved in the planning efforts of local residents’ groups,

while the remaining five respondents have neyer been involved. for those in the involved group,

roughly haÏf (11) have participated regularly in meetings and activities of the Residents’

Association. Most work for community-based organizations or public institutions, although two

are municipal field officers. They are involved because they are mandated to do so, and also

because they are personally very concemed about the quality of life in Mountain Sights. On the

other hand, ten are oniy invoived because it forms part of their job (most are municipal

employees). Five participate intermittently in specific projects or provide teclmical advice when

asked. The remaining five respondents are more superficially involved. Some have only attended

several meetings, while others have presented final plans or programs to local residents in an

officiai capacity.

Respondents who are flot involved have neyer carried out any sort of public space planning or

management activity in the neighbourhood, either because this is outside their mandate or sphere

of action, or because the occasion bas neyer arisen. They are nonetheless good sources of

information because they are familiar with the context from another angle.
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b) Perceptions of residents’ levels of involvement

Respondents who are highly or intermittently involved (16) made three main observations with

respect to residents’ involvement in local planning efforts. These observations coincide with the

general observations made by involved residents interviewed for this study. The first observation

is that a core group of residents is almost aiways present, although their membership is rather

fluid (which respondents consider to be normal). The second is that iong-term immigrants are

more likely to get involved than newer arrivais, because new arrivais are said to be more

concemed about the basics of starting a new life in Canada whiie established immigrants have

the ‘mental time’ to attend to questions of environmental quality. On the other hand, on-site

community workers noted that new arrivais ofien get involved right away in social activities,

while activities that require interactions with authorities are ieft up to more established

immigrants.

“A lot of older immigrants are involved in pressure tactics, but the newer ones get
involved in things like the cleaning bee. When they’re ready, they will get more
invoived. But it’s flot everybody who can either, its people with certain personal
qualities. The new immigrant who arrives here and bas a child right away, she
goes to the park and notices that there’s giass eveiywhere. She’s perfectiy capable
of complaining about this, but she’s probabiy not ready to take action against the
City on it. These stages are ail important.” (community group worker, no. 27)

The third observation is that women are much more involved in planning activities in the

neighbourhood than men. Like many invoived residents, none of these invoived respondents

seemed aware that many involved female residents juggie work, farnily life, and community

involvement, since they ail said that these women are homemakers who have the free time to

devote to these activities. Eight said that men do not get involved because they work shifts or

long hours, or because they simply do not care.

“It’s the women who are most concerned with cleanliness, with the condition of
their living areas and environment. The men don’t give a damn.”
(community group worker, no. 45)
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Many French Canadian female respondents said that they were shocked by the imbalance of

power between the sexes when they first started working with residents. They ail report trying to

deiiberateiy empower women in order to rectify this imbalance, although several are aware that

some female residents had suffered breakdowns in their marnage or had to withdraw from

planning activities because the public noie they had adopted was flot well-received by their

family or ethnie community.

“Women in these cultures are not used to speaking up, and especialiy not in the
presence of men. They have to discuss everything with their husbands and let
them make the final decision. The women on the street who are fairly invoived
are often perceived strangely, by women and men. It was hard for these women to
even get out of the bouse at night to attend meetings. There were quite a few
family ruptures that these women had to live through.”
(community group worker, no. 42)

These respondents’ female empowerment objectives sometimes created problems in terms of

leadership roies. They admitted that women whom they had installed in leadership roles

sometimes had no idea what to do. In addition, conflict occasionally arose within residents’

groups because the handful of South Asian men who were present reportedly sometimes had

difficulty accepting orders from a woman.

“So what we told them was that the person who’s responsible for the garden is
also the person who votes. And they said no, it’s the men who should vote. We
said no, it’s the person who’s in charge of the garden, and that’s rarely the
husband. It’s because men don’t let their wives vote in this community and
women always walk behind the man. There was almost a battle to the death
because ofthis.” tmunicipal employee, no. 43)

This type of interference with local cultural ways of doing, however well intentioned, will appear

again throughout this section on perceptions ofthe planning process.

As an aside, 11 respondents also went on to talk about participation levels among local building

owners and janitors, even though not ail building owners and janitors are residents of Mountain

$ights. To some extent, these respondents seem to confuse ‘resident’ tor inhabitant) with

someone who has a vested interest in a local property or business. In any event, their comments

are illustrative of the situation in the neighbourhood. They report that local building owners
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(with the exception of the non-profit organization that manages the four OSBL buildings on

Mountain Sights) are completely uninvoÏved in local planning efforts, which is flot necessarily

true. Some respondents said that this is a common phenomenon in lower income areas in general,

in part because these building owners often cannot afford to undertake needed renovations. On

the other hand, several also remarked that local building owners are reluctant to take part in the

activities of residents’ groups because these people are their tenants or because they do not feel

that these groups are forums for building owners. As for janitors (many who reside on-site),

some respondents remarked that janitors in lower income areas such as Mountain Sïghts are

often not paid a salary. They receive free rent in retum for janitorial duties but stili have to work

at another job in order to make a living, which limits their abiiity and desire to participate.

7.3.2 Finding Shared Solutions: Perceptions of the Planning or Intervention Process

Respondents’ attitudes towards the different planning efforts that have been canied out in

Mountain Sights depend mainly on how successful their involvement or project was deemed to

be. Highiy involved respondents (11) believe that grassroots types of approaches (such as those

used by the Residents’ Association, and by themselves, in quite a few cases) work very weli.

Intermittently involved respondents (5) tend to report encountering greater difficulties, mainly

because some were implementing top-down municipal projects, although in principle they

believe that grassroots approaches emphasizing consensus-building, negotiation, collaboration,

and conftict resolution are more effective given the resuits that have been obtained by using

them.

“Look at what’s happened — they wanted a basketball court, and they got a
basketbail court. They wanted a community garden, they got a community garden.

[...] So basically in the park, the things they asked for, they got. That’s very good.
I can teil you about some Italians who have been asking for a bocce court for ten
years and are only hoping to get it this year. But the people of Mountain Sights,
basically within a year of asking for something, it cornes.”
(municipal employee, no. 32)

On the other hand, five superficially involved respondents, who ail came in at the mid-point or at

the end of a local planning effort, tend to only sec an interest group making a request to the City

for certain types of services. They are ail aware that there is an informal planning process behind

this demand, but do not seem to consider it important enough to warrant mentioning.
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By ail accounts, finding shared solutions in this muitiethnic neighbourhood is flot always an easy
process. Accustomed to working within a public service work culture, the absence of this mode
ofworking and communicating among involved residents in Mountain Sights is oflen a source of
frustration (for 16, in fact).

“Other things are linked to their habit of being late or of flot showing up at all. For
me it’s easy to manage an agenda. But using a calendar and a daily agenda is a
very Western way of operating. They don’t have the same way of plarming their
days.” (community group worker, no. 42)

7.3.3 The Difficulty of Poing Planning in a Multiethnic Context

Invoived actors have mixed feelings about their planning experience in this multiethnic

neighbourhood. Their main difficulties involve the problem of getting people mobilized around a

common project, the non-democratic operation of residents’ groups, and problems of cross

cultural communication. In short, many of their difficulties mirror those mentioned by involved

residents in this study, although the problems experienced by some respondents arise more from

the difficulty of accepting other ways of doing than from the complexity of reaching residents

from a diversity of cultures and personal trajectories.

a) Getting people mobilized around a common project

Involved respondents are evenly split in terms of the ease or difficulty they have experienced in

getting residents of Mountain Sights, and in immigrant or multiethnic areas in general, mobilized

around a common project. One group of eight said that it is easier, because in their experience,

immigrants are more motivated to improve their lives than lower income french Canadians are.

“It’s easier to work with poor immigrants than poor Québécois, because they
don’t have a culture of poverty. If you are working in a Francophone area with
people who have been living on welfare for two or three generations, try to
change things there. These are people who are resigned to their lot. Among
immigrants, there’s a sort of natural selection that’s already been done. These are
people with the psychological strength to immigrate. So they’ll do things that
Québécois won’t.” (community group worker, no. 52)
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“It helps the Mountain Sights committee that they are ail immigrants. It makes

them easier to work with somehow. They are more willing to take care of things
themselves than French Canadians are.” (public institutional employee, no. 46)

On the other hand, the other group of eight said that it is very hard to get immigrants mobilized

or to get them to at least participate. They feel that immigrants (especially newer arrivais) are not

inclined to speak out about their concems and that immigrants do not necessarily consider certain

environmental issues to be a problem. Either they are preoccupied with ‘getting ahead’ or else

they come from far worse contexts.

“If you’ve iived through a war, a cockroach problem is flot ail that serious. People

who arrive from Bangladesh, fresh from a rural area with no electricity, you can

imagine that they won’t be too critical. But the resuit is that we neyer hear from

them.” (municipal employee, no. 28)

In addition, these respondents believe that members of local residents’ groups are flot terribly

outspoken. They say that they get littie feedback from residents (some said they cannot seem to

get direct “yes” or “no” answer) and so they are neyer sure what residents in these groups are

reaily thinking.

“My perception is actually that the people who have arrived most recently are

either shyer or else they’re just more discreet. So it’s more difficuit to find out

how these people feei, and more difficuit to get feedback.”
(municipal empioyee, no. 35)

For exampie, some note that when public authorities visit the Community Centre to speak with

residents, even the most activist residents on the street become very subdued in their presence.

Respondents who are themselves of immigrant origin are also frustrated by this - just because

they understand this reaction does not mean they know how to deal with it professionally.

Mobilization is also blocked by the immense difficulty involved respondents have when trying to

do outreach in the neighbourhood. Quite a few have tried to do door-to-door work, with varying

success rates. While on-site community workers report feeling the most adept, the rest feel like

they are banging their head against a wall. First of ail, they beÏieve that many residents are

suspicious of strangers knocking on their door and asking ‘personai’ questions, either due to
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experiences in their home countries or because they do flot have legal immigrant status. Second,

residents do flot aiways appear receptive to the message they are bringing.

“Door-to-door work was as difficuit in Mountain Sights as in other sectors of
Côte des Neiges. I ofien saw it as being a sort of suspicion against ail that’s
officiai, authority, public. I also think they were suspicious of strangers knocking
on their door. Plus, the message I was carrying on recycling wasn’t that important
for them, so they weren’t really listening.” (municipal employee, no. 35)

b) Democracy and the struggie for control

Ail involved respondents (21) feei that local social dynamics interfere with their ability to get

people in the neighbourhood participating in local planning efforts or more importantly, in ‘their’

planning project. The most common complaint voiced by these respondents relates to social

hierarchies on the street. F irst of ail, some said that certain individuals consider themselves to be

community leaders and want to have total control over projects. These residents sometimes try to

assume ultimate decision-making power, much to the consternation of respondents who feei that

they are the ones in the position of authority. In addition, most noted that women in general

become less vocal and less motivated in the presence of men, which causes problems within

local group functioning. Lastly, the hierarchy that exists between older and newer residents,

especially between West Indians and South Asians, means that some residents are reluctant to

participate if the other participants come from different etimocultural groups. Many respondents

(14) feei that they have to put extra time and effort into making sure that they retain control (very

important for many) and that other residents are flot pushed aside.

“Getting people organized is extremely difficuit due to the hierarchy that seems to
exist on the street. Some people are “leaders” and have, or want to have, control
over activities. This hierarchy is also due to immigrant groups and to the value
placed on men as opposed to women. So it’s hard for me, because I don’t share
those values and have no way of working within them.”
(community group worker, no. 27)

For two thirds of involved actors, dealing with such power struggles is a tiresome side effect of

doing planning in multietlmic or immigrant areas in general. They ail believe that local planning

activities should be conducted using a democratic or fair group process, notions that they feel

residents in immigrant areas are flot familiar with. Since this was also a complaint voiced by
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many residents, it is interesting to witness the extent to which the majority of respondents in the
non-profit and public service sectors believe that immigrants are unfamiliar with the basic
notions of democratic process.

“I see it as a problem that lies within the community, which makes it hard for
them to accept that this is a democratic operation. They would like sometimes to
be able to say “I don’t like her, so she shouldn’t have the right to be on the
comrnittee”. And so it’s hard for them to accept that everyone lias their word to
say.” (municipal employee, no. 43)

Many (especially community group workers) try to institute what some cal! the “working
methods of Québécois society”, which for them means democratic processes, equal opportunities
for women, and outcomes that reflect Québécois social values. There is another factor at work
here, because the majority also admit that they have no idea how to work within a different
cultural framework (even respondents who are themselves of immigrant origin feel this way).
Therefore, they prefer to ignore different ways of doing altogether.

“I actually pay no attention to their cultural values. It’s flot that I don’t realize that
there are particular dynamics between men and women here or that people might
be working from completely different points ofview than I am. It’s that I honestly
have no understanding of what these cultural differences might be or how to deal
with them.” (community group worker, no. 27)

This deliberate ‘blindness to difference’ has been mentioned in almost every study on the
sensitivity of plaimers or municipal managers to cultural diversity that has been published. It
seems to occur mainly when public actors feel overwhelmed by the complexity of working
within a culturally diverse context or when they do not feel capable of making decisions in areas
where they have little competence (assessing the value or importance of certain culturally-based
practices or requests, for example) (frisken and Wallace, 2000). It also seerns to occur when
public actors believe that integration into the host society supersedes retention of ethno-specific
characteristics that contradict the public values of the host (Germain et ai, 2003). In this respect,
residents who complain that some community group workers and public sector actors want to
transform their neighbourhood into a more “manageable french Canadian one” are not all that
far off.
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c) The problem of communicating across cultures

Cross-cultural communication is one of the biggest hurdies faced by 18 out of 21 involved

respondents in this sample, just as it was for involved residents. The difficulty involved in

negotiating between different communication styles was ofien brought up by respondents as

something that negatively affected their work in Mountain Sights and in Côte des Neiges in

generai. Some individuals belonging to certain newer South Asian groups (Pakistani, Bengali,

and Sri Lankan) are ofien perceived as being more verbaliy aggressive than those belonging to

more established groups (Indian, West Indian, and Haitian). Quite a few respondents (12)

mentioned that some individuals belonging to these newer groups “act badly” during meetings

and activities (they ofien accuse them of having poor manners or of trying to intimidate the

others). Ail said that they sometimes have a hard job “reading” residents, since things like speech

pattems and non-verbal cues are flot the same between cultures. It is interesting to note that

different ways of relating to members of the opposite sex are disturbing for many French

Canadian male respondents, especially when women refuse to look at them or talk to them.

Linguistic differences during local planning actions are an issue mentioned by ah these

respondents. Not ail of them are fluent in Engiish, which is a problem considering that the

majority of residents they have worked with in the neighbourhood speak only English. This

handicaps their actions, especially since residents are flot aiways fluent enough in french to be

able to read ‘officiai’ documents or to make themselves understood. Some respondents feel very

annoyed if residents speak among themselves in their own language during local planning

actions. Either these actors feei lefi out or else they feei that this also exciudes other residents

and so is undemocratic.

Communicating across cultures aiso involves communicating the interests, expectations, or

concems held by members of one ethnocultural group to those belonging to a different group,

whose members may hold a very different set of expectations and concerns (Dingwaney and

Maier, 1995). This collision of culturally different expectations was an issue mentioned by many

involved respondents. The example that cropped up rnost frequently is the community garden.

These respondents said that having a plot in the community garden is considered to be very

important for many South Asian residents because it is like owning land (which is linked to their

status in their community). Some respondents said that this leads to ail kinds of probiems,
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notably when sorne $outh Asian residents refuse to give up their garden plot at the end of the

season or else are inclined to take action if anyone dares trespass on “their land”.

Respondents in the non-profit and public service sectors perceive the expectations that residents

hold of the planning process and of municipal service delivery very differently than do residents

in this study. Some (7) feel that residents of Mountain $ights have overly high expectations of

the type of services and facilities thcy should bc receiving from the City considering that they

could flot even expect to have these things in their home countries. Excessively high expectations

are also considered to be a problem among many immigrant or ethnic groups across Montreal. It

is important to note that these respondents do not apply this type of expectation to citizens of

Montreal who belong to host society groups (mainly frencli Canadian). The spectre of pejorative

attitudes towards immigrants is therefore hard to disrniss in this instance.

On the other hand, 19 believe that on the contrary, residents of Mountain Sights (and of Côte des

Neiges as well) have overly low expectations of municipal service delivery. Some said these low

expectations arise because immigrants have no idea what types of services or responses they

should be getting from public authorities (for several, this was also true of lower income

residents in general), while others said that this is because immigrants corne from contexts where

authorities are unresponsive or absent. In other words, this group appears to underestirnate the

knowledge and expectations that many immigrant residents in the neighbourhood have of

municipal planning and service delivery.

“It’s a lot of new immigrants there, people who have not learned to speak out.

These people ofien corne from countries where freedom of speech is very strongly

repressed, and they have not leamed yet to stand up for their rights. This is

something I’ve noticed in ah the sectors where there are new arrivais. Also, it’s

difficuit to go and find out what they want, they aren’t comfortable. It’s even

more difficuit in communities where culturally women don’t have the right of

speech. So we often have iittle to go on in multiethnic areas.”
(municipal employee, no. 36)

In short, most ofthe difficulties that respondents encounter when doing planning in a multiethnic

immigrant neighbourhood reduce to differences between two very different cultural and

professional levels: a French Canadian public service/non-profit level and a more diverse (and

highly immigrant) local level. Significantly, respondents in the non-profit and public service

sectors who report the least number of problems and who are the most satisfied with the outcome
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of their work are those who state that they are willing to give up certain ideas and accept other

ways of operating in order to achieve an end that satisfies everyone.

7.3.4 Incorporating “Foreign” Planning Approaches?

The extent to which involved residents in Mountain $ights use planning methods or conceptions

“brought over” from their home countries is a matter of contention for many community group

workers and public sector authorities. The majority (1$) believe that residents of Mountain

Sights who have been active in local interventions had no prior experience in planning or

comrnunity development before coming to Canada, and only “became active afier moving into a

neighbourhood that they find to be sub-standard” (municipal employee, no. 39). This directly

contradicts the responses provided by many involved immigrant residents themselves on this

issue.

Only one third (7) feels that involved residents are operating in a manner that draws innately on

previous experiences in their home countries.

“I wouldn’t be surprised if the models of community organizing and planning
they try to implement here are those from their home countries, but our role is to
bring them back to the present context. When we talk about the environment, they
do tell me that in their country, they would do like this or that. Not to say that they
want to do it here, more like observations.” (community group worker, no. 42)

These particular respondents also believe that municipal authorities should be paying more

attention to the way that actors in other cities and countries are dealing with similar planning

problems.

“The expertise of teclmical people around the world should be invoked to decide
how these requests should be dealt with. You can’t stay blindfolded in your own
little Montreal world here. [...] I think if our technical people took a little
initiative, they’d probably find that a thousand articles have been written about
this. A lot of people are dealing with the same issues and concems, and there are
designers and architects elsewhere who have thought about this and have corne up
with innovative ways of dealing with it.” (municipal employee, no. 32)



284

On the other hand, almost ail community group workers and public authorities who have been

involved in some way in planning efforts in Mountain Sights said that their thinking on planning

has changed as a resuit of this experience, since they have corne to realize that they cannot do

planning in a multiethnic neighbourhood the sanie way that they would in a “Québécois”

neighbourhood. In three cases, respondents only realized this afier their project failed in

Mountain Sights.

“The failure of the black box project is the fault of the City administration. Just

the physical configuration ofthe street with its really steep inclines is not an ideal

spot for a pilot project. I would have neyer started with Mountain Sights. The

socio-economic context is complicated enough without having enormous

technical difficulties. [...] These were solutions that the City dreamed up, flot

ones the residents asked for. And they had a lot of discussions with residents and

janitors and building owners but didn’t listen to their concerns. And now it’s

blocked everything we want to do in the neighbourhood because residents have

lost confidence in us.” (municipal employee, no. 35)

Similar attitudes, experiences, and difficulties have been noted by cornmunity development

workers and public authorities working with ail types of informai interest groups (Briassoulis,

199$; Hamdi and Goethert, 1997; Rabrenovic, 1996) and may flot necessarily be unique to

multietimic areas, although issues of cross-cultural understanding and acceptance certainly are.

In this section on perceptions of the planning process, respondents are divided in terms of their

ability to work cornfortably within a culturally diverse context. While ail admit experiencing

difficulties that are similar to those experienced by involved residents in this study (certain

aspects of democratic process, door-to-door work, communicating between different languages

and culturally-based custorns, mobilizing residents and other actors, etc.), some appear to have

great difficulty in working amidst cultures whose social dynarnics or tenets seem to be in

confrontation with their own. Pejorative attitudes towards immigrants, while flot common, have

cropped up during this discussion, which ieads back once more to the basic issue underlying ail

theoretical and practical approaches to planning in culturally diverse contexts — the value placed

on assimilation versus inclusion. As the following section will show, these issues find their echo

in the receptiveness of community group workers and public authorities to difference, and in the

way that they operate and make decisions in muitiethnic contexts in general.
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7.4 MUNICIPAL PLANNING APPROACHES ANU SERVICE BEL!VERY IN

MULTIETIINIC CONTEXTS

Unlike the residents of Mountain $ights who were interviewed for this study, community group

workers and public authorities act on the form and function of public space as required by their

employer or institutional mandate. Municipal actors in particular are embedded in the formai

planning system by virtue of their occupation. In the literature on political systems, public sector

actors are ofien seen as being “cogs in the machine”, implementing decisions mechanicaliy based

on the policies and procedures dictated by these larger structures (Graham et ai, 199$). On the

other hand, those in the non-profit sector (especially since the anti-establishment movements of

the 1960’s) are often considered to be independent thinkers fighting for the health and rights of

citizens who are overlooked by an impersonai system (Giiroy, 1993). The extent to which “the

system” exists independently of these actors’ own personal philosophies and practices is

debatable, however (Garber, 2000). As Isin (2000a: 15) suggests, we need to replace the idea that

the city is a container of politics with the notion that the city is a generator of politics. It is easy

to say that grassroots planning movements are counter-hegemonic (Hoiston, 1998), but they too

are embedded within the same larger social and politicai context as formai planning actions are.

Likewise, interviews with community group workers and public authorities show that aithough a

separation does exist between what might be calÏed “community development” and

“bureaucratic” mentalities, other factors play a much larger role in determining how and why

they make the decisions they do in muitietbnic contexts.

7.4.1 Receptiveness to Difference: Decision-Making in Multiethnic Contexts

The City of Montreai has had a culturai diversity management strategy since 2000 and a guide

for managers and decision-makers based on the concept of reasonable accommodation since

2001 (refer to section 1.4.2 in Chapter 1 for details). As we noted in Chapter 1, despite the

existence of this interculturalism strategy, it appears that many municipal actors are effectively

working blind (Germain et ai, 2003: 42; Richardson, 2001; Martin, 2000). In addition, studies on

Montreal have noted that this ‘officiai’ culturai diversity strategy does flot aiways fiiter down

through various municipal departments. For example, only a handfui of City of Montreai

departments have developed internai interculturaiism poiicies or action pians (Germain et ai,

2003: 171), such as the Sports and Recreation Department (Richardson, 2001). However, such
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internai departmental strategies or action plans are flot aiways applied uniformly between

regionai offices and decision-makers when they do exist (Germain et ai, 2003: 11). If littie

information is available regarding the way that City of Montreal decision-makers deal with

diversity in their daily operations, even less exists with respect to the way that community group

workers and public institutional authorities operate in culturally diverse contexts.

Our findings on the way that respondents make decisions and operate in culturally diverse

contexts will be presented in this section. In terms of personal receptiveness to difference, two

main groups emerge — one group is less receptive to difference and the other is more receptive.

The first group tends to hold assimilationist conceptions of cultural difference, believing that

difference takes second place to a homogeneous public good. The second group holds more

inciusionist conceptions of difference, granting difference equal consideration in the decision

making process. In order to correlate these personal attitudes with operational realities, we will

aiso examine how personal attitudes to difference play out under different cultural diversity

mandates (existence or Yack of a cultural diversity strategy) and in different operational contexts.

a) Receptiveness to ail forms of social diversity

When asked to discuss how they make decisions in multiethnic contexts, more than two thirds of

community group workers and public authorities pointed out that in their daily work, they are

confronted by many different forms of social diversity that ail require attention, above and

beyond cultural diversity. This point will be highlighted during our comparative analysis and

discussion of findings (Chapter 8), where the implementation of strategic programs by the City

of Montreal respecting the safety of women and more recently, the accessibility of municipal

services to the handicapped, will be contrasted with the way that the City’s reasonable

accommodation strategy has been addressed by different municipal departments.

Halfofthe respondent sample (13) believes that the safety of women takes precedence over the

needs of any other social group, and will take immediate action to address these concerns in

public space. However, fine of these respondents also said that other dimensions (cultural

upbringing, for example) can affect the suitability of decisions on women’s safety issues.

Fencing is an example that came up quite ofien. Quite a few respondents said that although the

accepted municipal practice is to avoid putting up fences or enclosures in public spaces because
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women can become trapped in them, fences and enclosures are actually desirable to women of

certain groups and under certain circumstances, although this does flot aiways mean that

decision-makers should accommodate these desires.

“Some things we can’t do anything about. We won’t put a fence up around play
areas. It’s a public space that’s open to everyone. We’ll only put up a fence if a
playground backs onto a street. But otherwise, you’ll have to supervise your
chiÏdren and make sure they don’t wander into other areas of the park. Women of
other countries might like to have closed-in spaces for themselves, but the day
that they’re followed and assaulted in this space, what will they say then?”
(municipal employee, no. 30)

“The Parks Department, well, I can think of a hundred and one contradictions to
their policies right now. They don’t want to put a fence or a bush in to create
private spaces, but there are fences and bushes being put in all over the place. I
don’t agree with fences and bushes either, but sometimes you need them. I don’t
want my son running out into the street, I’d like to know that he’s safe inside a
fenced-in play area. There are ways to configure things so that you respect
everyone’s needs if you think hard enough.” (municipal employee, no. 32)

Women’s safety needs aside, most municipal actors interviewed for this study will only pay hp-

service to other forms of social diversity (needs of the elderly, the handicapped, etc.) unless there

is proof that the different needs of a particular interest group should be considered.

“We’re talking about micro-populations, and it’s only one tenth of one percent of
the population that’s handicapped. So we make sure that the main walkway’s
accessible. That doesn’t mean the park’s equipment is accessible, but at least the
person can enter the park. If the park’s right behind a physical rehabilitation
centre or chronic care facility, we’ll pay more attention. But there are many
intrinsic and temporary handicaps: the ehderly, the bhind, the parent with a stroller.
We have to respond to the needs of everyone then in the most general way
possible.” (municipal employee, no. 36)
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b) Receptiveness to ethuocultural diversity

The validity that respondents assign to culturai difference and diversity in their decision-making

process depends on whether or flot they feei that these groups have the right to express certain

aspects oftheir culture in public space.

Assimitationist attitudes

One group of 11 respondents (in ail sectors) feels that decision-making in multiethnic contexts

should be conducted exactiy the same way that it wouid in more homogeneous contexts, and that

decisions on public space should aiways reflect the overail values of what they consider to be

Québécois (or French Canadian) society.

“According to me, immigrants need to integrate into the host community and
leam to live according to the mies of life in their new home. If I go live overseas,
there may be things done in public space that might shock me, but I wiii respect
them and wiii try to live according to these new norms.”
(municipal employee, no. 36)

In addition, they feei that cuitural differences do not have enough validity to be accommodated

on a regular basis because they are mutable and temporary. First of ail, they believe that

multietlmic areas are usually transit zones. Second, they believe that the chiidren of immigrants

have public space values and practices that are similar to those of the host society. Therefore,

accommodating the needs of immigrants in public space is not all that necessary considering that

these are temporary needs (particular oniy to immigrants or eise subject to change over the years

that an immigrant resides in Canada). In other words, these respondents tend to have a situationai

conception of ethnie identity, aithough their conception can aiso be related to Bentiey’s (1987)

idea that ethnic identity can change over the generations and over the course of life experiences.

“Peopie who are living in their own reaiity and who don’t have the experience
that we have don’t know that maybe their reaiity will have changed in five years.
They’ii change and their children won’t have the same attitudes at ail. So does it
make sense to consider iarge-scaie changes to the park, or is it better to oniy
modify littie things that aren’t permanent?” (municipal employee, no. 36)
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For these respondents, giving in to ethno-specific requests opens a Pandora’s box of problems:

exclusion (particularly when a space is redesigned or set aside for use by one particular group),

nuisance or conffict (incompatible values and lifestyles, excessive noise), or an increase in ethno

specific demands from many different groups.

Their professional attitude to decision-making is therefore assimilationist, since they ignore or

deny ethnocultural differences in favour of commonalities, unless it becomes apparent that the

specificity actuaily is the commonality. These actors will react to ethno-specific requests that are

placed before them, but wiil flot make any attempt to find out what the diverse concems of

different ethnocultural groups are beforehand. However, they are ail wiiiing to consider etbno

specific requests if an interest group can demonstrate that:

1. These are fundamental cultural needs that should not be denied (there are qualifications that

need to be made here, however - freedom of worship does not mean freedom to worship in

any neighbourhood or context).

2. The ability to enjoy the requested feature will improve their chances for integration and

survival (community garden, commercial establishment).

3. The majority ofresidents or users ofthe feature (park, recreational facility) agree that this

modification is necessary.

Inctusionist attitudes

A larger group of 15 respondents (five of whom work for community-based organizations)

believe that decisions taken in multiethnic contexts should be sensitive to ah forms of difference

(women, the handicapped, the elderly, for example), and not only to ethnocultural difference.

Because etimocultural difference is one of the main forms of difference in multiethnic contexts,

however, they feel that it should aiways be granted consideration in these situations.

These respondents believe that etimicity is a fundamental part of identity and that immigrants

and ethnocultural communities maintain their customs and mentahities through the generations.

Therefore, ethnie identity for them has a component that is primordial, in addition to one that is

also essential to the maintenance of the psyche. Integration does not mean that immigrants will

suddenly replace their public space visions and uses with brand new “Canadian” ones. For this



290

reason, they are more willing to assign a higher priority to ethnocultural difference in their

decision-making process.

“We don’t want to impose things because it’s they who live there, not me. At this
level we’re very sensitive to how they are. There are some things that aren’t going
to change, some things are fundamental to their culture, like playing certain types
of sports. [...] We work differently depending on peopÏe’s mentality and on
whether they are integrated or flot, on how long the community has been in
Montreal. But I have one goal, and that’s to make sure that everyone’s need is
answered in one way or another.” (municipal employee, no. 43)

Therefore, this particular group of actors tries to be inclusive in their decision-making because

they believe that one can be sensitive to the needs and concerns of many different groups while

stili respecting the overail planning ftamework. However, this does flot mean that they will

accommodate each and every ethno-specific request, just as they will flot necessarily

accommodate the requests of every interest group.

“Permission is attached to the zoning designation of the building, flot to the
person. Any activity requested by a group, be it a daycare or a synagogue, for us
becomes a community that lias specific practices. We see these cases every day.
We understand that members of a particular synagogue need to be able to walk
there on certain days. We have no choice but to accommodate different cultural
values.” (municipal employee, no. 40)

Ideally, they would like to have information on the different needs and concerns of ethnocultural

groups in their territory of intervention beforehand in order to make decisions and create

programs that anticipate tlie public space needs or concerns of these groups. While tliose

working for community-based organizations have little difficulty being proactive in their

decision-making and actions, those with the City and witli local public institutions are limited by

operational constraints or by the consequences of accepting or denying a particular request.

Therefore, these latter ten actors have no choice but to be reactive, even though they try to be

inclusive in their decision-making.

“We’d like to be able to reach out and be more proactive but the framework

doesn’t exist, SO we’re more inclined to work at the level of a project that
concems everyone than on negotiating cultural differences and needs for every
space.” (municipal ernployee, no. 43)
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It is also interesting to note that respondents who are more culturally neutral in their perceptions

of public space use and concerns ail fali into this inclusionist group of respondents, although flot

ail respondents in the inclusionist group are culturally neutral in terms of their perceptions of

public space use.

These two groups, one holding assimilationist conceptions and reporting that they are not ail that

receptive to difference, and the other holding inclusionist conceptions and reporting that they are

open to difference, are both limited in the extent to which they can respond positively to

difference. For 21 out of 26 respondents, their ability to be receptive to difference in the

decision-making process is also conditioned by operational considerations, above and beyond

their personal orientations. However, it bears note that there is little conelation here between a

respondent’s place of employment (community-based organization, City of Montreal

department, public institution), the existence of an overall departmentai or institutional cultural

diversity strategy (such as the City of Montreal’s reasonable accommodation guidelines), and

these very personal beliefs. As we will see in the next section, operational receptiveness to

difference is sometimes very different than personal receptiveness.

7.4.2 Operational Considerations in Muttiethnic Contexts

Operational considerations refer to factors in the work environment (institutionai mandate and

policies, managerial practice, professional experience, office location, service delivery, budgets,

etc.) that affect and mold how employees and businesses operate. In fact, the main principie of

institutionai reorganization is to remove constraints associated with these factors in order to

ensure more effective service delivery (Applebaum, 1995). How effectively do our respondents

operate and deliver services in culturally diverse contexts? To what extent to personal attitudes

colour receptiveness to difference in practice? As our findings suggest, the influence exerted by

operational factors on respondents’ decision-making and practice in culturally diverse contexts

tums out to be quite strong.
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a) Institutional mandate and approach

Interview findings show that the presence of an institutional mandate regarding the treatment of

cultural diversity directly affects the extent to which respondents are wiliing and able to consider

culturai difference in their decision-making, and may actuaiiy be one of the most important

considerations due to its effect on internai policies and procedures. However, even when such a

mandate exists, there is stiil a considerable degree of variation between municipal departments,

public institutions, and community-based organizations in terms of the way that such a mandate

is interpreted and implemented.

Municipal autitorities

One of the more important findings to emerge from interviews with municipal authorities is that

despite the existence of the City of Montreal’ s officiai intercuituralism strategy and set of

management guidelines (reasonable accommodation), the majority of respondents working for

the City of Montreal report that their departmental mandate or internai policies do not provide

any inkling of how to proceed in multietimic contexts. Nine out of twelve municipal actors said

that their department or division has flot adopted the Intercultural Affairs Bureau’s reasonable

accommodation guidelines in practice. Therefore, in the absence of any departmental guidelines

for decision-making in contexts of cuitural diversity, they are forced to “make do”.

“It’s nice to have stuff like the BAI [Intercuitural Affairs Bureau] suggests, but
we need actual guidelines that help us sit down with people of that community
and decide what to do. [.. .j Even in the parks, we have no officiai planning
standards and no reference point at ail for planning in flinction of ethnie
communities. For example, we oflen get requests by etimic communities not to
plant trees along the sidewaiks, because culturally many peopie don’t like having
their front lawns in shade. I end up having to make up my own mmd about things
that affect a lot ofpeople permanently without any policy support to back me up.”
(municipal employee, no. 30)

These respondents make do by relying on their field experience and professional training, or else

they foliow the unwritten code of operations that has always prevailed in their department.

Intercultural training is reported to be of little assistance in this matter. Although these

respondents have ail received some sort of cultural sensitivity training from the Intercultural
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Affairs Bureau or from a liaison officer in their department who has been trained to give such

sessions, only one respondent said that it had any practical use on a daily basis.

In fact, only three municipal actors report that the City’s interculturalism strategy and reasonable

accommodation guidelines are used to guide decision-making in their department or division. On

the other hand, these respondents go on to say that the reasonable accommodation guidelines

provide them with no helpful hints on how to implement or arrive at decisions in practice. They

are quietly making up their own policy as they go along.

“What’s happening now in NDG and Côte des Neiges is very much outside the
existing policy framework because if we apply it, we suspect that these people
will no longer be participating and that they’ll use facilities in an unrecognized
way, and then we’ll really have a problem.” (municipal employee, no. 34)

Public institutionat authorities

In the case of our six respondents working for public institutions, three work for institutions (the

CLSC and the police force) that have both an overail cultural diversity mandate and a set of

guidelines for working in multiethnic contexts. These mandates espouse an “integration”

approach that is similar to the Intercultural Affairs Bureau’ s interculturalist approach. The intent

of these mandates is to further minority group participation and integration while tailoring

programs to stated and unstated needs at the level of ethnocultural communities. These

respondents report that they have inclusive approaches to decision-making in practice because

they are mandated to act inclusively, regardless of what their own personal philosophy might be.

On the other hand, three respondents work for institutions that have no such mandate. Since all

ofthese respondents have personal attitudes towards difference that can be called assimilationist,

in the absence of a mandate calling for greater openness to difference they only consider

ethnocultural differences when they have to (in situations of extreme conflict, for example).
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Community-based organizations

Ail eight community group workers in this study are mandated by their organization to work

with a muitiethnic ciientele. On the other hand, none of these organizations have any set of

internai guidelines for decision-making in such contexts. Most said that they are pretty much ftee

to develop their own decision-making approaches, although they are constrained in some

respects by the objectives of the funding agencies that finance their organizations. Respondents

whose organizations are specificaiiy mandated to work with immigrants report having more

inclusive decision-making approaches (regardiess of their personai attitude to difference), whiie

those whose organizations serve a generai clientele tend to prefer assimilationist approaches

(these respondents aiso hold personai attitudes that are more assimilationist).

In short, if an institutional mandate and set of guideiines exist that specify the need to

accommodate cuiturai difference during the decision-making process, respondents in generai wiii

be more open and receptive to difference in practice, even if personally they feei the opposite.

On the other hand, if no such mandate and set of internai guidelines exist, actors wiil choose

either assimiiationist or inciusionist decision-making approaches, depending on their personal

beliefs.

A distinction must be made here between ‘mandate’ and ‘set of internai guideiines’. In some

cases, respondents work for organizations or institutions that have both a culturai diversity

mandate and a set of operationai guideiines, and they make decisions accordingly. The exception

is respondents with the City of Montreai, where the existence of these devices at the poiicy level

does not seem to have had a great deal of impact on actors’ decision-making in practice, even

when individuai departments have adopted these approaches as their working strategies. This

distinction is puzziing at first, since respondents empioyed by other institutions with a simiiar

mandate and set of guideiines report the opposite. The answer might be found in other

operationai factors that constrain or facilitate receptiveness to difference, such as office location

or avaiiability ofresources.
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b) Office location

Centrally Iocated actors tend to be less receptive to etbnocultural difference, although there are

two notable exceptions (one is a municipal urban planner and the other a municipal building

inspector). The others ail said that they do flot have a good grasp of what the concems of

residents in multietimic areas such as Côte des Neiges might be, and report that this affects their

ability to make decisions in situations where ethnocultural difference is involved.

Respondents who are physically located in Côte des Neiges or Notre Dame de Grâce feel that

they have a good understanding of the concems of different ethnocultural groups, although

initially they sometimes had a hard job figuring out what these concems might be because

individuals from these communities are reluctant to complain or make demands. However, daily

exposure has helped them understand the way that different etimocultural communities think,

and has made them aware of the importance of accounting for these differences in their decision

making process.

“Multietlmicity is our daily reality. Over the years, we’ve developed a lot of
mechanisms for working in multiethnic areas that other Services haven’t, just
because this is what we do ail day long.” (municipal employee, no. 43)

“When I arrived here I was sure someone was filming a movie. There were
Africans, Hindus, Jews, Jamaicans, everyone was dressed in their cultural dress.
I’d neyer seen this and I wasn’t used to this. Coming from the exterior can be a
real shock. You have to learn to deal with this, these are ail human beings. It’s
easier though when you are working day-to-day on the ground. City authorities
who aiways stay in their offices cannot possibly understand how people live
here.” (public institutional employee, no. 50)
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c) Service delivery problems and constraints

While the majority (20 out of 26) report that service delivery is much more difficuit in a

muhiethnic context and that this limits their ability and willingness to deal with cultural

difference, six respondents feel that their job is facilitated in multietimic areas.

“Service detivery isfacititated”

Respondents who feel that service delivery is easier in a multietimic context (an urban planner,

parks planner, building inspector, and two police officers) attribute this to four factors. first,

there are many residents’ groups and community-based organizations located in highly

multiethnic areas that actively transmit local needs and concems to these officials. These

respondents say that they receive fewer etimo-specific requests because these have already been

filtered by local organizations. The requests that they do receive are either for celebratory or

symbolic features (religious and cultural festivals or monuments) or for commercial and

institutional uses (Jewish or Islamic educational establishments, ethnie places ofworship, old age

homes for the Orthodox and Ultra Orthodox Jewish communities, ethnie stores). Second, high

levels of cultural diversity are believed to create a greater climate of tolerance because the

NIMBY (Not In My Back Yard) phenomenon is much less pronounced in multiethnic areas. This

means that these respondents feel that uses and requests that might arouse controversy in other

areas tend to be tolerated more in areas like Côte des Neiges.

“I’ve neyer felt the “NIMBY” phenomenon in Côte des Neiges the way I’ve felt it
in other quartiers, like Ahuntsic or Hochelaga-Maisonneuve.”
(municipal employee, no. 40)

Third, whule muhietbnicity may increase the amount of time it takes to meet with members of

specific communities, these respondents say that they would do exactly the same thing in other

areas because each neighbourhood has its own specific problems and interest groups. And fourth,

they personally really enjoy working in a multiethnic context.

“No, it doesn’t take any more energy, in fact, I prefer this, these are more
interesting situations, more complex. Maybe it requires a little more effort to
understand these situations, but I find them more interesting.”
(municipal employee, no. 40)
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Three ofthese respondents volunteered to work in Côte des Neiges (in some cases, they were the

only ones in their department who wanted to).

“I started out in Côte des Neiges when I joined because no one else wanted to
work there due to the multiethnicity, the language problem, the type of housing
problems. But those things don’t bother me. It bothers the others, especially since
they have to work in English 70% of the time. But I don’t have any barriers. I
don’t have any negative feelings about people from other countries.”
(municipal employee, no. 51)

“Service delivery is more djfficu!t”

Twenty respondents report that providing even essential services in multietlmic areas is more

difficuit than in cuhurally homogeneous areas due to problems of density and volume,

communication, lack of sufficient resources, and lack of guidelines or precedent.

I) constraints due to density and volume

For municipal employees in this group, the immense territory of Côte des Neiges, the density of

its built environment, and its large population pose significant service delivery problems. First of

ah, they are operating with the same budgets and resources as their colleagues in smahler or less

dense neighbourhoods or districts. Second, they report that the volume of garbage or recycling

material produced by residents, the number of apartment buildings requiring servicing, and the

sheer number of people using local public spaces all affect the quality of services delivered.

Third, the constant influx of new immigrants further comphicates things. For example, garbage

collection becomes even more arduous if new immigrants have no idea how the municipal

garbage collection system works, or how and where they should be disposing oftheir garbage.

ii) communication difficulties

All respondents in this group say that they have difficulty communicating effectively with

residents in multiethnic areas, which in turn affects their abihity to operate. For many, this bas to

do with their linguistic ability. If these respondents are not conversant in English, or if residents

understand neither English or French, then they have no way of letting residents know how and

where to get information or assistance, and residents will not feel comfortable meeting with

them. Communication styles between different groups are also problernatic, especially for sorne
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female respondents who are flot used to dealing with very different world-views and probÏems,

arid who sometimes feel intimidated by men of certain etimocultural origins.

“Intercuitural training doesn’t help when you’re faced with a person who can’t
speak the language well and who aiso doesn’t seem to understand what the City
can and can’t do. [...] It’s really time-consuming, and nobody seems to
understand that I have to deal with them as quickly as possible. [...] And some
men, the Indians and Russians are really bad, they hate taiking with a wornan.”
(municipal empioyee, no. 47)

iii) lack of resources

Ail respondents believe that working in a multiethnic neighbourhood requires more resources.

Tnstitutional downsizing has affected municipal actors in this group enormously. Several

respondents located in Côte des Neiges said that the effectiveness of their service delivery bas

decreased substantially over the past fifleen years as a resuit.

“I think we have a professional responsibility to seek out unexpressed needs. But
do we have the resources to do it? Years ago we had more resources and we also
had more of a focus on animating. BasicalÏy our front-une people now are
administrative. They’re overwhelmed.” (municipal employee, no. 32)

Budget cuts and loss of personnel prevent many respondents from even considering cultural

diversity, because they simply cannot afford to in terms oftime and money.

“There’s always a certain distance between social trends and our response. This is
expensive and heavy equipment. We also have to make sure that these aren’t just
passing fads, and that if we respond, that it’ll respond to everyone’s needs. It has
to be worth devoting a large portion of our shrinking budget to. There are also
needs that the City can’t take on. That’s what private spaces are for. The private
sector can respond to these more specific needs. This allows us to adopt littie
solutions, but not larger ones.” (municipal employee, no. 37)

While budget cuts are a problem for institutions across North America, many respondents say

that it hits home rnuch more in multiethnic areas because the social and spatial problems are

more acute. Some municipal employees in this sample say that they need a 100% increase in

resources in order to provide appropriate service delivery.
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“That requires resources. Not just financial resources, but people who know how
to work in those types of situations. It takes special people to work with this
clientele, special talent and attitude. And then you need to have the political will
to back it up.” (municipal employee, no. 32)

For example, lack of funding means that garbage trucks fill up too quickly and waste time going

back and forth to the dump. It means that the day afier the roving park crew cleans up a park, the

parks are dirty again and stay dirty until the next crew passes by. It means that these actors do

not have the time or personnel to do community outreach, which they do not consider to be an

aspect of essential service provision in host society neighbourhoods.

High turnover rates among personnel mean that long-term memory is missing, which eight

respondents believe is very important in a multiethnic neighbourhood where oral traditions and

personal contacts are essential. In short, lack of sufficient resources means that many

respondents cannot afford to spend time sorting through ethnocultural differences, since they

have to devote their attention to making sure essential services are at least provided.

“The City wants to find “quick fixes” for problems that are more insidious and
that have many side-problems attached to them. It takes a lot of time and energy
to get these people to even start opening up to you, and it’s flot easy to reach
them. The City doesn’t have the ability right now to deal with this type of
context.” (community group worker, no. 45)

iv) lack of guidelines or precedent

AÏthough respondents in this group say that they have no choice but to deal with cultural

diversity in their daily work, very few feel equipped to be making decisions on the validity of

diverse uses or requests. Either they lack field experience or mediation training, or else the

technical resources that might help them evaluate these issues in the absence of stated guidelines

are missing. Without firm guidelines or any form of legal precedent, most say that they are

simply going step-by-step, relying on the success or failure of past cases to help them make the

best decision. They feel that they are not making any headway on finding real solutions to their

service delivery problems, only finding temporary ways out of potentially sticky situations.

Therefore, it makes more sense to stick to “the common good” rather than to try and wend their

way through different and conflicting ethno-specific realities.
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***

In summary, receptiveness to culturai diversity in the decision-making and planning process

depends almost entireiy on factors that go well beyond personal inclination. factors such as

institutionai mandate and internai guidelines, professional experience with multiethnic contexts,

office location, and the resources and skiiis respondents have at their disposai (budgetary

resources, technicai aids, personnel, mediation skiii) are the most influentiai. Professionally,

those who work under conditions that favour inclusion tend to be more receptive to cuiturai

diversity and to culturally diverse requests. On the other hand, since oniy a handful of actors

actuaily have the resources and guidelines needed to help them make decisions in multiethnic

contexts, the majority only react if they have to (in cases of conflict or controversy).

It can be concluded that for respondents with community-based organizations, the City of

Montreal, and public institutions, comprehensive institutionai support in the form of a cultural

diversity mandate, practical guidelines, and sufficient resources is probabiy the best indicator of

an actor’s receptiveness to cultural difference. However, there are qualifications that need to be

made here, since our findings show that most City of Montreal authorities participating in this

study report that the City’ s strategic mandate (interculturalism approach) and set of guidelines

(reasonable accommodation) on cultural diversity are not ail that helpful. Either their department

or division has not adopted these strategies intemally, or eise their department has not adapted

them to its specific operational realities, in which case they find that the general

recommendations of the reasonable accommodation management guideiines too vague to be

useful in their daily practice. In the majority of cases, the exhortation to pursue a strategy of

reasonable accommodation in their daiiy practice is useless if respondents’ departments or

divisions have not been granted the resources needed to impiement decision-making and

operations under multiethnic contexts properly. Therefore, the mere presence of a mandate and

set of guidelines respecting the way that cultural diversity is to be treated by employees is flot

sufficient if mechanisms are not put in place to ensure that employees: 1. are obliged to follow

these guidelines, 2. fully understand how decision-making is to take place under these guidelines,

and 3. are supported by a comprehensive set of written guidelines or instructions that corroborate

their decisions.
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7.4.3 Local Knowledge and the Success of Planning Endeavours

Location emerged as a factor that helps determine respondents’ willingness to consider or

accomniodate cultural difference in their actions or decision-making. First. the location of an

actor’s office exerts a certain degree of influence over his or her receptiveness to cultural

diversity. And second, actors with field experience in multiethnic contexts tend to report being

more sensitive to difference. The tug-of-war between proponents of the local and the central is a

matter of debate in Canadian cities nowadays, on subjects ranging from forced municipal

mergers to decentralization of administrative power and services (Séguin and Germain, 2000;

Isin, 2000b; Andrew and Goldsmith, 199$).

Respondents do not agree on whether or not planning interventions and actions that affect

residents directly should be conceived and implemented in collaboration with local residents and

groups. One quarter (all with the City or public institutions) believes that ‘professionals’ are the

only ones with the expertise and training needed to develop and implement planning or

environmental improvement projects properly. Therefore, these respondents feel that they only

need to consult with citizens or local stakeholders as a final step or as a last resort (for example,

if they caimot obtain the information they need through formai surveys or statistical analysis). If

the public reacts negativeïy to their plans during public consultations or else submits proof that

their proposais are unacceptable, then they are wiliing to revise certain elements of their plan or

program.

On the other hand, the majority (20 out of 26) believe that local-level collaboration is essential,

especially for top-down projects in multietimic neighbourhoods. They all cited examples of cases

where a project or program failed in Côte des Neiges or in the Mountain Sights area because the

advice of local actors was flot asked or followed.

“There are enormous discrepancies between programs conceived by the City and
the needs of residents. They conceive of a project for ail neighbourhoods across
the city and then try to make the context here fit the project and get frustrated
when it doesn’t work.” (community group worker, no. 42)
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However, like residents in this study, none of these respondents feels that it is possible or even

desirable for public authorities to collaborate with local groups on every project. While six

respondents (five community group workers and one public institutionai employee) believe that

full collaboration is essential for every project or program, the rest said that top-down projects

can work very well as long as they are tweaked to suit local needs through partial collaboration

with local groups on matters that affect them. On the other hand, none ofthe study’s respondents

believe that even partial collaboration is possible right now due to iack of time and money in ail

sectors.

Ail respondents feei that the constraints posed by lack of resources and political wiii mean that

local groups and residents have no choice but to take planning matters into their own hands.

Whife 6 out of 12 municipal actors report that they depend on local groups to help them assess

the “hidden” needs of immigrant areas, they are afraid that informai planning movements rnight

ciash with the existing legal and administrative framework, impÏying that a dual level of

management needs to be formed. The horror of having to cede decision-making power to local

groups or residents is very strong among these actors.

Thirteen respondents, including ail community group workers, believe that residents’ groups

have no choice but to take planning matters into their own hands because the City is forced to

action a request coming from a special interest group.

“When residents take charge of things themselves and have a group that

represents them, it’s easier. Individuai residents tend to refer lots of problems to

us that aren’t part cf our mandate, but a residents’ group usuaÏly means business.

It helps us develop a strategy te arrive at a quaiity environment.”

(municipal employee, no. 39)

This is even more important in multietimic, immigrant, or lower income areas, for these

respondents believe that such areas are too easily ignored by the City.
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7.4.4 Roles and Responsibilities

Respondents’ perceptions of the roies and responsibilities of residents, community group

workers, and public authorities in a muitietimic neighbourhood depend greatly on what sector

they are working in. Ail respondents believe that residents have the responsibiiity of

appropriating their neighbourhood and taking care of their local environment, although they

differ on the extent of these responsibilities. Whiie they ah feel that residents should act as

environmental caretakers (reporting broken park benches to the Parks Departrnent, for example),

the majority of municipal ernployees feel that residents shouid be banding together to take care

of problems themselves (participating in Neighbourhood Watch programs or forming residents’

groups). These groups can then serve as a bridge between residents and authorities.

“Everyone has his role to play. I reaily want to see residents take charge of their

milieu. I’ll benefit from it, since I’ll have less garbage to manage, less difficulty
maintaining the streets in good condition. This will create a better living

environment for everyone. I see that residents’ groups are taking this
responsibility on. That’s good.” (municipal employee, no. 39)

Most respondents with community-based organizations and public institutions disagree, arguing

that this is merely a way for overburdened officiais with the City of Montreai to dump their

responsibilities on residents, who do flot have the time or experience to take on such duties.

“Locals don’t always have knowledge. I know this might get some people upset,
but it’s what I’ve corne to notice. And I’m on their side, it’s not that. It’s that they

don’t aiways see the consequences of what they’re asking, or what’s involved in
actually getting it. [...J If the City was doing its job, it wouldn’t even be an issue.
They should make an effort to find out what people need here, but not make
residents responsible for managing what’s really the City’s responsibiiity.”

(cornmunity group worker, no. 27)

These respondents ail said that municipal authorities are not holding up their side of the bargain.

Municipal actors do flot dispute this point, however. Most feei that their operating budgets have

been so ciawed back that they are oniy abie to do the bare minirnum. Like it or not, residents’

associations and community-based organizations are forced to take up the slack. However, none

of the comrnunity group workers in this sample feel that municipal authorities give them the
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necessary funding and political weight to be the City’s “partners”, considering what the City

expects from this volunteer sector.

In short, respondents ail believe that residents’ groups and community-based organizations are a

necessary part of the formai planning process since they transmit local needs to authorities and

can take over management of certain public space projects if required, as long as they are funded

properly. However, the extent to which these groups are equal partners or are accepted as being

“planners” is definitely debatable.

7.4.5 Representativity

If residents’ groups play such an important role in the planning process in multiethnic areas, it is

also important to note that none ofthe respondents in this sample believes that residents’ groups,

such as the Mountain Sights Residents’ Association, are truly representative of diverse groups

and interests in these areas. However, like most of the residents interviewed, they ail believe that

these groups are representative enough.

“The group speaks only for people who are members of the group and who agree
with what the group says. So who do they speak for? They speak for themselves
and the people who agree with them. What’s their political accountability?
They’re accountable to their members. But it’s stili a forum that we can work
with.” (municipal employee, no. 32)

“Is the Mountain Sights group representative of people on the street? It’s
representative of a section of residents, the Sri Lankans and several Blacks. They
don’t represent the HLM, the people on the other side of the park, the local
businesses. But we still take their demands as being representative of everybody.
If they told me there is not a cleanliness problem there, then I would question it.
So it may be a small less-representative committee, but the results benefit
everyone.” (municipal empÏoyee, no. 43)

Due to problems of democratic functioning, transparency, openness, and transmission of

information, however, two thirds said that residents’ associations are flot necessarily

representative of diverse ethnoculturally-based preferences and concerns in a multiethnic

context, although they may be in a mono-ethnic context. In other words, the filter effect that

many actors praised beforehand also dampens information on the needs and wants of different

ethnocultural groups that these actors would like to have available.
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7.4.6 Dealing with Diversity on the Ground

Making decisions on public space and actually dealing with cultural diversity on the ground is

flot necessarily the same thing. After discussing decision-making, respondents were asked to

describe how they respond in practice — how tolerant they are in multietbnic areas, what

standards they apply, and how this compares to their practices in other parts of the city. These

findings are important, because in many cases their attitudes are very similar to those of one

particular group of residents — Canadian-bom residents and very long-term immigrants.

Tolerance and “turning a blind eye” are very common responses. In fact, like these particular

residents, the majority of community group workers and public authorities have very different

ideas of what immigrants want to see applied and tolerated in public space than these immigrants

might have. It is also interesting to note that the division between ‘culturally neutral’ and ‘over

ethnicizing’ perceptions that cropped up in the previous section appears once again in terms of

standards.

a) Applying standards in multiethnic areas

Twenty three out of 26 respondents said that municipal and public institutional authorities apply

lower standards in Côte des Neiges than in other parts of the city. On the other hand, the

remaining three respondents (all working in the housing sector) said that the same low standards

are being applied everywhere in Montreal.

“I don’t think the City is more or less tolerant here in Côte des Neiges than
elsewhere, I think it’s across the city. The fiffieth time you get an avis de
contravention, do you think you’ll take it seriously? This problem occurs in ah
domains. They don’t apply the by-laws anywhere.”
(community group worker, no. 52)

Respondents with community-based organizations and public institutions (with the exception of

police officers) ail believe that municipal authorities overlook issues that they feel are dangerous,

such as building safety, garbage collection, broken equipment in the park, and disruptive

behaviour, but punish residents for things that are not their fault (parking tickets in areas where

parking is himited, for example). Municipal authorities in this study do not dispute this

assessment. Only respondents with the police force said that they can take immediate steps to
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control a dangerous situation. Municipal authorities feel that their hands are often tied. Either by

laws have no teeth, or else they have difficulty getting permission to take action from higher

authorities (their budget requests are denied or this is flot something that their department can

handle alone since it requires long-term comprehensive intervention).

On the other hand, everyone admitted that they overlook things that might be a question of

immigrant integration. For example, the police will not say anything to the older man openly

drinking a beer in De La Savane Park on a hot summer day. Nor will they make the Sri Lankan

woman remove the saris she is drying on the park fence. But they wilI enforce by-laws

prohibiting such actions in parks in the Town of Mount Royal. They ah feel very strongly that

dishing out fines and “punishment” is not the way to go in an immigrant area. In their opinion,

residents probably cannot afford to pay a fine, and it is not fair to fine a new immigrant who does

not understand what codes have been broken.

“We could have been very repressive and given out fines but this is not the tack
we want to take. We would rather go and speak with them, because it’s usually
just because they don’t understand the situation. It’s not by being strict and
authoritative that we’ll reach our goals, on the contrary.”
(municipal employee, no. 39)

There are limits, however. For example, while respondents will tum a blind eye to an informal

mosque that has elicited no complaints, some wihl take action pretty fast if this mosque starts

broadcasting calis to prayer over a loudspeaker. However, the solution will most likely take the

form of soft negotiation before it becomes punitive.

“Having a mussallah shouldn’t be a problem if they have good communication
with other residents. If there’s a problem with it, then you need to have a different
approach, because coming down too hard makes them feel like they can’t practice
their religion. But you could bring in an imam who would have moral authority
and who could teil them that it’s against the by-law.”
(community group worker, no. 34)
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In fact, “tuming a blind eye” is a very common reaction on the part of municipal authorities in

our sample, simply because they feel that they are not equipped to deal with different and/or

irregular culturally-based uses.

“I think City authorities have no choice but to be more tolerant in Côte des
Neiges. If you start visiting buildings and you see all sorts of anomalies, you have
to follow-up constantly. Do you really want to get involved in this? Oflen it’s a
big can of worms and then you’ll be stuck dealing with it. [...] Often we just
don’t “see it”. We close our eyes, a lot of Services here do that. We aren’t more
lax, we just accept differences more.” (municipal employee, no. 43)

AIl respondents feel that authorities should be very tolerant of practices that reflect people’s

daily life in a multiethnic or immigrant area, as long as these practices do flot cause undue

hardship to other residents. In fact, everyone who works regularly in Côte des Neiges said that

they were more strict when they began working there but that their tolerance levels have grown

over the years.

“In the beginning I was fairly strict, but over time I’ve grown less so. You see so
many things in this area, and you see that some things you can let go, but other
things you have to react to. It comes with experience. Once you deal with really
serious things, other things aren’t so serious. I’ve leamed what to react to and
what to walk away from. The only things we don’t tolerate are things that affect
public or personal safety.” (municipal employee, no. 51)

However, these attitudes bear qualification, since ah municipal authorities and several public

institutional actors said that they also act the same way in host society areas. The difference is

that these respondents believe that the social pressure to conform is greater in host society areas

because irregular uses stand out more, and because residents there are more hikely to teli the

‘offender’ that lie is doing something that bothers them or to complain to authorities.

“People corne here and they don’t how anyone. People have no hold on their
milieu, so they watch what others are doing and think that everybody does this. In
a different area, people will take the time to tell their neighbours they can’t do
that.” (municipal ernployee, no. 39)
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b) Standardizing ‘irregular’ uses

Respondents are divided on whether or flot the same standards, norms, and ‘codes’ should exist

across Montreal. The same separation between those who believe that irregular uses in a

multiethnic area have littie to do with cultural difference (the culturally neutral group) and those

who attribute ail irregular uses to culture (the over-ethnicizing group) exists here as it did in the

section on public space use.

One group of 14 (from aIl different sectors) believes that the same standards and norrns should

prevail across Montreal, and the other group of 12 believes that standards or norms should be

more flexible in multiethnic or immigrant neighbourhoods. for respondents in the first group,

irregular uses are not reaiiy cuiturally-based at ail. They only appear that way because of the

ethnicity of the person carrying them out. Therefore, it is not fair that offenders in multietimic

neighbourhoods get off scot-free “because they are immigrants” while those in more

homogeneous neighbourhoods are punished and hopefully begin to conform. In addition,

municipal actors in this group are also afraid that giving in to ethno-specific requests in one

neighbourhood will lead to an increase in similar demands across the city. The idea oftreating all

neighbourhoods equally in terms of standards is very important for these respondents.

“There’s a common ground or standard that we have to make sure is respected so
as not to create injustice between neighbourhoods. The park in Hochelaga
Maisonneuve should not be equipped any differently than the park in Côte des

Neiges.” (community group worker, no. 34)

Respondents in the second group feel that irregular uses in multiethnic areas are usually ethno

specific but will self-regulate as immigrants become more integrated. The problem facing these

respondents is that current standards and norms are difficult enough to enforce in host society

areas, and are even more so in multiethnic areas. Municipal actors in this group said that quite a

few ofthe decisions that they make regarding public space in multiethnic areas are not accounted

for in policy or law. In addition, many also said that while they have an innate idea of what

public space is supposed to look like in host society areas, they have no such reference point for

multiethnic or immigrant areas. First of all, public spaces in these areas were not designed with
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the needs of an etbnoculturally diverse population in mmd, and second, these respondents are flot

even sure what the host society’ s standards and norms are anymore.

“Everybody from Western and European points of view presumes that there are
basic civic behaviours in public space about what you do and don’t do, how you
use the space, how you approach other people. I think we need to ask what are the
basics that apply to everybody now, because what’s happening in our parks is new
to ail of us.” (municipal employee, no. 32)

These respondents feel that it makes more sense to concentrate on the most important things in a

muitietimic neighbourhood and to let more irregular things go.

“We shouldn’t have different standards or guideiines for this area, that would be
racism, to say oh, they’re flot that clean, we need to tolerate it. The City must
maintain its standards. But I think we also have to keep in mmd that there’s only
one City inspector for this area, and it’s very difficult to maintain these standards.
Stuff like people who dry their ciothes in the park, I have no problem with it.
Does anyone really have a big problem with littie stuff iike that? Does it realiy
matter?” (public institutional employee, no. 31)

In short, no one feels that the existing framework under which decisions affecting public space

are made is reflective of current social reality. As a result, the decisions that they are taking on

public space issues across the board are flot necessarily suitable to current urban realities in any

Montreal neighbourhood.

7.4.7 The Feasibility of “Poing” Planning in Multiethnic Neighbourhoods

Respondents ail believe that it is entirely possible to do planning in muitiethnic contexts in an

inclusive way, even those who are not inclusionist in philosophy or practice. In fact, ah ten

respondents with professional planning training (urban planning, building technofogy, landscape

architecture, facilities and site management, community development) feei that planning for

multiple publics is the cornerstone of any planning effort. This does not mean that multiple

publics are muitiethnic publics, only that there is always a diversity of needs and stakeholders to

account for during any planning action.
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a) Sketching out a planning process for multiethnic contexts

Based on respondents’ suggestions for helping the existing municipal planning framework

operate better in multietlmic contexts, the broad outlines of a more inclusive planning practice

emerge. In essence, respondents’ ideas resemble those of many residents very closely. Ah those

who commented on this (only two could flot think of any possible solutions) feel that a more

culturally inclusive framework should include some or ahi of the following components:

mechanisms for deahing with social complexity, attention to local dynamics, clear guidehines, and

collaborative planning approaches.

Devetop mechanismsfor deating witlt comptexity

Almost all respondents said that their modes of operation in multiethnic contexts are either

different, or else they shouhd be. These modes of operation form a tool-kit for working in

culturally diverse contexts. This tool-kit includes: outreach, tools to help make decisions among

different and competing demands, additional ftinding, and flexible work methods.

“The municipal approach is very linear. They go from point A to point 3. When
you work with ethnic or multietimic groups, you have to have a more serpentine
approach, sometirnes going right in order to eventually go left. But if you try to go
from A to B just like that, you’ll neyer get there. There’s a lot of garne-playing
involved.” (municipal employee, no. 43)

Achieving the same resuits in a multietimic neighbourhood as in a host society one requires

additional resources and adapted operational methods because the social integration of new

immigrants must be addressed. In addition, working in multiethnic contexts is considered to

require more effort and finesse. Therefore, respondents feel that actors and managers in

multiethnic contexts should be given the freedom to adapt interventions and methods of

operation as they see fit.

“Everyone doesn’t fit into the same mold. It’s easier to fix a garbage problem in
Rivière des Prairies with its large well-kept spaces than in Mountain Sights or
Walkley. So I would create the same intervention plans, but the way I
impiemented them in every neighbourhood would be different. The City wants to
do programs and interventions very fast, in one mold, and have them wrap up by a
certain deadline. You can’t work to those rules and deadlines in these areas.”
(public institutional employee, no. 46)
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Pay greater attention to local dynarnics

Twenty four out of 26 respondents said that planning for multiethnic publics requires greater

attention to local dynamics. First of ah, they feel that multiethnic neighbourhoods receive the

buik of new arrivais, whose interactions with the physicai environment are ofien rooted in very

different practices and social dynamics. In addition, dynamics between groups and interests in a

multiethnic area are considered to be more compiex than in more homogeneous areas. Two

thirds of locally situated respondents point out that this complexity is flot easily understood by

someone working on the outside, and is flot easily transÏated by someone on the inside.

On top of this, the majority of respondents believe that top-down planning efforts are flot aiways

well suited to local needs and social dynamics in a multiethnic context, while bottom-up efforts

are exhausting and confrontational, and usually oniy resuit in band-aid solutions. Therefore, 12

respondents feel that any ‘new’ way of doing planning shouid confer greater decision-making

power on local bodies and increase the pohitical weight of local voices in planning and program

efforts.

Overbatil the existingfrarnework through the use ofguidetines

Municipal actors ail feel that the entire municipal pohicy and procedural framework needs to be

overhauled, and detailed guidehines for departrnental decision-making, planning, and

management in culturahly diverse contexts put together. Six municipal respondents noted that in

earlier decades, the assumption was that municipal decision-makers could make the right

decision by relying on existing by-iaws, the past procedures of their department, and their own

innate knowledge of what was socially acceptable in public space and what was deviant. The

need for City-wide pohicies and guidehines in certain situations was not 50 evident. However,

they feel that there are so many different interest groups ail jostling for attention (some examples

that were cited include women’s safety groups, Gay Rights groups, groups in favour of creating

“Red Light” zones and those opposed, dog-owners associations, skateboarding clubs, etc.) that

dealing with multiple publics is now the norm, not the exception. Therefore, these guidelines

need to address social diversity in general, not just ethnocultural diversity.
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Based on the suggestions of municipal authorities, these new departmental guidelines should

demonstrate:

1. Which types of requests take precedence over others.

2. How to juggie equally valid but competing requests or uses.

3. How to resolve inter-group or inter-use conflict.

4. How to evaluate public space needs in multiethnic neighbourhoods, both reactively and

proactively.

5. How and when to tweak service delivery and planning action to local realities.

6. How to design spaces that take diverse uses and needs into account while recognizing that

these designs will endure for another twenty or thirty years. As one respondent relates:

“We need to design spaces that are multi-purpose, knowing that people will
appropriate them in different ways in different areas. We’re conscious of this
reality. An Asian community needs green space with lots of vegetation to practice
tai chi, but when they aren’t there, another community arrives to have a picnic. So
the same space must be designed to serve different people.”
(municipal employee, no. 36)

7. How to develop mechanisms for collaborating with non-institutional actors (residents,

community group workers, local business owners, etc.) in order to ensure the continued

viability of local public spaces and environments. According to 14 respondents, the main

problem with multiethnic contexts is that they are mutable (transit zones for new immigrants,

immigrant waves that change every five years or so). They feel that ensuring the continued

viability of public spaces over time is important since these spaces will continue to exist long

afier many residents have moved elsewhere. Public space must then be able to withstand or

accommodate change.

“It’s hard to plan for only one community, because these communities don’t stay
forever in the neighbourhood. If we concentrate too much on specificities, we risk
alienating other present and future users. Since Côte des Neiges is multiethnic, the
question will aiways arise — how do we plan for everyone? I don’t have the
answer. If we can’t have guidelines for planning in multietlrnic areas, we need
procedures that will help us find out what people need and would like to see in
their public spaces.” (municipal employee, no. 37)
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Ernphasize cottaborative approaches

Fifteen respondents (in ail sectors) said that an approach based on elernents similar to those used

in sustainabie community development needs to be adopted or inserted into the repertoire of

municipal planning approaches. Integrated, multi-level interventionist, and micro-zone

approaches are very common in the social work and public health fieids, and are used when the

goal is sustainable community development. This group of respondents considers that these types

of approaches are very important because certain public space problems in multiethnic areas (and

in many host society areas as well) are not planning problems, but social problems.

“As planners we do what we can, but the problems are often problems of society,
not planning problems. It’s too bad, but ofien people have the impression that
changing the physical design of a space will correct the situation, and it’s not
necessarily the case. It’s a reaiity that’s very difficuit to manage.”
(municipal employee, no. 36)

In their opinion, addressing these problems in public space requires the collaboration of a range

of different actors.

“We need to have ail the possible intervention tools at our disposai, for these are
ofien planning problems that are too large for one group or organization to deal
with on their own. In these cases, like in Mountain Sights, the City needs to work
in partnership with other groups and residents to make sure that ail the angles are
covered.” (public institutional employee, no. 3$)

The main elements of these sustainable cornmunity development approaches mentioned by

respondents are: identifying needs and priorities, identifying stakeholders, finding out who is

willing to collaborate, finding sources of funding, and developing sustainable programs with the

input of ail collaborators. The smaller the territory involved, the more relevant the results will be,

hence the reference to ‘micro-zones’.
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The sustainable community development approach finds its echo in the task force approach

suggested by some respondents, ail of whom were involved in the task forces set up to deal with

problems on Walkley, Barclay, and Mountain Sights in the Ïate 1980’s and earÏy 1990’s.

“We really need a comprehensive Master Plan for Mountain Sights, that says

where we should intervene, what the priorities are, and what our long-term and

short-term objectives are. These things cannot be the sole responsibi{ity of one

residents’ association working occasionally with the City, it’s flot enough.

Everybody needs to work together. Physical, economic, and social objectives ail

go together, and one wiIl iead to the other. They’re ail linked.”

(community group worker, no. 34)

“Even if we have differences, we stiil need to find a common ground. It’s the only

way we can make an action work. Everyone has to be in on it. b fix the garbage

problem, we need to have huge meetings with ail the residents, building owners,

janitors, and peopie from the City, and adopt an action plan.”

(community group worker, no. 52)

However, nine respondents in this group feeÏ that since problems are so complex in multiethnic

areas, it makes more sense to adopt a piecemeal approach rather than a more ambitious

sustainable community development approach. This means trying to fix the “thousand small

problems” instead of trying to revamp an entire process or environment.

“The neighbourhood is very poor and the problems are very large. I don’t know if

these larger problems can ever be fixed to everyone’s satisfaction. But there are a

few minor smaller problems that can certainÏy be fixed in the short term to make

the place a littie better. But they cross departmental and organizational unes, so

people have to start consolidating their actions there.”
(public institutional actor, no. 48)

Twenty two out of 26 respondents said that negotiation and consensus-building are the only ways

to mediate between divergent viewpoints and to arrive at a mutually acceptable agreement in

mukiethnic contexts. This means finding ways of communicating across language and cultural

barriers (including professional and local cultures). It also means finding ways of resolving

conflicts. One respondent noted that the tools of conflict resolution used in crisis situations

(violence, criminal activities, hostage negotiation, gang warfare, escaÏating inter-group conflict)

can be easily applied on a smaller scale in muitiethnic areas.
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b) Transferability to other contexts

Like residents interviewed for this study, ail respondents believe that these ‘new’ methods of

operation are transferable to other multiethnic contexts, such as schools and facilities (health

care, recreational, etc.). Almost ail (23) feel that they are also viable in lower income

neighbourhoods where similar social or spatial problems exist (lack of social integration,

diversity of needs, dense housing tissue) and where local populations are flot that easy to reach.

“I can tell you about meetings with people in underprivileged areas who corne
from Nova Scotia and the Gaspé. We can sit down and explain these things to
them and they won’t have a due what to do because it sounds like it’s too
complicated or uninteresting, but it’s exactly what they wanted. Just add the
complexity ofpeople who aren’t always fluent in English or French, and it’s clear
that you need to adopt the same methods in each case.”
(municipal ernployee, no. 32)

However, unlike residents, two thirds feel that these “new” rnethods of operation should be

adopted in all neighbourhoods and in all contexts (from real estate development controversies to

public consultation proceedings). Because the actors and dynamics will be different, the methods

chosen might have to be different as well, although the overall approacli would remain the same.

These solutions proposed by respondents in the non-profit and public service sectors build on

those proposed by residents. Ail in ail, these solutions amount to a standardized management

skeleton fleshed in with flexible and collaborative planning practices at the local level. The

emphasis placed on local voices in the planning process by our respondents brings us to another

theoretical reaim altogether, one that is especialiy significant for ail city dwellers - dernocracy.

This is the end-point for almost all 52 of our respondents. Faimess and justice for everyone

emerged as being more important than the need to accommodate particular ethno-specific

demands. In this une of thinking, if ail individuals and neighbourhoods are treated equally

without preconceived perceptions, then the need to juggie ethno-specific concerns or demands

with notions ofthe common public interest will no longer exist.
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CHAPTER 8: COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION
0F FINDINGS

Interview findings for our two respondent categories (residents and community group

workers/public authorities) were presented in the previous two chapters. This comparative

analysis will highuight the similarities and differences between respondents’ visions and

perceptions. At the end of this chapter, we will discuss the relevance of our findings for planning

and municipal practice. Our discussion will follow roughly the same format as the previous two

chapters, in order to allow the reader to refer back to the relevant sections in each chapter if

desired. We will begin with public space concerns and problems before moving on to

perceptions of the local planning process and the ability of the ‘formaI’ municipal planning and

management ftamework to deal with cultural diversity. Afier discussing possible solutions for

rendering planning and management procedures more inclusive in general, we will conclude this

chapter by exploring the relevance of our study’s findings for planning and municipal

management.

8.1 PUBLIC SPACE PLANNING CONCERNS AND PROBLEMS IN MULTIETHNIC
AREAS

Many authors have questioned the ability of planners in North American cities to create public

spaces that respond satisfactorily to the concerns of different ethnocultural groups (Martin, 2000;

Richardson, 2001; Smith, 2000; James, 2000; Newell, 1997). For this reason, we wanted to find

out how public space concerns and expectations are expressed and addressed in a multietlmic

neighbourhood, in order determine how these concems are being deait with during the local and

municipal planning processes.

Respondents are somewhat ambivalent with respect to the extent to which they believe that

‘culture’ and ‘ethnicity’ have decisive roles to play in the way that public spaces are used and

perceived in a multiethnic neighbourhood. Despite this, respondents ail agree on the actual roles

attributed to public space and the uses made of public space in this context.
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8.1.1 Public Spaces in a Multiethnic Neighbourhood Mean Different Things

The main observation to emerge from analysis of our interview findings is that ail respondents

believe that public spaces in multiethnic neighbourhoods such as Mountain Sights have

characteristics that set them apart from spaces in host society neighbourhoods. However,

respondents do flot necessarily perceive these characteristics in the same way. Residents ail

believe that the overali characteristics of local public space resuit from the intersection of the

practices and perceptions of individuals of diverse ethnocultural origins. On the other hand,

community group workers and public authorities can be divided into two groups: one attributes

these characteristics to the ‘exotic immigrant nature’ of the neighbourhood, and the other

believes that these different characteristics are not ethnoculturally-based at ail since they are also

found in other types of neighbourhoods across Montreal.

Respondents do agree that public spaces in a muitiethnic neighbourhood such as Mountain

Sights can have the following specific characteristics. They can be: sociabiiity spaces,

socialization spaces, backyard spaces, gendered spaces, and etbnocultural spaces. Public spaces

are sociability spaces because they are highiy used as informai gathering and meeting spaces

(group picnics, parties, recreational activities, ‘hanging out’). Most respondents attribute this

sociability function to the increasing number of South Asian immigrants in the neighbourhood,

although a few believe that this function lias nothing to do with South Asian groups at ail since it

is also found in other neighbourhoods in Montreal (with the exception of french Canadian ones).

Ail respondents agree that local public spaces have a certain socialization function for new

immigrants, although they disagree on the extent of this function. Residents and community

group workers believe that local public spaces help in the integration and settiement process

because they provide new immigrants with the opportunity to observe how very different groups

use space and interact in space. Most public authorities disagree, reporting that the absence of

members of the ‘host society’ in local spaces hinders integration. The problem with this latter

assessment is that it is wrong. French and English Canadians are considered to be fairly present

in local public spaces by residents and community group workers, especially in De La Savane

Park (local employees from nearby companies, an organized sofibail league, volunteers from the

SPCA, etc.).
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Almost ail respondents also agree that local spaces are ‘different’ because of the backyard

function that they assume. One group of respondents believes that this function is found only in

Mountain Sights and derives from the replication of spatial practices in residents’ countries of

origin (West Indian backyards and porches, the $outh Asian courtyard, etc.). This characteristic

is considered to have both positive and negative outcomes — positive because residents like, and

need, to have these sorts of ‘backyard’ spaces, but negative in that many respondents feel that the

uses made of these spaces are backward or ‘exotic’. On the other hand, a second group believes

that this feature is not specific to multietlmic neighbourhoods at ail, since it is also found in

lower income contexts in general.

The gendered nature of public spaces in Mountain $ights was noted by $outh Asian residents

and a handful of local actors. Others perceive, or wish to perceive, these spaces as being gender

neutral even if they realize that South Asian men and women ofien try to maintain a separation

between the sexes in space, mainly because these respondents do not feel that this type of

separation is normal or healthy. In fact, respondents quite naturally ofien attempt to impose their

own visions on public space, even when other competing visions are known.

Local public spaces become ethnoculturally-specific spaces when immigrants’ visions of public

space in Mountain $ights concord with the visions that they held in their home countries.

Community group workers and public authorities are divided on the extent to which they believe

that this is true. Ail respondents in this study tend to endow or compare spaces in Mountain

$ights with their own culturally-based perception of space (be this French Canadian, West

Indian, or something else). One point of interest that emerged from this study is that long-term

residents and community group workers/public authorities who have been working in Côte des

Neiges for a long time report that their perceptions have changed with exposure to other visions

and ways of doing. Long-term immigrants say that their conceptions have become doser to what

they cail “Canadian” or “Québécois” perceptions of public space, while community group

workers and public authorities report that their conceptions have become doser to those of the

different ethnoculturaï groups in the area. This means that the integration process works in both

directions. However, just because these individuals report that their conceptions of public space

have mutated over time does not mean that they all hold the same conception.



319

As AlSayyad (2001: 16) remarks:

“The idea that space shapes and is shaped by social processes is neither a new
phenomenon nor a practice in need of justification. [...J However, hybrid peopie
do flot aiways create hybrid places, and hybrid places do not aiways accommodate
hybrid people.”

And lastly, the majority of respondents referred to what they call the commonly-shared

“immigrant culture” or “Third World culture” of Mountain Sights. For the majority of

community group workers/public authorities and over haif of residents, these designations have a

somewhat negative connotation, since they denote what respondents feel are backward uses or

visions of local public spaces. However, they ail use these terms to refer to the common elements

of different cultures in a multiethnic area that corne together to forrn a larger coÏlectively-shared

culture. This is similar in some ways to Bhabha’s (1990a) idea ofthe ‘third space’.

It is important to note that respondents agree that the characteristics discussed above are

particular to public spaces in a rnultiethnic neighbourhood (at least for many of the etimic groups

that inhabit it), and that these characteristics are sornewhat different from those that are

considered to exist in a host society neighbourhood. This corroborates Di Genova’s (2001)

findings on the differences between public parks in multietimic and host society neighbourhoods

in Montreal. As well, it shows that within a culturally diverse context, public spaces can have

collectively-shared, or at least collectively-acknowledged, meanings and uses. This renders the

task of making appropriate decisions on these spaces sornewhat easier, regardless of whether or

not actors believe that these characteristics derive frorn inhabitants’ etimocultural origins or

custorns.
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8.1.2 Spaces are Usually Peacefully Shared

Our interview findings ail show that neighbourhood spaces in Mountain Sights are generally

peacefuily shared between groups. This peace is maintained in different ways. Either a certain

distance is kept between individuals belonging to different etimocultural groups, use pattems

between different groups coincide, or else peaceful sharing occurs because the context allows for

brief and casual interaction between individuals of different groups in passing. This concords

with the findings of other researchers on interethnic coexistence in multiethnic neighbourhoods

in Montreal (Blanc, 1995; Dansereau, 1995; Germain et ai, 1995).

Small-size spaces that are programmed to receive many different users and uses at once, such as

the community garden or chiidren’s playground, are considered by ail to be spaces where inter

ethnic interaction takes place the most. Those that are ‘single-use’ spaces (laundry rooms,

basketball court) tend to be territorialized by individuals belonging to specific ethnic groups who

prevent others from using or entering the space. Peaceful sharing of space is most likely to occur

when the use pattems of very different groups coincide. For example, picnicking in the northem

section of the park is a practice followed by most etimic groups in the neighbourhood, and this

part of the park is considered to be peacefully shared for this activity. However, it is not

peacefuily shared between groups of picnickers and informai sports leagues. In addition, several

public authorities noted that these types of group picnics are more Ïikely to cause conflict

between etimic groups in a host society neighbourhood, where residents may flot be accustomed

to large day-long picnics.

Minor conflict is therefore more likely to arise when use patterns do flot coincide. This happens

when an activity common to one group detracts from the ability of individuals of another group

to make use of the space as they would like. The limited number of spaces available is oflen

considered to be the cause. For exampie, a group of Pakistani men who have organized a cricket

match in the park will naturally 5e upset when they arrive with ail their guests and find another

group aiready using that area. The diversity of groups ail jostling for use of the same space can

thus cause problems when their activities overlap in time and space. Outright conflict is flot the

norm. Conflict that does occur is what might be called “low-level conflict” between individuals

or groups (Bollens, 1996). However, residents feel that inter-personaf conflict has more of a
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cultural basis than do the majority of community group workers and public authorities. The latter

respondents tend to feel that these types of conflicts are merely conflicts between individuals that

could occur in any neighbourhood, whereas residents usualiy believe that there are ofien cultural

biases and misunderstandings at work (one example that was given involved the fact that some

Indians, Sri Lankans, and Pakistanis simply do not like one another due to their countries’

historicai hostilities).

8.1.3 Debating Public Space Preferences in a Multiethnic Neighbourhood

Our study findings demonstrate that individuals belonging to different ethnocultural groups can

have specific preferences and concerns in public space that are not necessariiy expressed in daily

action or use. Residents ail remarked on the fact that there are many things that they would like

to be able to do in local spaces but cannot, due to factors that range from social pressures in their

own ethnie community to the practices made by others. On the contrary, only a handful of

community group workers and pubiic authorities have any inkling that these latent desires exist,

and when they do, most brush them off as being inessentiai, unnecessary, or unfounded. In light

of this, two groups emerge among respondents with respect to the importance they attribute to

culturally-based preferences. The first group comprises three-quarters of residents and one

quarter of community group workers and public authorities. This group believes that culturally

based preferences have a fiindarnental logic in themselves, and therefore should have validity in

the planning process. The second group comprises three-quarters of community group workers

and pubiic authorities and one quarter of residents (there is no correlation here with iength of

residency in Canada). This group feels that culturally-based preferences are private and mutable.

Because they will change as immigrants become integrated, they do flot have much vaiidity in

the planning or design process unless a group can demonstrate their relevance.

It is interesting to note that almost ail residents interviewed for this study are aware that their

preferences are flot shared by members of the wider society, and they are unwilling to express

these desires to ‘higher bodies’ for this reason. As might be expected, only three respondents in

the non-profit or public service sectors report having received any type of ethno-specific request

from residents of Mountain Sights. Most community group workers and public authorities have

thus conciuded that “different” needs and wants are flot ail that important for local residents. On

the other hand, even when they are aware that these preferences exist, they are flot inclined to act
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on them, mainly because most believe that formally accepting them might mean backtracking to

cultural traditions that “Canadian society has lefi behind”. As Levi-$trauss (1985: 24) suggests:

“Ail true creation implies a certain deafness to the appeal of other values, even
going so far as to reject them if not denying them altogether. For one cannot fully
enjoy the other, identify with him, and yet at the same time remain different.
When integral communication with the other is achieved completely, it sooner or
later spelis doom for both his and my creativity.”

The examples that best illustrate this debate involve zoning and women’s safety issues in public

space.

Zoning and tite separation of uses

Residents ofien expressed a desire for combining residential and commercial purposes under one

roof (cottage industries, for example), a feature that the majority of respondents in the non-profit

and public service sectors oppose. North American planning systems are based on the separation

of ‘incompatible’ uses through zoning regulation. The reason for this is well known — reduction

of nuisance. Tndeed, one of the fundamental philosophies guiding planning over the past forty

years has been the separation of industrial, commercial, and residential uses (Hodge, 1998).

However, some North American cities (such as Tucson, AZ) do flot have zoning regulations,

preferring to leave development in the hands of the “natural laws of competition”. On the other

hand, many cities worldwide have regulatory frameworks that ofien derive from North American

or European models (A1$ayyad and Bristol, 1992). These regulations are not aiways easily

enforced, however, and the coexistence of residential and commercial uses is ofien found, except

in more well-to-do communities (A1$ayyad and Bristol, 1992). This coexistence of different uses

was a feature of life in North American cities until the graduai adoption of zoning regulations

around the tum of the century (Hodge, 1998). Therefore, our findings show that a fundamental

conflict exists between two very different ways of thinking about the compatibility of residential

and commercial uses among actors involved in planning endeavours in our case study site.
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Women ‘s safety issues

Our study findings show that there is a distinct cultural basis underlying the perception of

women’s safety issues, a feature that causes divisiveness among respondents. The overwhelming

majority of female residents of $outh Asian origin report feeling unsafe in most public spaces.

They would prefer to have a greater selection of female-only spaces in the neighbourhood in

order to mitigate male harassment and to allow them to enj oy the positive aspects of the

separation of the sexes in public. This raised considerable hackies among certain respondents in

the non-profit and public service sectors, particularly among French Canadian males. These

respondents do flot want to acknowledge these desires, since once again this might mean sliding

backward into a type of gender separation in public space that formerly existed in Canadian or

Québécois society (for example, women-only swim times, women-only cinema nights, separate

school yards for boys and girls). Other respondents have no strong feelings regarding this, and

said that they are willing to accommodate these preferences or to envision them in public space

to some degree if at ail possible.

The issue therefore reduces to opposing visions of male-female interactions in public space and

to different conceptions of how women’s safety may be ensured. For $outh Asian respondents,

this issue is a fundamental part of life in their home countries and they feel that it can be

integrated into local public space with little difficulty. This perspective is supported by Joardar

(1989), who examined neighbourhood parks in Calcutta, India. He found that neighbourhood

parks that are based on a British colonial rectilinear form with large open spaces are avoided by

women. However, parks in which 50% of users are women and children ail have built-in privacy

features — visual screens, hedges, or mini enclosed ‘parks within a park’. These types of features

go against Euro-American notions of safety, which usually equate safety with visibility and

openness (Wekerle, 2000). On the other hand, Germeraad (1993) points out that women in many

Middle Eastem, North African, and South Asian countries will not feel safe or even be safe in

this type of environment, since the danger of sexual assault and harassment is more prevalent in

open spaces than in enclosed female-only spaces. This example is interesting because the

physical separation of the sexes has been recently proposed as an innovative way in Montreal to

deal with certain social problems. For example, experimental separate classrooms for boys and
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girls in Montreal’s John Rennie High School lias decreased drop-out rates and raised students’

grades considerably (Editorial, The Gazette, July 6, 2003).

These two examples challenge several fundamental notions in North American planning thought,

namely the strict separation of uses deemed to be incompatible through zoning and the means of

ensuring women’s safety in public. If ail inhabitants and workers in a given neighbourhood

accept that these notions are valid, then there is no debate. However, if a given section of the

local population holds very different ideas about the compatibllity of uses and women’s safety

issues, then planners and municipal managers wili need to generate solutions that satisfy the

beliefs of ail groups in a way that does not comprise any of their notions. As we will see further

on, this is not as complicated as it sounds.

8.1.4 Approprïating and Accessing Space

Our findings show that appropriation and access consist of two elements: the ability of residents

to access and appropriate local public spaces, and the way that spaces are appropriated to ends

for which they were not originally programmed. While residents are very concerned about being

able to appropriate public spaces as they would like, this is flot ail that important for most

community group workers and public authorities. They are fully aware that certain groups or

individuals may have difficulty “entering and being in space”, but they do not believe that public

spaces should be reconstructed in order to ensure access or appropriation by minority groups

(other than certain targeted groups, such as women and the handicapped). Either they do flot

have the resources needed to find out which groups might require certain interventions or else

they assume that these are very small groups in comparison with the population at large.

To a certain extent, they are justified in their opinion, although not for these reasons. Our

findings show that there are two other reasons why residents feel unable to appropriate or access

space as they desire. First, the majority ofrespondents report that the problem stems from lack of

available space, rather than from culturally-based habits or practices. And second, residents also

report that although they can freely enter different public spaces, they do flot want to remain

there because they feel uncomfortable in the presence of certain individuals or groups. This was

also a sentiment reported by quite a few community group workers, especially women. Personal

representations of others then seem to matter more than cultural differences. For example,



325

residents who are Canadian-born or who are immigrants from the West Indics and Haiti feel

pushed out of public space by newer groups. On the other hand, residents belonging to these

newer groups also feel the same way regarding West Indians and Haitians. Since most

respondents also agree that certain groups are absent from public space (the elderly, established

immigrant groups, East Asian groups), it might be postulated that their absence occurs for similar

reasons.

Therefore, perceptions of “us versus them”, or of insiders and outsiders, play a large role in

determining an individual’s ability to appropriate space in the neighbourhood of Mountain

Sights. k should also be borne in mmd that individuals belonging to many of the ‘absent’ groups

might feel uncomfortable in public space for completely different reasons, such as unsuitable

design features (this was a main reason why the elderly in Teo’s 1997 study avoided certain

public spaces). These findings are important because respondents in the non-profit and public

service sectors are divided on whether or flot De La Savane Park responds to residents’ needs

(halffeel that it does not respond to anyone’s needs, while the other half feel that it does). These

conflicting perceptions can have a significant impact on public spaces in multiethnic areas if

residents and outside actors caimot agree on who can and cannot appropriate space, and why.

8.1.5 Layering in Public Space

Almost ail respondents who are familiar with public spaces in Mountain Sights agree that these

spaces are characterized by the superimposition of meanings and activities over a single space.

The mutability and intersection of different world-views in public spaces in multiethnic contexts

is flot anew concept. As Jackson (1992: 131) relates:

“Public spaces in the City of Difference are based on ideals of the multiple use of
public space, in variety, unpredictability, and the sense of attraction to difference,
flot on the top-down control of public expression and movement.”

This feature was also noted in passing by Loukaitou-Sideris (1995) in her study of cross-cultural

public space use in California.
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This finding is important because current public space planning practice tends to parcel out or

fragment spaces into interlocking components (Rutledge, 1986). Instead, public spaces in

multietbnic contexts might be better conceived as consisting of layers of meaning that can be

removed or added, similar to the way that transparencies of different geographic features (sous,

elevations) lie over one another on a planning map. This draws on Cooper Marcus’ (1990: 73)

concept of “layering and separation”, the formation of time and activity zones in a park that

allow different groups to use the same space for different activities and to endow it with different

meanings.

8.1.6 Accommodating a Diversity of Uses

Very few respondents consider that the diversity of uses and meanings assigned to public space

are complex. In fact, they ofien reduce local “problems” to lack of space. Lack of space for

recreational and domestic activities is ofien considered to contribute to misuse and degradation

of spaces worldwide (Besson and Momsen, 1987; Blaikie, 1985), especially in lower income

contexts where public spaces are flot usually as well-serviced as those in middle income areas

(Feldman, Stall, and Wright, 199$; Tuttle, 1996). As Joardar (1989: 736) relates:

“Under a situation of inadequate supply of outdoor recreational spaces, residents
are forced to use whatever is supplied without significant regard to its
environmental quality or its original function.”

Respondents who addressed this issue believe that this multiplicity of uses would not have any

effect on the environment if space was not so limited or restricted. However, the high density of

occupation coupled with a shortage of space means that these use patterns and visions are much

more likely to collide than they would in a neighbourhood with a different physical or spatial

configuration. Respondents are divided on the extent of the problem, however. Residents who

live in spacious apartments or in better quality buildings tend to be more critical of the ability of

existing spaces to accommodate diverse uses. Residents living in small apartments or in

buildings that are in poor condition all report having experienced a decline in their living

standards since coming to Canada, and are more likely to be resigned to the quality of local

spaces. With respect to public authorities, those who are centrally located ofien believe that local

spaces accommodate this diversity of uses very well. On the contrary, those who are located on-
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site or in Côte des Neiges ail feel that local spaces are accommodating these demands with

difficulty, and report that they are struggiing to maintain the basic quality of these spaces while

“fighting against entropy”. Ail in all, respondents who are somewhat removed from the context

are more likely to feel that local public spaces are responding well than do respondents who use

or visit these spaces more ofien.

This is important, because respondents with the most decision-making power over the eventual

physical outcome of these spaces are the ones who are most likely to believe that these spaces

can accommodate this diversity of uses very weil. The problem is compounded by the fact that

residents who use these spaces the most are also more likely to suffer in silence, while those who

are the most openly critical tend to attribute problems to the non-integrated practices of new

arrivals, rather than to population density or configuration. In fact, the latter residents are the

ones who are most likely to complain to local community group workers and municipal

authorities, and so are the ones who tend to transmit their vision of space to these actors.

These findings suggest that one must pay attention to where complaints and demands originate,

since in our case, residents with the most ‘power’ (established immigrants and those with higher

incomes) are the ones who determine what public space problems will be transmitted to public

authorities. This is significant, because even local authorities might not be aware of the gamut of

problems and concems in a given neighbourhood. Since the perceptions of all actors are biased

to sorne extent, it is doubÏy important that planners and decision-makers be able to access the

‘hidden opinions’ of any neighbourhood.
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8.1.7 “Deviating from the Norm”

Ail respondents in this study agree that many of the public space uses and concems in this

multiethnic neighbourhood deviate from the norm that they feel prevails in host society

neighbourhoods in two ways. The first has to do with differing notions of good civic behaviour

and the second with what might be called spatial equity.

Good civic behaviogtr

The idea of good civic behaviour was one that was brought up by ail respondents in one form or

another, and is usually invoked to express what many respondents feel are “Canadian” or

“Québécois” public space values. The largest group of respondents (three-quarters of residents

and over tbree-quarters of community group workers and public authorities) believes that a sub

section of residents have uncivil environmental behaviours. Some attribute this to a lack of

integration on the part of new arrivais, others to the rural origins of some immigrants or to long

term residents who could flot care less. The remaining respondents feel that this type of uncivil

behaviour can be found in host society neighbourhoods as well, particularly in lower income

ones (and so has nothing at all to do with etimocultural practices or origins). Therefore, a

fundamental division occurs here between respondents who attribute these environmental

behaviours to ethnocultural origin and those who do flot.

The fact that most respondents have rather negative perceptions of newer immigrant groups is

conceming, because many of the environmental problems in Mountain Sights date back to the

1970’s, when French Canadians made up almost one quarter of the local population. Newer

arrivais have thus entered onto a scene that was already set by previous inhabitants. Despite the

value that almost ail respondents place on “Canadian” standards of garbage disposai and other

environmental practices, it appears at first that there is insufficient social pressure in this

neighbourhood to force ‘offenders’ to conform. If we integrate the notions of both groups,

however, we obtain a more complete picture, since lower income rninority neighbourhoods seem

to fare the worse in terms of environmental degradation and poor environmental practices, flot

only in Montreal (Richardson, 1991, 1993), but across North America (Woods, 199$; Boston and

Ross, 1997; Thomas and Ritzdorf, 1997) and in England as well (Thomas, 2000). Therefore, one

must be very careful before pointing the linger at new immigrants.
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Spatial equity

The equitable distribution of spatial resources between lower income and middle income areas

emerged as being more important than accommodation of cultural differences. Almost ail

respondents believe that public spaces and the built environment in Mountain Sights are vastly

inferior in quality than those in more well-to-do neighbourhoods. Residents and community

group workers are convinced that the main cause of local environmental problems is the lack of

attention paid to the neighbourhood by public authorities, although culturally-based and ‘uncivil’

practices certainly add to the problem.

The ‘culture of poverty’ argument lias often been used by municipal administrators to explain

away their lack of investment in lower income areas and more particularly, in lower income

minority neighbourhoods (Yiftachel, 1998; Thomas and Ritzdorf, 1997). In our case, the lack of

suitable space seems to intensify the effect of irregular uses, which would probably remain more

hidden in a context that provided individuals with greater access to private and public space in

general. The perception of inequitable provision of basic municipal services and recreational

opportunities in the neighbourhood seems to deepen negative perspectives on ail sides (although

not for the same reasons) and perpetuates the idea that neither residents nor municipal authorities

are able to treat the environment properly. In turn, this is sometimes considered to perpetuate a

cycle of ‘unwillingness to invest’ in lower income multiethnic neighbourhoods (Skifter

Anderson, 2003; Allen and Cars, 2001; Fincher, 2001).

8.1.8 Transcultural Values

The notion that a collectively-shared culture exists in this multiethnic neighbourhood vas

brought up by almost ail respondents. Some called it a “common immigrant culture”, while

others were not so kind (the infamous “Third World culture”). Despite these different attitudes,

the most important thing is that this collectively-shared culture is considered to exist. Ail

residents and quite a few community group workers and public authorities believe that people

basically want the same main thing in their neighbourhood regardiess of their etimic origins — a

good quality safe environment. In addition to this, we have already seen that a consensus exists

regarding the characteristics and values of this muitietimic neighbourhood (public sociabiiity,
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family-oriented values, acceptance of commercial uses in private dwellings, and greater

emphasis on religious practices). The extent to which respondents valorize or ridicule these

characteristics is flot the issue here, only that they agree that they exist.

Our findings suggest that these coliectively-shared values have two components: one is an

acceptance of what might be called “Canadian” environmental standards, and the second

component (the transcultural component) is the common denominator linking the beliefs and

practices of ail residents together. The transcultural component is created from a blurring of

cultural values, on the part of immigrants and Canadian-bom residents alike. Not everyone in the

neighbourhood necessarily shares all these collectively-held values, which would likely be the

case in any neighbourhood. What is most important is that the expression of these values is

common and openly observable, and that a good number of residents and outside actors agree on

their existence.

This type of hybridity or creolization between vastly different cultures living in very close

contact with one another has been noted for other culturally complex urban situations (Hannerz,

1992, 1996). Creolization (or métissage) is a term coined by anthropologists of cultural

complexity such as Hannerz (1992, 1996), Clifford (1994), and Vertovec (1999) to explain the

risc of diasporic, transnational, and border identities. These are multiple identities linked through

criss-crossing networks resulting from increasing globalization. Like “hybridization”, these are

terms that describe how “minorities live out their marginality as hybrid beings who live in both

the external ‘majority’ world and their more localized ‘minority’ world” (Bhabha, 1994: $6). In

our case, the bluning of culturally different values and ideas creates transcultural ones. These

transcultural values emerged as being more important in many instances than ethno-specific ones

(especially in the planning process, as we will sec shortly).

This notion is vcry important, because it changes the way that one looks at a culturally diverse

context. Even though most respondents admit that public spaces in Mountain Sights do not meet

the culturally diverse needs of all residents, the existence of these transcultural values means that

residents might share similar meanings and concems regarding these spaces. This is interesting

for planning, because satisfying one particular transcultural need or concem might meet the more

etlmo-specific concerns of many different groups at the same time. for example, if ail residents

believe that mixed-uscs should prevail in their neighbourhood, then a measure permitting this
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will satisfy the needs of different communities for cultural centres, prayer groups or places of

worship, or home businesses catering to their ethnie community.

8.1.9 Perceptions of “Others”

One of the most significant differcnces between respondents in this analysis lies in the extent to

which they attribute certain aspects of public space use to residents’ ethnocultural origins. Two

main groups emerge here. One group of respondents (Canadian-born and very long-term

residents, and almost three-quarters of community group workers and public authorities) tends to

‘over-ethnicize’, attributing almost everything to ethnie origins or to the “practices of

immigrants”. This group ofien glosses over features of the local environment that they feel are

due to residents’ ethnie origins in favour of those that they believe are commonly-shared (traffic

safety, lack of opportunities for youth, etc.). Either they have no idea how to address these

culturally-based features or else they do not seem to grant them much importance. The other

group is more ‘culturally neutral’, since these respondents believe that public space uses and

visions in Mountain Sights are also cornmonly found in many other neighbourhoods across

Montreal, particularly lower income ones. For this reason, they are more willing than

respondents in the first group to search for solutions to these problems, because they feel that

these solutions will meet everyone’s needs.

for example, respondents in the over-ethnicizing group believe that certain practices derive from

the way that culture is publicly expressed in many immigrants’ home countries (wedding parades

held in public streets in India, for instance), and therefore do not think that there is any need to

accommodate them through planning action since they will fade away as immigrants become

more integrated. The culturally neutral group believes that residents are forced to hold private

parties in public because no other space is available and because they probably cannot afford to

rent a hall. Since this problem most likely affects rnany ethnie groups in the neighbourhood, they

think that alternative spaces should be found that would provide residents with a common room

for parties and gatherings.

“Us versus them” perceptions also cause a great deal of difficulty in terms of perceptions of

public space use, as well as during planning decision-making (discussed in section 8.3). Most

residents believe that community group workers and public authorities have misconceptions
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about immigrants and immigrant neighbourhoods, especially about the problems affecting local

public spaces. On the contrary, three-quarters of community group workers and public

authorities are fairly confident that they have a good grasp of the main problems and social

dynamics in the neighbourhood, at least those that directly concern them. The problem

essentially reduces to the fact that neither side fully understands the practices or cultures of the

other and ofien depend on hearsay (just as actors did in Elias and Scotson’s 1965 study),

especially if they have not had the opportunity to interact much with each other.

These types of perceptions bring up the difficuit question of who determines the uses and values

encoded in public space, and what actions or interventions therefore take place. In addition, these

perceptions govem the extent to which actors believe that public space concerns in a multiethnic

area pose specific planning problems. They determine how actors function in a multietbnic or

minority context and how receptive they are to generating possible solutions. More importantly,

these findings suggest that these issues are by no means unique to rnultiethnic contexts, nor are

they too complex to deal with from a management perspective.

8.2 DIFFERENT PLANNING APPROACHES IN A MULTIETIINIC AREA

The possible ways of doing planning in an inclusive manner is a topic of some concern for

scholars in the muhicultural planning tradition. Scholars usually suggest that collaborative or

community development approaches are the most successful in muitietlmic contexts, while top

down approaches are said to be unable to deal with difference in an inclusive way (Sandercock,

2003a; Baum, 2000; Healey, 1997). Our findings show that this is flot aiways so simple,

however. First, ail actors involved in local planning efforts experienced a certain degree of

difficulty working within a multiethnic context, regardless of the approach they used. Second,

none of our involved respondents feel that they managed to achieve the full inclusion of different

ethnocultural groups or culturally-based concerns. And third, even within collaborative or

community development type approaches, the perceptions that individuals can hold of others

sometimes create barriers that are flot easily overcome.
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8.2.1 Patterns oflnvolvement

Getting people involved in local environmental improvement efforts is flot an easy task,

according to our involved respondents. Three patterns of involvement emerge, which are

important because they sometimes appear to contradict certain assumptions in the literature. By

understanding why residents and other actors become actively involved in the local planning

process, this can he}p further understanding of how the participation of other actors in related

instances might be encouraged. Once again, we also encounter the dilemma of deciding whether

involvement in this multiethnic neighbourhood has an etimo-specific basis or if it mirrors

pattems of involvement found in the society at large.

a) Involvement reflects modes of participation existîng in the society at large

The first pattern to emerge is that levels of involvement among residents in Mountain Sights are

similar to those found in host society neighbourhoods. High levels of participation in local

planning actions are noted for a small group of residents, while the general population appears to

have much lower levels of participation. While the decline of involvement in volunteer or

political activities has been noted across the United States and Canada (Simard and Mercier,

2001; Marshall and Roberts, 1997), many believe that immigrant and minority groups are even

less involved. Either these groups are believed to withdraw into their own self-help networks

(Khakee and Thomas, 1995) or else they have been sidelined from the power structures of the

host society (Vertovec and Cohen, 2000; Vertovec, 1999).

In our case, neighbourhood improvement activities form the locus of involvement, although

other opportunities for involvement exist in the neighbourhood (the activities of the Community

Centre, the community daycare, local prayer groups, local leisure clubs). As well, there is

nothing to say that residents who àre not involved in these types of activities do not participate in

volunteer activities outside of the neighbourhood (places of worship, school activities, sports

leagues, special interest clubs, etc.). All these forums for community involvement have been the

traditional locus of involvement for both immigrants and members of the host society in North

America (Taylor, 2000; Bertheleu, 1995; Rosenberg, and Jedwab, 1992).
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This particular pattern of involvement is important because municipal actors in Montreal have

been struggiing with ways to increase the participation of minority groups on formai consultative

instances, since these municipal authorities sometimes feel that existing municipal programs and

services do not meet the needs of certain etbnocultural or ethno-racial groups (Germain and

Sweeney, 2001: 14). It is interesting then to note that involved residents and actors in our

multietimic neighbourhood report the same difficulty during their own planning actions.

b) Women get involved, men usually do not

The second pattem that emerged relates to the gendered nature of invoivement. Women are

highiy involved in neighbourhood planning activities and men are flot. Most respondents hold

similar misconceptions regarding the reasons why this particular pattem exists. First, most

believe that women are involved because they are homemakers who have more free time. The

probiem is that most involved female residents are college educated and work full or part time.

The second misconception (held only by community group workers and public authorities) is

that involved residents who are immigrants had no experience in community development or

planning activities prior to immigrating to Canada. In fact, almost ail of them were involved or

had participated in these types of activities in their home countries, or else had close farnily

members who were similarly involved.

The third misconception is that men in the neighbourhood have neyer been very involved. It

must be kept in mmd that male residents dominated the community improvement efforts that

were initiated in the 19$O’s and very early 1990’s, and were also involved in the activities ofthe

first Residents’ Association. In fact, men are highly present on the Community Garden

Committee and in community garden activities. Looking back in time, earlier efforts by the

Indian community to establish a Hindu cultural centre were initiated by men. As well, ail the

South Asian residents participating in this study remarked that many men they know in the

neighbourhood or in their community were involved in political, religious, and community

activities in their home countries. Therefore, there is something about the current context in

Mountain Sights that has led men to decrease their levels of participation. As some female

residents pointed out, men from certain cultures may be reluctant to get involved in activities that

are dominated by women. The effort that certain female community group workers and public
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authorities have put into empowering local women and overtuming the perceived dominance of

local men cannot be discounted either.

Is this pattern specific to this multiethnic neighbourhood, as respondents usually presume? Not

necessarily, since this pattem has also been noted for Canadian society as a whole. Statistics

Canada’s National Survey ofGiving, Volunteering, and Participating (2001) found that women

participate the most in volunteer community activities. As well, studies on community-led

environmental improvement movements in a wide range of North American neighbourhoods

have observed the same thing (feldman, $tall, and Wright, 199$; Krauss, 199$; Bullard, 1994;

Brodkin Sacks, 198$).

c) How immigrants get involved

Involved respondents ail agree that only more established immigrants are involved in local

planning activities. However, new arrivais do get involved in community social activities or with

the community daycare. These respondents note that involvement in “political” activities usually

happens once an immigrant becomes more settled and more environmentally conscious. This

tends to occur about five years afler aniving in Canada, once their life becomes more stable

(they have found jobs, got their children settled in school, been granted reftigee or permanent

resident status).

Many community group workers and public authorities believe that immigrants in the

neighbourhood only become involved in local improvement efforts once they decide that they

will be staying in the neighbourhood (and so have developed the desire to invest in it). On the

contrary, all our involved residents report that this lias nothing to do with their levels of

involvement, as quite a few intend to buy houses in other parts of the city in the near future.

They report that they were always concemed about the state of local public spaces and the

environment. It just took them some time to feel confident enough to become pubiicly or

politically active. These diverging perspectives are important, because in the literature,

involvement in community development activities is linked with the development of an

attachment to neighbourhood (Goldsmith, 2002; Elman, 2001). It has oflen been argued that as

immigrants become more settled they deveiop a distaste for the “environment of the transit

zone”, which lessens their desire to invest through volunteer activities (Sampson, 198$). Our
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study shows that this is flot necessarily true, since lack of involvement by new immigrants in

local political activities (from residents’ groups to participation in borough meetings and public

consultations) does flot mean that they do flot want to get involved. As other studies have shown

(Germain and Sweeney, 2001), they are simply participating in their OWfl way, according to their

personal interests and trajectories. In our case, immigrants begin by getting involved in social

activities before later becoming involved in community development and planning activities.

Two main observations emerge from this particular involvement pattem. Immigrants are said to

prefer to become involved in etimic associations and ethnic self-help networks rather than in

municipal political processes (Meintel, 199$; Bertheleu, 1995; Dorais, 1992; Rosenberg and

Jedwab, 1992). The first observation is therefore that involved residents in our multiethnic

neighbourhood have bypassed the idea of etimic community involvement and have moved

directly on to the idea of involvement in their multiethnic neighbourhood. This is an interesting

feature of life in a highly multietimic context, as it shows the extent to which ‘groupness’ can re

form around multiple etirnic origins.

The second observation is that residents’ level and type of involvement is determined by the

degree to which they are suspicious of “authority”. The majority of respondents agree that lack

of participation or attendance at meetings with public authorities (either in the neighbourhood or

at formal public instances) is mainly due to the discomfort many immigrants or minorities feel

when faced with authorities in general, as well as to their lack of fluency in French or English.

Thomas (2000) noted the same phenomenon in his study of minority groups and the planning

process in the United Kingdom. On the other hand, this sense of discomfort in the presence of

authority has also been reported for lower income areas in general, where the gulf between

institutional or professional culture and local culture is sometimes very large (Briassoulis, 199$;

Rabrenovic, 1996).

h may be safely concluded that even though these three patterns of involvernent are found across

Canada, the mechanisms that underlie the formation of the latter two pattems derive in part from

the immigrant seUlement traj ectory.
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8.2.2 Dealing wîth Difference is Not Easy

Our findings show that cultural diversity can facilitate local planning efforts, just as it can render

them more difficuit. Tnvolved respondents all suggest that the multiethnicity of the

neighbourhood makes it easier for people to let go of ideas that may be of interest only to their

own ethnic community and to concentrate on issues that affect everyone. This observation is

important, because elimination of ‘noise’ is oflen considered to be one of the more complicated

aspects of doing planning in multiethnic contexts (Burayidi, 2003; Baum, 2000). On the other

hand, most of these same respondents have experienced varying degrees of difficulty when

dealing with cultural difference. These difficufties result from two main factors: problems of

cross-cultural communication, and perceptions and expectations held of others.

a) Cross-cultural communication

Cross-cultural communication refers to the modes and methods of communicating between

different groups, be these ethnic or interest groups, who usually do flot share the same power

differentials, languages, mentalities, or objectives ($andercock, 1 998a, 2003a; forester, 2000;

Healey, 1997). In our case, many involved respondents remarked that discord sometimes existed

during their activities due to the communication styles of different groups. While residents do

flot feel that this type of situation disrupts their work, community group workers or public

authorities feel that it does.

Cross-cultural difficulties also hinder the ability of invoÏved respondents in ail sectors to do

outreach among the population at large in Mountain Sights. Cultural factors (relations between

the sexes, language difficulties) make it difficuit for them to bring their message to the

population at large and to mobilize individuals in the neighbourhood. Residents report having a

lot of trouble doing outreach among members of their own community as well. This finding is

important, because it contradicts authors in the multicultural planning tradition who argue that

the best way to increase awareness of the needs of different ethnic groups in the planning process

is to increase the proportion of individuals from these groups in decision-making positions

(Greed, 1999; Qadeer, 1997).
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As Qadeer (1997: 485) reports:

“Also important ïs the appointment to planning departments ofprofessionaÏs from
minority communities. The diversity of planners’ backgrounds ensures

appreciation of cultural and racial differences. In the same vein, representation of
minorities among elected and nominated executives at local and provincial levels

is a necessary condition for bringing a multicultural perspective to public
decision-making bodies.”

b) Perceptions and expectations

Difficulties related to perceptions and expectations of others present more insidious problems.

Three main difficulties emerged. One results from the collision of professional and local

cultures. The second arises out ofpejorative impressions ofdifferent groups. And the third has to

do with expectations of democratic process. The most important thing is that despite the

existence of ail these difficulties, involved actors have persisted in their planning efforts.

According to Venuti (199$), the point of contact between very different etimic and interest

groups can be disruptive at first, because these are very different ways of looking at the world

and of acting within in. Therefore, this type of contact leads to resistance before it leads to

acceptance.

The collision ofprofessional and local ways ofdoing

The first main difficulty involves the point of contact between professional and local cultures.

Quite a few respondents in the non-profit and public service sectors believe that it is difficult to

get residents to understand why their activity or viewpoint should be wholeheartedly adopted.

Since they feel that this difficulty does not exist in a “French Canadian” neighbourhood, it

appears that they expect residents in a muitiethnic neighbourhood to have the same concerns and

understanding ofthe issue as residents in a host society neighbourhood might have. For example,

certain actors were upset that residents, janitors, and building owners in Mountain Sights do not

attribute the saine priority to recycling as do similar actors in host society neighbourhoods across

Montreal. However, a much smaller group of community group workers and public authorities

believes that these difficulties exist across the board in lower income neighbourhoods, and so are

not unique to multietimic ones. On the other hand, residents ofien complain that outside actors do

not listen to them and do flot want to hear what they have to say. The difficulty that outside
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actors have in “listening to the context” has been noted in the planning literature (Baum, 2000),

and is considered to hinder project success.

Different ways of “doing business” also cause difficuities. Almost ail involved respondents agree

that community group workers and public authorities have a certain model in their heads

regarding how meetings should be organized and how people should interact during planning

activities. These actors cxpect that residents will be available to attend borough council meetings

on a regular basis. They also expect them to be able to present planning briefs in a professional

maimer according to public sector guidelines and to follow a strict agenda. These expectations

cause problems when these actors become frustrated with the Ïow level of “professionaÏization”

of local residents’ groups. They seem to forget that residents’ groups are composed mainly of

volunteer members who are flot employees of an institution and therefore not bound to act as

employees or professionals. This is a rather common issue, as other studies on the non-profit

sector in Montreal have found (Germain, Morin, and Sénécal, 2000; Germain and Sweeney,

2001).

Residents who complain about being patted on the head during meetings by some involved

community group workers and public authorities may have a point. Most involved residents were

involved in, or aware of, community development and planning procedures in their home

countries. However, community group workers and public authorities ail believe that these

residents had no such knowledge before coming to Canada. As a resuit, residents’ experience and

planning knowÏedge is substantially devalued during meetings with these actors.

Many involved residents also complain that some of these actors (ail french Canadians) try to

force them to speak only French during meetings or to adopt what they feel are “Québécois”

values. This refers to WayS of thinking that are foreign to many residents (notions of gender

equaiity, the nuclear family, or certain types of inter-personal relations) and does flot refer to

overaïl environmental values. Since these community group workers and public authorities admit

doing such things, it is clear that the point of contact between french Canadians and local

residents in this study is flot always easy for either group.



340

On the other hand, outside actors who have been working in Mountain Sights for a long time are

by ah accounts the most sensitive to difference and have the easiest time working within local

dynamics. Residents also report that these actors are the “most like them”. The point of contact

in this case has had a transformative effect on the way residents and authorities perceive each

other. While many postcolonial authors such as Said (1993) believe that this point of contact is

one ofresistance or rebellion against “the colonizer”, beil hooks’ (1995: 298) idea ofthe space of

reconcihiation makes more sense:

“The power of this space is not only that it forms a site of resistance, but that it
also forges a space for alternative cultural production and alternative
epistemologies, for the meeting and reconciliation of different ways of thinking
and knowing that are crucial to creating a counterhegemonic world view.”

Pejorative or discriminatory impressions

The thorny issue of pejorative perceptions also raised its head during our interviews. None of the

community group workers or public authorities participating in this study said that they hold

racist or pejorative attitudes towards immigrants or minorities, although some made disparaging

comments about the ‘non-integrated’ practices of certain types of immigrants. However, half of

the study’s residents of Black Canadian, West Indian, and Haitian origin, as well as one third of

those of South Asian origin, keep the question of racism firmly in the back of their mmd during

interactions with actors in these sectors. Indeed, studies on minorities and the planning process

have found that this sentiment is sometimes justified (Thomas, 2000; Thomas and Ritzdorf,

1997). Some of these residents said that they have been discriminated against during a permit

application or during meetings with public officials because of their race. Others reeled off a

string of “racist” incidents involving public sector employees, as well as their past and present

employers.

We cannot discount these perceptions, since studies on visible minorities and the planning

process have found that ethnic and racial minorities suffer high refiisal rates for alI kinds of

development permission (Thomas, 2000; Thomas and Ritzdorf, 1997; Khakee and Thomas,
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1995; Krishnarayan and Thomas, 1993: 23; Hoch, 1993; Giikes, 1988). Canadian planning

researcher Mohammad Qadeer (1997: 425) certainiy has his reasons when he wonders:

“What treatment do persons of colour, unusuai names, thick accents or non
Engiish or non-French ancestry get from planning departments? Are there
systematic biases in planning procedures and outlook that put minority
communities at a disadvantage?”

There is a slight catch here, however. Other residents of West Indian, Haitian, Black Canadian,

or South Asian origin interviewed for this study said that they have neyer experienced any form

of pejorative or racist behaviour on the part of public authorities. These residents said that they

feei very comfortabie during interactions with public authorities, and attribute negative

experiences (refusai of requests, non-helpful authorities) to inter-personal probiems rather than

racism. for this reason, it should be kept in mmd that “calling race” does flot aiways mean that

racism actually exists. This is flot meant to downplay the issue of racism or discrimination, since

a substantiai body of evidence suggests that it can be a problem in the planning process. It only

means that we must aiways keep in mmd that perceptions held by one individual of another

should not necessarily be attributed to ail members of a particular group.

Expectations ofdemocratic process

Democracy emerged as a rather touchy issue in terms of expectations of the planning process.

First of ail, residents and community group workers/public authorities have very different

perceptions regarding the value that democracy has for immigrants. And second, democracy is

related to the struggie for power and control over local activities.

The fact that most community group workers and public authorities believe that immigrants have

little familiarity with democracy does immigrants a great disservice, since notions of democratic

process and fairness are highly important to residents in this study. Residents ofien complain that

they were not allowed to become members of the Residents’ Association, or that the Residents’

Association makes decisions behind closed doors and does not share useful information with the

community at large. Therefore, the issue is not that community group workers and public

authorities believe that local residents’ groups do not operate dernocratically. The actual issue is

that many believe that residents have no concept of democratic group process.
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These perceptions are important because they relate to the struggle for power and control over

local planning activities. Many residents welcome coalition-building with public sector actors,

whom they believe will be able give their work more focus and lend their projects greater

political weight. However, some of these actors are accused of trying to impose a frame of

reference on residents that goes beyond counsel on democratic group process to the reaim of

meddling with local social dynamics. In other words, these actors are said (and admit this

themselves) to have a great deal of difficulty restricting their interventions to the exercise of their

professional capacity in the name of democracy. This is particuïarly true of actors who confuse

democratic group process with equal rights for women. For example, some feel that they have to

continually intervene during inter-group conflicts (trying to shut down community meetings, for

example). Many also have a problem with the power that local residents give to locally-crowned

(btit flot democratically elected) leaders or to men in certain ethnocultural groups. For them,

these features are attempts to reproduce what one respondent calls the “undemocratic and

dictatorial attitudes that are typical of communities in the Third World but flot here.”

The inability of many public authorities to digest the notion of local leaders is significant, given

the weight and role that such leaders play in many etimocultural communities (Eade, 1990;

Werbner, 1990; Bhardwaj and Rao, 1990; Déjean, 1980). As well, the ability to work within

local dynamics and hierarchical systems is considered to be one of the main indicators of

successful planning outcomes in immigrant neighbourhoods, especially those where South

Asians dominate (Lo Piccolo, 1997). On the other hand, the entire impetus behind feminist

empowerment models is to overtum existing social hierarchies, and this is a model to which a

surprisingly large number of female community group workers and municipal authorities in our

study ascribe. This creates a dilemma of sorts. On one hand, the ability to work within local

hierarchies and with local leaders has led to successful planning outcomes for both residents and

authorities in our case. On the other hand, efforts to institute a “democratic” social agenda that

involves redistributing power within the local community have also had some success in

Mountain $ights (for example, women now hold the majority of leadership positions, which was

flot the case in the early 1990’s).
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Democracy aiso refers to the dominance of different groups over the local planning process in

Mountain $ights. Almost ail South Asian residents, involved or not, feel that the more

estabiished Black Canadian, Haitian, and West Indian groups have the most power in the

neighbourhood. for exampie, the elected president of the Board of Directors for the Community

Centre is Haitian and the former president ofthe first Residents’ Association is West Indian. The

problem is that these types of perceptions are flot accurate. The first two presidents of the

Community Garden Committee were iong-term residents of Indian and Sri Lankan origin,

individuals of Sri Lankan and Filipino origin were founding members of the first Residents’

Association, and the second Residents’ Association is dominated by South Asians. As weli,

residents whom other respondents ofien bring up as being “the best person to ask” are often

women of Indian or Sri Lankan origin. What links ail these community leaders together is flot

their ethnocultural origin, but the fact that they are ail long-term residents and estabiished

immigrants.

***

It seems clear that being able to work successftilly within a multiethnic context such as Mountain

Sights means being able to accept existing social dynamics, or at least being willing to try and

find a common ground with other actors. The “ciash of cultures” is a term coined by Benjamin

Barber (1995) to explain the point of collision between Western and non-Western cultures. In the

local planning process, collision occurs between an institutional culture headed mainly by French

Canadians and the cultures of local residents. As our findings show, this point of collision

becomes problematic if actors are unable to communicate effectively across these cuÏturaÏ

divides. This is sometimes due to the negative perceptions that one group has of another,

although it usually reduces to miscommunication between different groups. Two thirds of

community group workers and public authorities place the onus on residents to communicate

their problems and ideas effectively to them. For residents, this creates a problem, because they

cari only be heard if and when they manage to use “professional” language, preferably in french.

As bell hooks (1995: 295) puts it: “this is the oppressor’s language, yet I need it to talk to you.”

Our findings suggest that any attempt to render the planning process more inclusive of difference

therefore begins with respectful cross-cultural communication.
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8.2.3 Some Approaches are More Effective Than Others

Analysis of the success or failure of different planning and intervention approaches used in

Mountain Sights shows that what might be called ‘the local approach’ is the one that works best

in a culturally diverse context. Ail involved respondents agree on the basic outline of the local

approach, and on the reasons why it has been effective. This informai grassroots approach is very

sirnilar to community-building approaches used in multiethnic contexts in North America

(Baum, 2000; Ameyaw, 2000) and to those put forward by authors in the communicative

tradition (forester, 2000; Vertovec, 1999; Healey, 1997). In our case, it is aÏso based on team

work and the use of planning tools that resemble those used by professional planners (needs

assessment, preparation of planning briefs, fund-raising, creation of action plans detailing overail

goals and objectives, preparation of planning requests in an ‘institutional’ style). It emphasizes

consensus-building among participants (prioritizing actions, negotiating between different

interests, community consultation), and the value of coalition-building with outside actors and

resource persons. Emphasis is also placed on the manipulation of popular opinion (maintaining

the visibility of the dossier in question through media reports, discussion meetings with

authorities, etc.).

While this approach has been very successful for specific infrastructural projects (park

equipment, for example), it has by ah accounts been less effective for projects that require

sustainable or comprehensive action, such as the cockroach eradication project or the landlord

sensitization project. Many involved respondents admit that these types of projects require sorne

sort of task force approach that is similar to the approach used in the early 1990’s to counter

criminal activities and building degradation in the neighbourhood. In fact, respondents who are

aware of this approach consider it to be well suited for these types of interventions, because the

task force approach is designed to attack a problem on many fronts through the collaboration of

many different actors and organizations. for example, an effective cockroach eradication

program needs the participation of every building owner and janitor in the neighbourhood,

combined with effective outreach among local residents and continual effort on the part of

municipal authorities (for things such as coordinating and monitoring spraying, ensuring that

residents and building owners cooperate, overseeing door-to-door outreach programs, and

ridding basements and garbage areas of debris).
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Top-down approaches have fared the worse, according to ail respondents with knowledge of

these particular projects. For example, the City’s recycling and black box project and an

immigrant integration and housing project that was carried out by a major funding organization

both failed to account for local dynamics. In both of these instances, project managers were

unable to convince residents or relevant actors of these projects’ importance, and had quite some

difficulty working within this multiethnic context. Since both ofthese projects have succeeded in

French Canadian neighbourhoods, it is clear that these projects were designed to operate in a

typical French Canadian neighbourhood but were not flexible enough to be adapted to a

culturally different context.

Project success aside, how successfully have these different approaches accommodated and deait

with cultural differences? When we began this study, we expected that some residents might

insist on the value of accounting for diverse culturally-based needs or concerns within the local

planning process. As it tums out, this was not really an issue for residents at ail. While some

residents would certainly like to see micro-features in their environment that might be called

ethno-specific (enclosed seating areas in the park for women, for example), they are bothered the

most by the perception that public authorities overlook or ignore what they feel are the basic

needs of the neighbourhood. In fact, none of our involved residents believe that the “local

approach”, or other types of self-help or lobby group approaches, would be necessary if

municipal authorities were more willing to address their concerns regarding the quality of local

public spaces and the environrnent. Many community group workers and public authorities agree

that residents are justified in their opinion.

It is clear that the “local approach” has its own fair share of difficulty operating within a

multiethnic context. Involved residents in this multietlmic neighbourhood experience the same

difficulty operating within a culturally diverse context as community group workers and public

authorities do Qroblems mobilizing non-involved residents, difficulty doing outreach, cross

cultural communication problems). Residents tend to have a better understanding of where these

difficulties arise than other actors do, although they have flot been able to develop mechanisms to

facilitate their work in this respect, except at the level of the internai functioning of residents’

groups. This is important because grassroots types of endeavours are highly valorized by authors

in the multicultural planning tradition for their inclusiveness and because they are deemed to
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help sensitize professional planners to the needs or concems of multiethnic areas (Sandercock,

1998a, 2003a; Thompson, 2000).

It is interesting to note that involved residents who are immigrants ail report that they draw on

their experiences in their home countries when devising their interventions and operations. They

do flot distinguish between their community development practices in their home countries and

those that they carry out in Canada since they feel that they are so similar. It is important to note

that none of them believe that dealing with cultural diversity was an important element of their

planning or community development experience in their home countries. Indeed, the reactions of

municipal planners in their home countries to culturally different uses ofien appear very similar

to those reported by public authorities who work regularly in Côte des Neiges. In other words,

the main reaction of officiais in both contexts to different or irregular uses is to turn a blind eye

or to evaluate them on a case-by-case basis. However, some residents did feel that municipal

authorities in their home countries are more likely to formally approve uses that authorities in

Montreal will refuse because these uses do not meet the letter of local by-laws.

By ail accounts, residents and community group workers using the “local approach” have flot

been able to account for ethnoculturally diverse demands. In fact, they prefer to sweep them

under the carpet and concentrate only on the things that can benefit the population at large (park

improvement, safer streets, greater public cleanliness). In this respect, their ways of dealing with

difference are flot much different than those of municipal authorities, as we will see in the next

section. It should be borne in mmd here that the raison d’être of these local planning actions is

neighbourhood and environmental improvement. Until these larger environmental issues are

addressed, these respondents are adamant that ethno-specific features that cannot be shared with

other groups in the neighbourhood will always receive short shrift.

In short, our findings on the topic of the local planning process have shown us that local

residents have just as much difficulty working within a culturaïly diverse context as other actors

do, although for slightly different reasons. Also, many of the specific patterns that emerged in

this study with respect to invoivement in the planning process, work rnethods, difficulties, and

project success are apparently flot specific to multietbnic contexts. They also seem to occur

within Canadian society in general, and more specifically, in less well-to-do contexts. The

weight placed on accommodating etimo-specific requests or differences in the local planning
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process is considerably less than that piaced on elements that are commonly-shared by ail

residents. It bears mention that these elements are somewhat different to those found in what

respondents cal! “Canadian” or “Québécois” culture (including professiona! culture). However,

just because attention to culturally-based difference is less does not mean that it should be

ignored, as the failure of projects designed with host society neighbourhoods in mmd have

shown.

8.3 MUNICIPAL PROCEDURES FOR DEALING WITH DIVERSITY

Our fourth interview topic sought to find out how the formai planning and management

ftamework deals with cultural diversity on a daily basis. Two respondent groups are often

diametrically opposed in terms of receptiveness to difference and perceptions of standards and

norms. first of ail, while residents and community group workers believe that most public

authorities are closed off to difference, half of the public authorities in this study disagree, even

though they might ail experience difficulties working in multiethnic contexts. Second, residents,

community group workers, and public authorities have very different opinions on how standards

and norms should be perceived and implemented in a multiethnic context. In both situations, “us

versus them” perceptions are very common and stem mostly from attitudes that can be

considered to be over-etimicizing versus those that are more culturally neutral. When ail these

different visions of how one should work in a multiethnic context are compared for their

relevance for planning, a common vision emerges of a process that is collaborative, flexible,

interest-based, and case-specific.

8.3.1 The Receptiveness of Public Authorities to Difference

Several main observations emerge with respect to the receptiveness of public authorities to

ethnocultural difference. The first is that personal attitudes towards the value of accommodating

difference must be separated from the practice of accommodating difference or operating in a

multiethnic context. Second, a distinction must be made between ethno-specific cases and the

overall reality of working in a multiethnic neighbourhood. Third, etbnocultural diversity emerges

as being only one form of social diversity requiring specffic attention in the municipal planning

and management process. And fourth, the effect of “us versus them” perceptions has a

considerable effect on the type of decisions rendered.
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a) Deciding in favour of cultural diversity

Ail 20 involved residents in this study believe that most municipal and public institutional actors

are flot open to the requests of different ethnie communities, nor to the needs and concerns of

immigrant or minority neighbourhoods. In addition, the remaining residents ail believe that the

City ignores immigrant areas due to latent bias and prejudice against the poor or against

minorities. Where our findings become interesting is when we compare these attitudes to those

of other respondents. None of our community group workers or public authorities ever came out

and said “I am flot open to other cultures in my decision-making process”. However, those who

hold what might be called assimilationist conceptions said that they believe that the needs and

values of the society at large should be adhered to. Therefore, they try to make decisions based

on their idea of the common public interest. However, if a particular ethnic community

demonstrates that the City should accommodate a more ethno-specific request or feature, then

these actors are willing to consider it. In a sense, they can be said to be receptive to difference

onÏy under certain circurnstances. On the other hand, over haif of ail community group workers

and public authorities hold more inclusionist conceptions, and report that they are very open and

receptive to different cultures and culturally-specific needs. Like their colleagues in the

assimilationist group, though, over three-quarters are only able to be fully receptive to cultural

differences under certain circumstances (one quarter has no problem being inclusive at ail times),

due to operational constraints that are beyond their control. Therefore, residents are not wrong in

their perceptions, although most only see the resuit (inability to accommodate difference in the

decision-making process) instead of the reasons why these actors are unable to be more

inclusive.

b) Ethno-specific cases versus the multiethnic neighbourhood

Residents themselves hold either assimilationist or inclusionist conceptions. The difference here

is that ail residents believe that public authorities overlook the needs and concems of a

multiethnic immigrant neighbourhood, even if they are spiit on the importance of

accommodating ethno-specific concems. Therefore, it appears that a distinction must be made

between receptiveness to ethno-specific items and attentiveness to the overail needs and concerns

of a multiethnic neighbourhood. Accommodating ethno-specific requests means that a positive

decision was made on a specific case (for example, a South Asian cricket league that requests
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that the City provide them with a playing field or an Indian group that requests permission to

open a Hindu cultural centre in a residentiai neighbourhood). While ail public authorities and

community group workers believe that authorities are willing to consider supporting these

specific cases if they are convinced of their merits, the handful of residents who hoid

assimilationist conceptions (Canadian-bom and very long-term immigrants) do flot believe that

decisions on these cases always need to be positive, since many of these needs will disappear as

newer immigrants become more integrated.

Things get trickier when the issue involves a multiethnic neighbourhood. In this case, it is no

longer a question of debating the merits of a specific case, but of deciding how public space and

the environment in generai should be managed within such a context. For aimost ail residents, it

is a question of pejorative attitudes, since they feel that authorities do not merely ignore the

etbno-specific needs and concems of individual residents, they also ignore the well-being of the

neighbourhood because authorities believe it is a poor immigrant neighbourhood. Most arrive at

this conclusion by comparing the range of services provided in nearby wealthier neighbourhoods

(such as the Town of Mount Royal) with what they feel are the iack of services provided in

Mountain Sights and in Côte des Neiges in general. On the other hand, only community group

workers and public authorities whose employers are reported to be very supportive of the multi

dimensional task of decision-making and operating in a multietimic context feel that they are

abie to function effectiveiy and inclusively in Côte des Neiges as a whoie. The rest (including ail

City of Montreal empioyees) feei that they are flot abie to provide the same type of services or to

make proper decisions in a multiethnic area because they are constrained by a lack of

institutional support and sufficient resources. Therefore, what residents perceive as being

prejudice against an immigrant neighbourhood is a problem that municipal authorities believe

stems from iack of resources and institutional support.

These findings match those of other planning researchers. for exampie, Frisken and Wallace

(2000) aiso found that awareness of cultural difference and the ability to make inclusive

decisions are not always the same thing for public authorities, especialiy those who are not

operating under very supportive conditions. If a municipaiity (or organization) does not have a

set of internai guideiines that dictate how decisions shouid be approached in a multietlmic

context or sufficient resources devoted to helping employees work with diverse cuiturai groups,

then it is difficuit for employees to do so. Ameyaw (2000) notes that planners were abie to bring
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many different etimic communities into the planning process and mediate between very different

cuiturai viewpoints in Vancouver and Surrey because the mechanisms for doing so were aiready

in place (such as the City of Vancouver’s multicuitural planning unit and the policies and

programs of the municipality of Suney). In addition, withdrawal of such policies and programs

under a different political regime means that planners and municipal managers no longer have

the ability to work inciusiveiy (Thomas, 2000; Friedmann and Lebrer, 199$; Krishnarayan and

Thornas, 1993).

The relevance of our findings on institutional support and the ability to function effectively in

multietimic contexts is therefore highly significant for city management and planning. This is

especially true for municipalities like the City of Montreal that already have a policy or strategy

designed to guide decision-making in culturally diverse contexts. As we have seen, if

institutional strategies such as the City of Montreal’ s interculturalism strategy and reasonable

accommodation management guidelines are not consistently supported, appiied, and interpreted

by ail departments and divisions, then such strategies will not prove to be ail that useful in daily

practice. In addition, the inability of municipal authorities to provide the same quality of service

in multietbnic areas as in host society ones risks alienating residents (particularly immigrants)

living in multiethnic districts. This increases the likeiihood that residents will develop the

impression of being discriminated against in terms of municipal service provision, which in turn

lowers their opinion of the City in general and potentially decreases their desire to interact with

municipal authorities.

c) Attention to social diversity, not just cultural diversity

Community group workers and public authorities in this study ofien stress social diversity over

cultural diversity. Although this finding relates only to these particular respondents, it bears

mention because of its relevance to the issue of receptiveness to difference. Two thirds of these

respondents believe that cultural diversity is only one aspect of the social diversity that they have

to deal with on a daily basis. Despite their difficulty operating or making effective decisions in

culturally diverse contexts, almost ail municipal authorities said that they have no such difficulty

when it cornes to other forms of social difference, particularly those involving women’s public

safety needs. Nine out of 12 municipal actors in this study said that they would automatically

give women’s safety priority in their decision-making. When questioned further on this point,
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aimost ail said that their department or division lias prioritized women’s safety issues and has

provided them with fairiy comprehensive guidelines that help them make decisions on women’s

safety.

This attention to women’s safety and planning issues on the part of municipal authorities is due

to the efforts of the City’s Programme Femmes et ville. The main objective of this endeavour is

to increase women’s urban safety through planning and design mechanisms. This program also

provides support to municipal operations, and links the City’s actions in with those of women’s

groups and other municipalities across Canada (Ville de Montréal, Programme Femmes et ville,

2003). The Femmes et ville program was officially formed in 1989 by the City’s Executive

Committee on the recommendation of the municipal Commission de l’aménagement, de

l’habitation et des travaux publics, which supported the poiicy brief on women’s issues in

planning prepared by a coalition of community organizations and activists called the Collectif

Femmes et villes (Collectif Femmes et villes, 1988, 1989). The Femmes et ville program was

therefore instituted around the same time as the Intercultural Affairs Bureau. This new program

division focused on the overall needs of chiidren and women in public space (recreation,

itineraries and trajectories in public space, housing, daycare, etc.), and more particularly on

women’ s safety needs. From 1989 until 1992, this program fell under the auspices of the City’ s

urban planning department (Service de 1 ‘habitation et du développement urbain), and from 1992

until 2002 feu under the community development branch of the Service des loisirs, des sports et

du développement social (this department was spiit in 2003 into a Sports and Recreation

Department and a Social and Community Development Department). Unlike intercultural issues,

which were relegated to the back-burner following the municipal mergers of 2002, the Femmes

et ville program was expanded across the new mega-city’s entire territory and was given a new

dossier on equality between men and women. Early in 2002, the new City Council unanimously

adopted the Déclaration mondiale de JULA sur les femmes dans le gouvernement local, in which

the City agreed to systematically integrate the issue of equality between men and women in ail

its departments’ policies, programs, and activities (for further details, refer to www.cities

1ocaIgovemments,orc/uc1). As well, the Femmes et ville program division released a detailed

guidebook in 2003 (Poztr un environnement urbain sécuritaire: guide d’aménagement) on how

to design safe public spaces and manage urban safety in Montreal. This guidebook provides step

by-step instructions for municipal employees, although most of these guidelines had already

been disseminated to various departments prior to publication.
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It is very important in our case to note that municipal political and practical attention to women’s

planning and safety issues lias been maintained following the transition to the newly-merged

City of Montreal, while interculturai affairs has floundered. When municipal authorities state that

they require a comprehensive City-wide departmental policy and set of detailed guidelines in

order to be able to operate and make decisions on issues related to cuÏtural diversity, this is the

type of solution they are talking about.

When one notes that it has taken the director ofthe City’s former Sports, Recreation, and Social

Development Department over a decade to have the City approve policy guidelines increasing

access to municipal services by the disabled, respondents who believe that inclusion should refer

to ail forms of social difference may have a point. It rnight be said that attention to social

difference is perhaps one of the most problematic issues facing planning and municipal policy

today, since it has repercussions on ail aspects of municipal management, from the public

consultation process to the smallest administrative decisions (Hall, 2002). The existence of

municipal policies targeting difference are oflen the result of years of pressure put on municipal

governments (Thomas, 2000; Wekerle, 2000; friedmaim and Lehrer, 199$). The similar

struggles faced by all these groups show that the lack of municipal attention to cultural diversity

is only one part of a larger problem.

d) Being heard

Perceptions of “us versus them” are important in terms of receptiveness to difference because

these perceptions have iess to do with the refusai to consider ethno-specific issues tlian with the

simple feeling of being unheard. Almost all involved residents and community group workers

believe that public authorities are inaccessible, even during public consultation forums. This is

important because many public authorities believe that these forums are where residents are best

able to express their concems. On the other hand, almost all municipal authorities also said that

they have very few ways of finding out what might actuaily concern different ethnie groups,

because the turnout at public consultation meetings is flot high for members of many ethnie

communities. Essentially, each side lias its own version of the truth. Residents feel that many

public authorities ignore what they have to say during the times when they have met with them,

and many have developed the impression that municipal authorities are biased against

immigrants (community group workers and some public institutional authorities have the same
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feeling). Likewise, municipal authorities feel that they cannot get the information they require

through formai channels, and have developed the perception that eithcr immigrants and

minorities are not interested in communicating with the City or else that these groups are

unreachable.

These two groups both feel that the other is difficult to reach. One reason for this involves the

ability to communicate in English and French, since residents ofien have difficulty

communicating in french (and sometimes in English as well) and public authorities ofien have

difficulty communicating in English. The second reason lias to do with the professionalization of

planning language (Guttenberg, 1993; Greed, 1999). If residents do not speak the municipal

“language of planning”, then both sides will have difficulty communicating concepts to one

another. And the third reason stems from the fact that there are few ways for municipal

authorities and residents to actually discuss matters together outside of public consultation

meetings. Other means of communication between residents and municipal authorities are simply

mechanisms for the transmission of requests (Accès-Montréal offices, local City councillors or

elected representatives), not forums for discussion.

The formation of residents’ associations is one means of attempting to overcome this distance,

although even here perceptions of the inaccessibility of municipal authorities are common. In the

literature, the rise of local planning alliances in reaction to a perceived deficit in service

provision is considered to form “key nodes” (Healey, 1996) or “interstitial planning spaces”

(AlSayyad, 2001) wliere actors from ah walks of hife can meet in order to identify shared

problems and find ways of addressing them. In our case, however, local groups ofien find it

difficuit to become included in the development of more effective service deiivery programs in

multiethnic areas, since:

“The contemporary problem is that the representative model does flot easily
provide voice for the multiple interests generated by the relational webs within
urban areas. [...] What is needed is a form of accountabihity which ahiows for the
active involvement of various parties in pohicy development and delivery while at
the same time setting the parameters of attention to interests.” (Healey, 1995: 287)

Receptiveness to cultural diversity is therefore linked in with several other key issues —

misperceptions that condition inter-personal relations and decision-making, the ability to operate

within a multiethnic context, the attention given to all forms of social difference, and the failure
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of current formai public consultation mechanisms. Not only do these observations have

repercussions at the level of decision-making, but they also have an effect on the way that actors

“do” planning and management in multiethnic contexts on a daiiy basis.

8.3.2 “Making Do”: Planning and Management Practice in Multiethnic Contexts

The arbitrariness of planning and management practices in multiethnic contexts was a major

finding. This arbitrariness stems from tbree sources: ambivalent attitudes towards immigrants

and ethnoculturally diverse practices, the inability to find or negotiate a common denominator

within a culturaily complex situation, and the dilemma of collaboration and partnership between

authorities and ‘locals’.

a) Arbitrary practices

Involved residents, community group workers, and public authorities all believe that the

practices of municipal authorities (and some public institutional authorities) in multiethnic

contexts are usually very arbitrary. This means that they can find no rationale governing why

decisions or practices in similar situations are oflen quite different. However, public authorities

in this study are well aware that their practices may appear arbitrary. They say that they are

making up decisions and practices as they go along, in the absence of a jurisprudence of previous

cases, policy documents, and internai memos stating the position to be taken in certain situations.

They oflen feel that their decisions are flot supported in any way, and are neyer sure whether

their decisions are riglit or wrong. Some respondents said that their divisional office lias been

trying to develop its own procedural guidelines, although these guidelines have no regulatory or

policy support and so decisions are easily contested. Qadeer (1997: 481) notes the exact same

quandary regarding arbitrary decision-making in Toronto. The arbitrary nature of municipal

practices and decision-making in contexts of cultural diversity is therefore a major observation to

emerge from this study.

Arbitrariness is also linked with decisions and practices that appear to have “littie thought

involved”. Most residents, community group workers, and institutionai authorities complain that

City employees make by-the-book decisions with little regard to the nature of the need or to the

creative options open to them. Most municipal actors in this study disagree, saying that they are
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simply overwhelmed and have no sense of direction in these circumstances. Ofien, they hesitate

to even entertain a solution because they are afraid of “opening up a whole can of worms”. This

coincides with the practices of many public officiais in Frisken and Wallace’s (2000) study on

the response of public authorities to diversity in the Toronto area. In other words, the pressure

inherent in trying to accommodate or answer what municipal authorities may feel is a “babel of

ofien conflicting demands” (Healey, 1997: 277) produces what Zolo (1992) refers to as a

“selective overload” among authorities who wish to reduce the complexity oftheir work reality.

By-the-book decisions may flot aiways be the right ones to make, but as many municipal actors

in this study suggest, they sometimes appear to be the easiest and most equitable ones. The

problem is that respondents differ considerably on how they define equitable treatment.

Residents and community group workers ail feel that equity means that each situation is

addressed according to ail its angles. Municipal authorities believe that since they do not have

the resources to do so, fair decisions and practices in multiethnic contexts are those that they

would also arrive at in host society contexts. These same ethical dilemmas confront planners and

municipal authorities in many other Canadian cities (Moore Milroy and Wallace, 2001; frisken

and Wallace, 2000; Qadeer and Chaudbry, 1999), where decisions that address the needs of one

group are not always satisfactory to another, or where similar decisions have different outcomes

in different contexts. Would guidelines on how to make equitable decisions in culturally diverse

situations help, as many municipal respondents suggest? This remains to be seen, since the form

and content of such guidelines do flot currently exist.

b) Over-ethnicizing

One of the main issues related to arbitrary decision-making and practices in multiethnic contexts

has to do with the perceptions that different actors hold of ethnic or immigrant groups and

neighbourhoods. Almost ail residents in this study believe that public authorities and many

community group workers tend to “over-etlmicize” immigrants or etlmocultural groups, which

contributes to the arbitrariness of their response. One example that came up quite a few times

involves municipal officiais who are unsympathetic to requests from South Asian residents for a

hockey rink in a neighbourhood park because “immigrants don’t play hockey, so who’s going to

use the rink?” These perceptions are unfortunately confirmed by the responses of almost half of

the public authorities surveyed here. Many of these actors hold perceptions regarding public
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space preferences and concerns in multietimic areas that are different or opposite from those of

residents. For example, most South Asian residents in our study said that they prefer the layout

of the southern section of De La Savane Park to the wide open area in the northern part.

However, they dislike being “ail crowded together” in the southern section, despite the fact that

they enjoy the opportunity to socialize with one another. They would prefer a park that had the

features of the southem section spread out over a much larger area in order to give them some

breathing room. On the other hand, many municipal authorities whose work includes overseeing

park operations or management said that South Asians in Côte des Neiges prefer spaces where

they can be very close together. These types of perceptions are not limited to public authorities,

since residents who are Canadian-born or who are very long-term immigrants tend to be guilty of

the same thing, especially with respect to newer immigrant groups.

Therefore, almost half of community group workers and public authorities and one quarter of

residents believe that certain situations in Mountain $ights or Côte des Neiges have ethno

specific roots when in fact they involve issues that might concern many other groups (including

host society ones). In this respect, the author agrees with Baum (2000: 16), who notes:

“We can over-interpret cases as being very ethno-specific when reaiiy they ail
invoive the same basic sets of planning needs and wants. Being sensitive but flot
overly sensitive is better.”

c) findïng a common denominator

Plurality does flot mean the same thing to everyone who participated in this study, but what it

does flot mean is clear. finding solutions in culturally diverse contexts does flot mean using a

plurality of standards for judging what problems and concems are most important to different

individuals and groups. Instead, it means finding ways of creating processes that generate

solutions acceptable to everyone invoived. This is the way that involved residents made

decisions and carried out interventions in Mountain Sights. It is also how most cornmunity group

workers and public authorities arrive at a decision or action in situations where they have no

choice but to work with various ethno-specific points of view.
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The majority of respondents use something akin to Davidof? s plural interest group approach or

Healey’s collaborative approach when negotiating among different interests, etlmocultural or flot.

This consists of soliciting competing requests and then arriving at a “best” decision through

consensus-building or through adjudication by a neutral body or method (a majority vote, a

rules-book, municipal regulations, or a group leader). These are by far the most common

approaches, although the problem here is that none of these respondents believe that any

decision-making tool is truly neutral. Any decision rendered tends to favour one individual or

group over another, which leads to frustration for the individual or group whose concems are

denied. The best example in this case involves the prioritization of potential planning actions by

the Mountain Sights Residents’ Association.

d) Collaboration

Collaboration between individuals and groups in different sectors emerged as being a very

important part of planning and management practice in multiethnic contexts. These findings refer

once again to the notion of the voice of a minority neighbourhood or group. The necessity for

local level collaboration as a prerequisite for ensuring that local residents have an equal voice in

determining the fate of their neighbourhood has been well noted (Allor and Spence, 2000). This

process is certainly lengthier than other modes of operation, but it is the one that is ofien believed

to lead to the highest degree of satisfaction for residents or affected people (Hillier, 1999). In our

case, however, residents and community group workers feel that planning and management

decisions and actions that affect ‘their’ neighbourhood should definitely be made in collaboration

with them (or at least require their input), while three-quarters of public authorities believe that

this collaboration is only necessary on occasion.

The willingness of public authorities to collaborate with local groups in a multiethnic

neighbourhood seems to be conditioned by three factors. The first factor has to do with how

practical it is for public authorities to target local collaboration on planning projects conceived

and managed by their organizations. The second factor is the extent to which their offices or

organizations are decentralized. And the third factor is the pre-existence of a working

relationship between these authorities and local groups.
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To be entirely fair, residents and community group workers ofien do flot seem to realize that

municipal authorities are hampered by operational constraints that condition their ability, and

therefore willingness, to work collaboratively with ‘Jocals’ in order to make truly inclusive

decisions. As a result, their feelings towards the decisions that are made are usually negative.

Residents and community group workers tend to believe that authorities have visions of public

space that are incompatible with their own (which is flot necessarily true). They also believe that

they have communication problems with public authorities (which is oflen true), and that public

authorities are prejudiced against investing in minority areas (which is definitely not true). These

perceptions are therefore a major hurdle that needs to be overcome on both sides. However, quite

a few studies on minorities and the planning system report that these suspicions are offen

founded, usually with respect to prejudicial or discriminatory decisions or attitudes on the part of

authorities (Skifier Anderson, 2003; Elman, 2001; Thomas, 1998; Thomas and Ritzdorf, 1997).

It is important to note in our case that discriminatory or prejudicial perceptions of immigrant

neighbourhoods do flot seem to form the basis for the decisions and actions of public authorities,

even if their decisions or actions can appear arbitrary, over-ethnicizing, or excessively tolerant.

e) “Partners”

Part of the problem with these types of perceptions has to do with the validity that public

authorities assign to residents’ groups and community-based organizations as full partners in the

formai planning process. Most municipal authorities in this study report that they depend on

local residents’ groups and community-based organizations to bring problems to their attention.

None depend on local Accès-Montréal offices to forward citizens’ concerns to them. Most said

that either these offices try to resolve complaints themselves or else a formal request made

through these offices rarely ends up on the appropriate desk. On the contrary, ail invoived

residents and community group workers feel that municipal authorities are flot interested in what

they have to say when they do try to bring problems to their attention. While severai residents

and community group workers and most institutional authorities understand the impact that

budget cuts have had on municipal operations, they still feel that the City has abandoned its role

as a “pubiic space and environmentai manager”. Even though municipal authorities in this study

feel constrained by Jack of resources, none are wiliing to grant local interest groups any of their

decision-making or management power over public space, unless this occurs within the
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framework of existing programs (for example, the “green alleys” program, where local groups

manage the conversion of unused lots into green spaces). However, municipal actors also admit

that most of these programs (recreational, in particular) require that a managing non-profit

organization be vetted by the city, and most small organizations cannot meet the requirements of

this vetting process.

Residents and community group workers are therefore flot wrong when they feel that they are

viewed as “suent partners” by municipal authorities. Actors on the local side take action because

they feei left out. On the other hand, municipal actors need these groups to heip them determine

local needs and carry oui certain programs, but are unwilling 10 grant them more power or

funding. This situation is replayed in other cities where the increasing visibility of ethnic and

minority associations and lobby groups forces authorities to consider acting iocaily rather than

centrally (Abu-Laban, 1997; Vieira, 1997; Blommaert and Martiniello, 1996). In our case,

however, it seems that these dynamics between local groups and municipal authorities have less

to do with ethnicity than with the desire for decision-making power.

The perception of “making do” in a muitiethnic context arises from the arbitrary nature of

decisions made by municipal authorities, who are working essentially on a case-by-case basis

despite the existence of an overali municipal strategy for dealing with culturaily diverse

situations. This arbitrariness leads to the formation of negative perceptions on the part of

residents and many community group workers and institutionai authorities, which provokes them

to label the City ‘inept’ at making appropriate decisions in multiethnic contexts. Lack of

guidelines and iack of a basic understanding of social realities in a multiethnic context means

that decisions made by municipal plaimers and managers are often considered by residents and

other actors to be somewhat negative towards immigrants (‘over-etimicizing’), since they appear

to lack balance between the concems of ail the different interests involved. This divide becomes

even greater when we look at perceptions of environmental standards and norms in a multiethnic

area.
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8.3.3 Standards and Norms in a Multiethnic Area

Perceptions of environmental standards and norms in a multiethnic area are important, because

these form the basis on which public actors make decisions in the absence of firm and

established guidelines. In other words, “making do” in a multiethnic area has a lot do to with

what public authorities believe residents need and want, and with what makes the most sense for

public authorities given the way that they interpret social realities in the area. This becomes

doubly important in our case, since respondents hoid two very different ideas about what is fair

or unfair in multietimic areas such as Mountain Sights or Côte des Neiges. The notion of public

standards and norms in immigrants’ home countries is ofien invoked on either side to explain

their attitudes.

a) Immigrants and home country practices

Two groups emerge with respect to the way that social realities in a multiethnic immigrant

neighbourhood are interpreted. Contrary to the expectations of the researcher, most residents of

Mountain Sights feel that public authorities in general are way too tolerant of irregular uses

(practices which they feel run counter to those that are socially acceptable or safe) in their

neighbourhood and in Côte des Neiges as a whole. Three-quarters want authorities to enforce

what they consider to be the public space and environmental standards and norms of “Canadian”

society. This can range from cracking down on recalcitrant landlords to distributing fines to

offending residents. As one resident put it: “once someone has to sheli out a couple of hundred

bucks, trust me, he’ii think twice about doing it again.” They believe that the same standards and

norms should be applied in both rnultiethnic and host society neighbourhoods, be these lower or

upper income neighbourhoods. This opinion is shared by a few community group workers and

public authorities, although most do not agree.

The second group consists of Canadian-born residents and several residents who are very long

term immigrants, as well as the majority of community group workers and public authorities.

They ail believe that irregular practices found in Mountain Sights or Côte des Neiges are

socialiy acceptable in immigrants’ home countries and should be tolerated because “new

immigrants don’t know any better.” Although municipal authorities ail said that they prefer to
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deal with these issues through popular education rather than enforcernent of standards or by

laws, there is another side to this. First of ail, popular education campaigns are usually only

canied out by cornmunity-based organizations. And second, most public authorities said that

they do flot act at ail in the great majority of cases unless residents complain. Therefore,

tolerance might also be a front for an unwiliingness to deal with certain realities, because doing

so might end up being too time-consuming or too difficuit.

Almost ail residents in the first group who are immigrants disagree with this assessment. The

majority feei that they held overali cornportrnent and cleanliness standards that are similar to

Canadian ones while in their home countries. They believe that residents who appear to have

“backward” practices either do flot care, or else corne from rural areas with little exposure to the

way things are done in a city. In fact, these respondents are very disappointed to discover that

the municipal planning and management system in Montreal seems to replicate many of the

things that they dislike about municipal systems in their home countries (inability to deal with

irregular uses, inaccessibility of municipal officiais, apparent disregard for lower incorne

neighbourhoods).

For these reasons, perceptions that irregular practices in muitiethnic neighbourhoods are socialiy

acceptable in immigrants’ home countries do a great disservice to many residents and

immigrants. In fact, the question of irregular uses (from improper garbage disposal to

unauthorized cottage industries) is a rather hot topic in many countries worldwide. for example,

in New Deihi an anti-litter by-law was recently enacted that puts inspectors equipped with vans

doubling as mobile courtrooms on the street to catch offenders in the act. And in major cities in

China, there is quite a debate going on over ways to stop people from spitting on public streets,

with authorities bowing to pressure from local Party ‘neighbourhood managers’ fed up with a

practice they feel reflects badly on local businesses, especialiy those courting foreign investors.

Many cities worldwide have sanitation, traffic, and public nuisance by-iaws that condemn most

of the irregular practices that bother residents in this study, although the effectiveness of these

by-laws is certainly an issue, just as it is in Montreal.

The main difference between Canadian cities and many other cities worldwide is flot the

existence of irregular uses, but the existence of a strong informal sector. for example, in some

countries residential garbage collection is not a municipal service. Instead, garbage is collected
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by individual garbage contractors or by garbage pickers and recyclers, whom residents pay to

corne and pick up their household garbage every moming. The existence of such informai

municipal services “sub-sectors” changes the dynarnics between municipal authorities and

residents somewhat, because even in contexts where the municipality does flot provide adequate

services, there is ofien another sector that does ($willing et ai, 2003). So when residents who are

immigrants complain about the lack of enforcement of certain public space standards in their

neighbourhood, they are ofien situating themselves in a debate that is also occurring in their

home countries.

This debate over the way that standards and norms are perceived in a multiethnic neighbourhood

brings us back once more to the point of contact between majority and minority, since in our

case, the interface between rural and urban, or between insiders and outsiders, can be clearly

seen. As Venuti (1998) reports, throughout history “urbanites” have atternpted to distinguish

themselves from the rural resource-pool that develops following the large-scale arrivai of new

immigrants. The need to put distance between themselves and new immigrants becomes more

pressing when residents and authorities who identify with the norms of the host society are faced

with the perception ofurban anarchy resulting from the collision of different lifeways.

The point of contact between different perceptual groups is also one of hybridization. In our

study, most residents, community group workers, and public authorities who are working in Côte

des Neiges have environmental perceptions, standards, and norms that appear to be hybridized

versions of the ones that they held or learned in their society of origin. Most immigrants in this

study admit that their perceptions have altered over their years in Canada and that they have

corne to adopt certain “Canadian” standards and values that they did not previously have (or at

least, not in the same sense or to the same degree). The reverse is true for community group

workers and public authorities in this group, who ail report becoming desensitized to the

multiplicity of irregular uses over time, a process which some authors say creates a ‘live and let

live’ attitude on the part of public authorities (Mitchell, 1997: 9). Therefore, what these

respondents find publicly acceptable in a multiethnic area becomes modified over contact with

what AlSayyad (2001) calls hybrid urban settings. On the other hand, the desire of most

immigrant residents in this study to distance themselves from what they feel are backward or

rural practices shows that instead of becoming desensitized to these irregular uses, they become

hyper-aware of them instead.



363

b) Accepting ïrregular practices despite Canadian standards

Although the vast majority of residents believe that “Canadian” standards of cleanliness and

environmental behaviour should prevail in a multietimic neighbourhood, they also believe that

practices that are very important to many residents should be tolerated and supported, even if

these go against overail standards and norms. These practices are usually ones that residents feel

might be disturbing to members of the host society — cottage industries, animal-rearing, and

prayer groups, among others. This is interesting because rnany community group workers and

public authorities in this study accept that these things are important to certain residents and will

flot report them or interfere unless other residents complain. However, they will flot officially

accept them by issuing occupancy permits or by supporting their operations, especially if these

uses run contrary to existing by-laws or rnight possibly cause nuisance to other residents.

c) Confusion over standards and norms

There is considerable confusion among respondents in our sample with respect to what the

current environmental standards and values of a multiethnic area might be. Although residents

usuaÏÏy reduce culturalÏy different standards and practices to their common denominator (most

feel that different ethnic and immigrant groups in Côte des Neiges tend to have the same

practices and values), community group workers and public authorities believe that different

ethnie groups ail have different standards and values. Public authorities also have a hard time

even determining what these standards might be, and so they are wary of interfering in the

private life of residents unless it is a question of personal or public safety. Because situations in

multietbnic neighbourhoods are flot as clear-cut as they are in host society neighbourhoods, it is

harder for authorities working in a rnuitiethnic neighbourhood to figure out what the root cause

of a problematic situation might be. Confusion over what the actual standards are in multietlmic

areas also leads public authorities in our study to question what by-laws or codes they should be

applying. However, if these actors are confused over such issues, residents are flot. The majority

of residents feel that “Canadian” standards of cieanliness and good civic behaviour should be

encoded and enforced in public space, whiie private forms of cultural expression such as certain

types of economic activities, religious practices, and domestic customs should be accepted and
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encouraged. Most of ail, however, residents want to see “the public space standards of middle

class neighbourhoods” replicated in Mountain Sights.

Four possible explanations surfaced that might help explain this confusion over standards and

norms on the part of local authorities. first of all, respondents in this study all agree that public

spaces in multietimic areas like Côte des Neiges are flot designed to accommodate the diversity

of uses being placed on them. The problem perhaps then lies not with residents but with the

spaces themselves. This explanation also emerged in other studies on public space planning and

design in muhietlmic contexts (Greed, 1996; Loukaitou-Sideris, 1995; Germeraad, 1993;

Burgess, Harrison, and Limb, 198$). Second, the majority of community group workers and

public authorities and one quarter of residents do not believe that residents in multiethnic areas

should be expected to conform to host society standards. Either residents might not know what

these standards are, or else the social pressure to conform is flot as strong as it would be in a host

society neighbourhood. Third, ail community group workers and public authorities in this study

question the extent to which the state can meddÏe in citizens’ private iives. If immigrants decide

to conform to host society standards and norms, then so be it. But can governments or public

authorities exert this ,pressure? This is a question many respondents in this group are very

uncomfortable with. And fourth, almost ail residents and a minority of community group

workers and public authorities are unconvinced that rnany of the irregular uses that are said to

occur in a muÏtiethnic area are actuaÏly etimo-specific in origin. They feel that these kinds of uses

also occur in many other types of neighbourhoods, particularly in lower income ones, and tend to

disappear in more spacious neighbourhoods (usually more middle class ones). Similar

differences in public space use between lower income and middle ciass multiethnic

neighbourhoods have been noted before (Charbonneau, 1995; Tuttie, 1996). In this case, since

irregular uses are considered to result from the interaction of class or upbringing with a very

denseiy built urban habitat, few solutions are readiiy available.
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d) Lack of regulatory support

The very term “Canadian standards” raises another red flag. Most public authorities feel that the
current standards encoded in municipal by-laws and the regulatory ftamework are outdated.
Therefore, they prefer to be more tolerant across the board. On the other hand, many of these
irregular uses are not even accounted for under the regulatory framework. Even if authorities
wanted to try and address them, there are no options available. Many respondents in aIl sectors
(particularly those with the City of Montreal) believe that public spaces in Montreal were
designed for a value system that is very different from the one that currently exists. This limits
the ability of many municipal authorities to make decisions that are “in the public interest”, since
they no longer know what the public interest might be. This type of uncertainty is normal in
societies that are becoming more culturally complex, since the uses being demanded of public
space no longer coincide with the social context that gave rise to the institutional and
administrative framework that govems them (AlSayyad and Bristol, 1992).

***

This debate over the standards, norms, and values that should or should not preside over public
space affects planning and management decision-making because it creates confusion and
uncertainty among actors. This in tum leads to the formation of perceptions regarding “best
practices” in multiethnic contexts that may flot be valid or in the best interest of local
populations. The perceived arbitrariness of decisions and the practice of “turning a blind eye” to
irregular uses leads either to solutions that are considered to be over-ethnicizing (somewhat
discriminatory towards minorities) or else to solutions that are unable to address the commonly
shared concems of different ethnocultural interest groups. More importantly, respondents have
generated many solutions for sorting though this confusion which they feel might help render the
formai planning and management process more inclusive and better targeted to the social
realities ofmultietlmic areas.
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8.4 SOLUTIONS PROPOSED FOR MORE INCLUSIVE MUNICIPAL PLANNING

The vast majority of respondents agree on the types of solutions that could be impiemented to

help render the formai pianning and management process better suited to the social realities of

multiethnic areas. Respondents might emphasize certain points in particular, but the important

thing is that the basic outiine of a more sensitive and appropriate planning process bas emerged

from these findings. This outiine consists of four main components: the importance of political

wiii, the creation of transcultural vaiue sets, the inclusion of ail interests, and the importance of

local level decision-making and power sharing.

8.4.1 The Importance ofPolitical Will

None of the respondents who provided responses on this topic feels that the existing planning

and management process needs to be rebuilt, merely renovated. This coincides with a ‘toning

down’ that is currently taking place in the multicultural planning literature with respect to

recommendations that existing planning structures be completely tom down and replaced

(Friedmann, 2002; Sandercock, 2000, 2003a).

One of the most significant observations that emerged from analysis of our findings is that

renewal of political structures such as the municipal planning process takes political will.

Political will is important because actors who do not personally believe that planning in function

of diversity is important will do so if that is what their mandate requires. Political will also

determines the amount and type of resources given over to planning and managing in multiethnic

areas. Fewer resources means that public decision-makers are less inclined to be receptive to

different needs and concems in a multiethnic area, mainly because they feel that they are flot able

to provide a sufficiently higli quality of services since the intensity of use coupled with irregular

practices adds another dimension to their daily operations. If political wiIl exists, then decision

makers will have the impetus and resources needed to devise practices and procedures that might

render the existing planning process more appropriate to current social realities over time.
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8.4.2 The Creation of Transcultural Value Sets

Doing planning in a culturally diverse context does flot mean addressing every possible ethno

specific concern or request, since ail respondents believe that this is fundamentally impossible.

As we have seen, the feeling of being overwhelmed by different uses and practices leads many

actors (residents and authorities alike) to practice a “blindness to difference” or to make

decisions based on stereotypes of ethnic or minority groups. Therefore, one of the most

important findings to emerge from our analysis is the idea that collectively-shared values exist in

a multiethnic neighbourhood of any size, regardless of the number of different etlmocultural

groups that reside or work there. These collectively-shared values may differ from

neighbourhood to neighbourhood, but can apparently be discemed fairly easily. These

collectively-shared values can be grouped together in what might be called a ‘transcultural value

set’ that is applicable for a given context over a given period of time. The existence of a

transcultural value set does not mean that everyone in a neighbourhood wants the same things,

only that what they want has a common denorninator.

Many respondents are very clear on how such transcultural value sets can be determined, and we

will borrow their procedures, since these procedures are very similar from respondent to

respondent. Each value set contains the common denominators of ah the more specific concerns

and values of different cultural and interest groups in a neighbourhood. Determining a common

denominator means finding the common thread that links certain concerns or values together. For

example, in a given neighbourhood, some individuals might feel very strongly that wornen in

their ethnic community require protection from male harassment in the form of spaces that are

enclosed by means of fencing or landscaping. Other individuals might feel that there are few

places in a park to commune with nature or to talk with a small group of friends in private. And

yet others rnight wish to have a decorative garden in the neighbourhood, since they corne from

contexts where these are very important public space features. These different concerns have a

common denominator — ah these individuals wish to be able to enjoy a garden-type feature in

public space that is separated or isolated from the rest of the space in question. The existence of

this common denominator allows a plaimer or decision-maker to affive at a single solution that

will satisfy ail concems. In our case, the solution might be a fully or semi-enclosed section in a

public park that is nicely landscaped with decorative hedges and flowers and includes several

benches that are arranged either parallel or perpendicular to each other. By maintaining some
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unes of visibility to the rest of the park, it would satisfy municipal requirements goveming the

safety of public spaces, while stiil providing users with the perception of privacy.

This procedure is followed for many other different concerns and issues in a multietlmic

neighbourhood until one arrives at a fairly comprehensive list. For example, a very general

transcultural value set for Mountain $ights might include an emphasis on public sociability and

being outside, public spaces as individual backyards (public space that is ‘owned’ by residents),

particular family values (the extended family, child-oriented society), a great concem for public

safety, an emphasis on agricultural (not rural) practices, the desire for an environment that

resembles that of middle class neighbourhoods in terms of appearance, intolerance for spatial

practices that dirty the environment, greater acceptance of mixed uses or community-oriented

uses, and a need for alternative public and semi-public recreational and leisure spaces.

These types of value sets cannot be fixed for more than a certain number of years, in order to

account for population changes and different immigrant flows. This means that they need to be

reassessed within a given time-frame. This reassessment can occur through several different

means, including collaborative efforts between ah relevant interests (residents, building owners,

institutions, businesses, non-profit groups, public authorities, etc.), community or interest group

surveys, or public meetings that succeed in operating inclusively and attracting participants.

Adopting the perspective of the transcultural value set allows practitioners to replace the

comforting idea of the common public interest with a similar type of notion that still manages to

represent the great diversity of interests and concerns in a multiethnic context.

8.4.3 Inclusion of ail Interests

Respondents all agree that municipal planners and managers need to adopt the approaches used

at the grassroots level in order to be able to work effectively and inclusively in multiethnic

contexts. While residents did flot use the words “cohlaborative” or “community development”,

their solutions resemble the way that these approaches are described in the planning hiterature

(Healey, 1997; Sandercock, 1 99$a, for example). On the other hand, community group workers

and public authorities ofien use these particular words, in addition to other similar terms

(integrated approach or multi-level approach). The community deveÏopment type solutions that
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ail these respondents suggest resemble appreciative planning models, which are used as part of

interventionist development moUds favoured by NGO’s in North America and abroad.

Appreciative planning models include components such as jump-starting, plugging-in,

leadership, alliance-building, and collaboration. These components are designed to encourage

and support mutual understanding, local initiative, and partnership with different actors in

multietimic contexts (Ameyaw, 2000). These steps therefore involve definition of concerns and

stakeholder identification, mobilization of local groups and leaders, community confidence

building, cross-cultural communication, consensus-building, and negotiated outcomes.

The emphasis on cross-cultural communication, cultural awareness, and reflective praxis

coincides with the recommendations of scholars calling for a more inclusive planning practice

(Thompson, 2003; Sandercock, 2003a; Burayidi, 2000; Thomas, 2000). Cultural awareness

refers to first hand experience of the different groups that inhabit a particular neighbourhood. In

our case, this suggests that actors who have this first hand experience should be caÏled upon

during ah types of planning meetings and activities conceming the neighbourhood in question.

Reflective praxis, as per Donald $chon (1983), is practice in which personal values and

prejudices need to be acknowledged, flot because they are wrong but because they exist and

influence the way one perceives, and therefore reacts to, the world and people’s behaviour within

it. Therefore, inclusion of ail interests (this does flot mean accommodation of ahi interests,

however) depends on three things: approaches that are designed to include all stakeholders or

interests, cross-cultural communication skills and awareness of the social realities under

consideration, and admission ofprejudices and discussion of different perceptions.

8.4.4 Local Level Decision-Maldng and Power Sharing

A local level focus is key, according to almost all respondents. Our findings echo those ofNuim

(1991), who argues that planning is a human activity, not one that is limited to professionals. In

our study, projects and activities that are deemed successful have usually been conceived or

developed by local actors. In the planning hiterature, actions that are considered to be the most

inclusive ail seem to involve coalition-building between actors such as local residents,

community group workers, public authorities, industries, and institutions (Bays, 199$; Lo

Piccolo, 1997; Mehta, 1997; Tacher and Mondragon Padilla, 1997; Jacobs, 1996; Clark, 1996).

In fact, Amin’s (2002) notions of micro-publics and agonistic politics can be extended to our
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case, since micro-publics are the loci of successful planning actions in the multiethnic

neighbourhood of Mountain Sights.

Cross-sectional analysis shows that there is a certain disconnection between planning efforts at

the municipal level and those initiated by actors at the local level. Increasing the representation

of the local on formal planning and public consultation instances is not a solution desired by any

local respondent, for these forums are considered to be ineffective. It definiteÏy does not mean

increasing the number of individuals of specific etlmocultural or minority origin on these public

forums, even though this is a key recommendation of many multicultural planning thinkers who

believe that this will help ensure that public authorities become more sensitive to cultural

diversity (Burayidi, 2003; Greed, 1999; Qadeer, 1997). However, our findings show that being

an immigrant or belonging to an etlmic minority group does flot increase an individual’s

sensitivity or understanding of other groups, including his own. As Vertovec (1999: 27) notes:

“The sheer fact that a specific self-conscious group has a person sitting in some
kind of public forum does not mean a) that the group’s views are being adequately
voiced or responded to, or b) that in addition to the likely symbolic value of such
representation, some material benefit to the group will accrue. For the latter, a
structural adjustment in political power must take place.”

The solution lies in coalition politics, which many respondents feel will force attention back to

the local, giving local voices greater political weight. This does flot mean creating yet another

local inter-sectorial committee, since these committees are believed to bypass existing grassroots

organizations, replicating the same inequalities that existed before (Maestas and Gonzales,

1999). They also run the risk of being converted into consultative bodies, which allows

municipal administrators to feel that they are including etimic minorities in the public

consultation process even if these instances are basically for show (witness the criticism levelled

by Abu-Laban, 1997, against Vancouver’s citizen circles). The ‘local approach’ highlighted in

our study is considered to include built-in procedures for local inclusion and participation at the

level of the neighbourhood. Therefore, such a process does away with the need for consultation

between residents, local groups, and higher authorities, since all these actors will be working

together at key points in the process.
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Mechanisms for ensuring democracy are also considered to play a significant role in this type of

approach. Many respondents pointed out that decisions made by local groups are flot necessarily

any more democratic or fair to ah interest groups in the area than decisions occurring at a higher

level. The idea of neutral arbitration between interest groups is therefore very important. This

means that local level collaborative practices need to be able to walk the tightrope between

collectively-shared values (or transcultural values), current planning regulations, and the

particular needs of individuals and interest groups. As Forester (1999a) notes, failing to develop

such strategies means that the people with the power to determine what is right or wrong for the

neighbourhood in question usually end up being those who have hittle understanding of local

social realities and no vested interest in the neighbourhood at all.

This type of solution is doubly important in neighbourhoods that are less well-to-do, according to

ail oui respondents. first of ail, many feel that the ethno-specific problems encountered in

middle and upper class areas tend to be more conflictual (a large mosque under construction in a

host society residential area, for example). Second, most respondents (especially municipal

authorities) noted that most middle class areas on the Island of Montreal are located outside the

jurisdiction of the City of Montreal in smaller (and sometimes formerly autonomous)

municipahities, which have always had their own municipal administrations, planning policies,

and council meetings. These smaller municipalities are believed to be more attuned to the

concems of their citizens, although contestable cases will always exist. The sense of being

excluded from the municipal planning and decision-making process is not as prevalent in

wealthier neighbourhoods and municipalities (Rabrenovic, 1996; Mann, 1987; Porter, 1965).

However, this does not mean that official planning in these contexts is any more inclusive of

ethnocultural diversity, as studies on Canadian planning practice have demonstrated (Moore

Milroy and Wallace, 2002; Edgington and Hutton, 2002; Wallace, 1999). Any form of difference

in public space merely stands out mucli more in these contexts, especiahly if it confficts with the

character of the existing socio-spatial fabric. Therefore, while collaborative approaches are

useful in more well-to-do contexts in terms of negotiation and consensus-building among

different cultural and other interest groups, the need for community development type

approaches is not as strong.
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8.5 RELEVANCE FOR PLANNING

Our findings are relevant for planning and municipal management in multiethnic contexts

because they corroborate, and negate, many findings of North American and European scholars

on the subject, and offer solutions to certain dilemmas that have arisen in the literature. Our

findings have emerged from one particular case study on a multiethnic neighbourhood. Without

comparing them to similar findings in other types of neighbourhoods, we have no way of firmly

stating that they are applicable to ail multiethnic contexts. However, we can extract severai

general principles based on the types of interactions and perceptions at work in this single case

that might prove usefril.

8.5.1 Working wïth Culturat Dïversity ïs not Complicated

First, and perhaps most importantly, our findings show that cultural diversity does not equate

with chaos. The feeling of being overwhelmed and unable to deal with multiple demands and

viewpoints is very common among public authorities in our study. This feeling also appears to be

common among municipal planners and managers in many Canadian, American, Australian, and

European cities (Thompson, 2003; Amin, 2002; Edgington and Hutton, 2002; Allen and Cars,

2001; Burayidi, 2000; frisken and Wallace, 2000), and is a growing issue in other world cities

(Lim, 2001; Douglass and Roberts, 2000; Yifiachel, 2000; Denoon et ai, 1996). The response in

such cases usually tends to be ‘blindness to difference’. Our findings show that deaiing with

cultural diversity does not mean dealing with an overwhelming number of different opinions and

needs. Operating effectively in such a context simply means finding a common denominator

between all these different concems and values through the formation of transcultural value sets.

This procedure can also help decision-makers make decisions on the merits of individual etimo

specific requests, since they will not be weighing these requests against what they believe to be

the overali values of the host society (the common public interest), but against those of the

neighbourhood or district in question.
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8.5.2 Misperceptions Hinder Inclusive Planning

Perceptions play an enormous foie in determining the way that planning and management

decisions and actions wiil be carried out. This is the challenge of taking diversity seriously. Our

study suggests that “us versus them” perceptions usually develop because actors misunderstand

each other’s intentions and actions. More importantly, negative perceptions of minority or

immigrant neighbourhoods emerged as being a very problematic issue. Residents feel that public

authorities and many other actors do not want to invest in a multiethnic neighbourhood or

acquiesce to residents’ requests because immigrants are “easy to ignore” or because immigrants

and minorities “can’t look afier their neighbourhood”. Conversely, many public authorities and

community group workers ofien have no idea what residents’ concems are or even how to begin

finding out what these concerns might be. Discriminatory or pejorative attitudes certainly do

affect planning decisions, but they also affect the decisions taken by residents involved in

grassroots planning actions. As other authors have remarked (Baum, 2000; Sandercock, 2003a),

negative perceptions of others are very hard to overcome in a planning process unless the overall

formal or regulatory framework specifically addresses these perceptions, or unless actors are able

to arrive at some sort of mutual understanding through collaborative exercises (Baum, 2000;

Vertovec, 1999).

8.5.3 Dealing with Ethno-Specific Cases and Multiethnic Contexts is not the Same Thing

Dealing with cultural diversity seems to take on a heightened meaning in multiethnic

neighbourhoods, especially if these are ‘lower income’ or immigrant reception neighbourhoods.

The issues facing planning and management in these contexts involve more than just making

decisions between the demands of different ethnic groups, since environmental concerns and

practices related to diverse groups are intertwined with a high density and sometimes degraded

built environment where space is at a premium. In addition, there is the added dimension of a

constant influx of new immigrants who are not necessarily familiar with the way that urban life

unfolds in a North American context. On the Island of Montreal, many of these neighbourhoods

are located within the Island’ s largest municipality, the City of Montreal (Germain, 1999;

Germain et ai, 1995). The City of Montreal’s municipal apparatus appears inaccessible for many

local actors in this study (residents and community group workers alike). It also seems to be ill
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equipped for providing a similar quality of services in both multietimic and host society areas, in

comparison with smaiier municipal administrations on the Isiand of Montreai that are believed to

be doser to their citizens. Planning for inclusion in multiethnic contexts is by ail accounts a very

different thing than weighing the merits of ethno-specific development proposais (Asian mails in

the Toronto area, for exampie) or mediating between host society members and newer immigrant

groups over the form that a neighbourhood wiii take (as in the case of “monster homes” in the

Vancouver area). Therefore, it aiso requires a different mindset and a different set of solutions.

8.5.4 Being Culturally Neutral is Better Than Being Overly Aware of Difference

It appears that being cuituraily neutrai is more beneficiai when doing planning in muitietimic

contexts than being overiy aware of ethnic differences. In this study, actors who have very strong

opinions and perceptions of other ethnic groups are those who have the most difficuity taking

difference seriously. Those who see ail ethnic groups as mereiy another type of interest group are

those who report having the ieast difficulty operating or carrying out activities in a cuituraiiy

diverse context, or of working coiiaborativeiy with local groups to arrive at satisfactory

solutions. This point is interesting because in the planning and political science iiterature,

pianners and municipal managers are ofien exhorted to view ethnic groups as being more than

just interest groups and to assign their cultural difference added significance (Baum, 2000;

Young, 2000; Burayidi, 2000; Vertovec, 1999; Qadeer, 1997). Our findings contradict this

viewpoint, since they suggest that it is better to assign ail forms of social difference equal

vaiidity within a procedurai framework that is conducive to this way of thinking instead of

singling out one form ofdifference for “speciai treatment”.

8.5.5 Planning in Multiethnic Contexts Requires an Internationalist Perspective

There is littie in our study to indicate that immigrants wish to retain the public spaces uses,

practices, and visions that they heid in their home countries. The probiem is that most public

authorities in this study believe that they do, with varying resuits. It appears that immigrants (at

ieast those who participated in this study) do adopt what they feei are the overail public space

values and norms of the ‘host society’ over time (five years on average), although they retain

certain aspects of public space use that rnight be called culturally-based. More importantly, the

majority of immigrants in this study compare planning approaches in Canada with those in their
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home countries quite regularly, and are flot aiways satisfied with the outcome. Most find that

public authorities in Montreal are flot any better at dealing with life in a multiethnic district than

are public authorities in their home countries, and are not necessarily any more accessible. As

well, many miss the fact that planning officials in their home countries are sometimes more

flexible in their application of planning regulations.

The relevance for planning is clear. Not ail the practices and uses made of public space in a

multiethnic neighbourhood are ethno-specific, nor are residents’ concems. Even if immigrants do

flot necessarily wish to retain the overaii public space uses and features of their home countries,

certain aspects stïll remain important to them. Groups that request ethno-specific items

(monuments, commemorative parks, facilities for an ethnic sports league) feel very strongly

about retaining these elements of their home culture. However, the hybridization of viewpoints

that occurs over the immigrant seUlement process means that certain environmental features

(such as rnixed uses in a residential area) rernain desirous despite the adoption of overali

“Canadian” environmental standards. Nonetheless, residents stiil wish to subject these uses to

what they feel are Canadian nuisance and safety norms.

Our findings therefore suggest that Canadian planning and municipal practice could benefit from

examining the practices, successes, and failures of pianners and municipal managers worldwide,

in addition to studying the ways that public spaces are designed, managed, and iived in these

different contexts. Many muhiculturaf planners recognize the validity of this, as their case

studies on places like Porto Alegre show (Abers, 1998; $andercock, 1998a). However, our

findings demonstrate that we need to move beyond these isolated cases to the wider reaim of

municipal practice and politics. As several respondents noted, there are people everywhere

dealing with similar issues (from cities experiencing an influx of rural migrants to those deaiing

with international immigration) who can help us devise solutions or share their experience.
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8.5.6 Political Will and Detailed Guidelines are Absolutely Essential

Municipal or institutional policies and strategies meant to guide decision-making and practice in

culturally diverse situations are of littie use unless these strategies are accompanied by a firm

political will and detailed internai step-by-step guidelines or programs for working in these

contexts. This point is important because it suggests that studies that link the mere existence of

municipal cultural diversity policies to the sensitivity of public authorities to difference (such as

Moore Miiroy and Wallace, 2002; Edgington and Hullon, 2002; Krishnarayan and Thomas,

1993) are only accounting for one part ofthe problem. On the other hand, our findings support

those of Germain et al (2003) for Montreal area municipalities in general. Germain et aÏ (2003)

note that many of the municipal cultural diversity policies or strategies examined in their study

emphasize the need for immigrants to integrate into the host society, as opposed to supporting

ethno-specific differences per se. It may be that this way of formulating cultural diversity

strategies is particular to the province of Quebec, although many of the cultural diversity or race

relations ‘policies’ existing in municipalities outside of the City of Toronto seem to have similar

features (Frisken and Wailace, 2000). Therefore, it appears that specific types of diversity

policies and supporting programs are necessary in our case. Depending on the context, these

policies might require that equal attention be given to cultural differences in general, from ethno

specific concems to the realities ofmuitietlmic neighbourhoods. As our resuits suggest, however,

the best policy orientation seems to be one that requires that equal treatment and specific

measures be devoted to a range of social differences within a more collaborative and

interactionist administrative framework.

Many other issues aiso arose in this study that are worthy of consideration, but the points that

have been highlighted in this section are the ones that have the greatest overali relevance for

planning. In our concluding chapter, we will see how these points fit in with our research

questions and how they might assist in the development of a more inclusive planning and

management process and practice.
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CHAPTER 9: CONCLUSION AND A WAY FORWARD

Our research project findings demonstrate that planning and municipal management in

multiethnic contexts is challenged on several fronts, from dilemmas of the public interest to

attitudes towards cultural difference. They also provide a gÏimpse at how potential solutions to

these dilemmas might be devised. Our analysis allows us to corroborate and question some of the

notions put forward by scholars in the multicultural planning tradition by highlighting several

difficulties with the way planning for cultural diversity is conceptualized. Over the course of our

discussion in the previous chapter, it emerged that inclusive planning and municipal management

in multiethnic contexts is definitely achievable. This has therefore allowed us to contribute

towards the elaboration of a more inclusive planning framework, and to make practical

recommendations that may be helpful for municipal managers and planners working in

multiethnic contexts. In addition, identification of the more universal characteristics of our case

study shows that many of our conclusions and recommendations are transferable to a range of

planning and political situations and theorizations.

9.1 RECONSIDERING 110W PLANNING IS DONE IN MULTIETHNIC CONTEXTS

Studies on the challenges faced by planning and municipal management in culturally diverse

contexts have pinpointed certain issues as being especially problematic. These include: the

difficulties of doing planning in ‘disadvantaged’ contexts; competing daims over public space;

notions of public interest and equity; attitudes towards difference; and a disconnection between

municipal cultural diversity policies and practices on the ground. AIl of these challenges

emerged in our study, in addition to others that also have a considerable effect on daily planning

and municipal practice. These challenges intersect with one another to create new directions for

planning in four main ways. The first relates to the way public space is perceived and planned in

multiethnic contexts. The second involves a movement away from ethno-specific differences

towards collectively-shared values and practices (transcuÏtural value sets). The third has to do

with what we call “fault-lines”, or spaces where different world-views and procedures interact.

And lastly, the fourth has to do with the question of “best practices” in a heterogeneous context.
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9.1.1 Re-Conceptualizing Public Spaces

Our first set of research questions (discussed in section 1.5.2) were directed at finding out how

uses, preferences, expectations, and visions of public space interact with one another and affect

planning decisions. Our findings have demonstrated that, in our case at least, public spaces in

multicthnic neighbourhoods have certain characteristics that appear to set them apart from public

spaces in less diverse neighbourhoods. Most of these characteristics have to do with roles and

uses that seem to be hybridized versions of those held by individuals belonging to the different

ethnie groups residing in a multietimic neighbourhood, melded in with what might be called

“host society” ones. Public spaces in these contexts are also affected by, and play a role in, the

immigrant settlement trajectory. In addition, the effect of increasing population pressure on a

limited number of spaces in a densely built environment is not negligible. This latter point puts

the specificity of public spaces in multiethnic areas into question somewhat, since this type of

habitat is also found in other inner city neighbourhoods, be these multietlmic and immigrant

reception neighbourhoods (Germain, 1999) or lower income ones (Tuttie, 1996). Nevertheless, a

major issue for planning that emerged from our study involves the diversification and

hybridization of uses and concems that exist in a multiethnic neighbourhood, which most likely

are not found to the same degree in a more culturally homogeneous one.

Perceptions of ‘others’, be these overly ethnicizing or more culturally neutral perceptions, ofien

determine the extent to which actors involved in local space management will accommodate

culturally-specific needs and concems in their daily actions. Our study showed that more

culturally neutral actors appear to be better equipped for working with local dynamics and

specific uses in a multiethnic context, while actors who are overly aware of difference tend to

exhibit a lack of interest in dealing with these sorts of dynamics or uses. Culturally neutral does

not mean unaware of difference, it means that actors holding this type of perspective are simply

more open to all forms of difference and give ah interest groups equal validity in the planning

process. They are not necessarily more sensitive or knowledgeable about different cultural

reahities, nor are they advocates for the interests of minorities. However, they do acknowledge

the fact that diverse people and groups have interests and concerns that all bear consideration.

This observation has not been mentioned in the literature, and is one that bears further research.
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In our case, however, ethno-specific preferences and uses of public space are flot granted much

consideration by any of the actors involved in the local planning process, from residents to

authorities. Part ofthe problem lies in the veffing process that occurs before a request is made or

approved. Local actors believe that public space concems that are too ethno-specffic are likely be

refused by municipal authorities, and do not even submit them for consideration. On the other

hand, many of the more culturally neutral (or ‘host society’) requests submitted to public

authorities have also been refused on the basis that they conflict with the overali reality of public

spaces in a multiethnic or immigrant area. These messages are highly confusing. Does this same

confusion and arbitrariness prevail in host society neighbourhoods or other contexts? If it does

not, then planning and municipal management has some work to do on this issue, since this type

of arbitrariness might appear to have discriminatory undertones. The notion of confusion over

values has been discussed by several Canadian researchers (Qadeer, 1997; Qadeer and Chaudhry,

1999; frisken and Wallace, 2000), but would bear theoretical incorporation into the canon of

multicultural planning.

The second part of the problem lies in the twinning of immigrant seUlement and neighbourhood

disadvantage issues. In our case, the trajectory of immigrant integration is similar to that of

neighbourhood integration, a concept already discussed in the literature on class and power in the

city (Boston and Ross, 1997). According to mainstream immigrant integration models, upon

arrival immigrants are most concerned about the basics of survival — housing, employment,

education for their children. Once these matters are settled, they can tum their attention to other

facets of urban life, such as environmental activism or political participation (Boal, 1996).

However, by the time immigrants in our study reach the point where they feel comfortable

lobbying for more culturally-specific requests, they also seem to have reached the point where

they are no longer sure if these things are truly necessary, since overcoming neighbourhood

disadvantage has become more important for them.

Ethno-specffic requests occurring above and beyond the level of the neighbourhood are a

different matter. As our findings show, there is a difference between ethno-specific requests and

public space management in a multiethnic context. While dealing with ethno-specific requests

can pose certain problems for public authorities, other issues seem to be more insidious, such as

the place accorded to minority groups, disadvantaged neighbourhoods, and different public space
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conceptions within the ‘formai’ planning process. As Qadeer and Chaudbry (1999) suggest,

controversies erupting over culturally-specific uses (such as ethnic places of worship) or certain

symbols (the hyab) are merely the aftershocks feit when very different cultures collide with OIIC

another in urban space. The effect is more severe than it needs to be in cities such as Montreal,

where our findings suggest that the existing planning framework provides decision-makers with

liffle guidance on how to negotiate these changing public space uses and conceptions. It might

make more sense for research to concentrate less on “controversies” and more on the notion of

rendering planning better able to deal with change, which in essence is what planning is

theoretically supposed to do (Alexander, 199$). In addition, greater emphasis should be placed

on the notion of faimess and inclusion during decision-making procedures, within a ftamework

where more powerful groups are flot permitted to monopolize proceedings, as planning scholars

in the associationalist tradition such as Healey (1997) also suggest. The notions of class and

disadvantage therefore need to be brought to the forefront ofmulticultural planning thinking.

Our findings on public space use and perceptions in multiethnic contexts suggest that the model

within which municipal public space planning and management is currently conceived and acted

upon is probably not the one that can provide the most appropriate solutions to current dilemmas.

As we saw previously, conceptions of public space planning and design used in municipal and

professional planning are modular, even though actors who work in multietlmic areas are well

aware that public spaces in these contexts are characterized not by the separation of uses, but by

the superimposition of uses. This phenomenon also exists at the level of service delivery, since

public space and environmental problems in multiethnic neighbourhoods tend to have

overlapping causes — population density, large numbers of newly-arrived immigrants, lack of

resources at the municipal level, culturally-based practices. This suggests that we need to re

conceptualize public spaces in multiethnic contexts, both in the literature and in practice, in a

way that reflects the realities of layering (superimposition of uses and meanings), the particular

characteristics of public spaces in multiethnic contexts, and the interaction between social

realities and a densely-built environment (particularly in mer city multiethnic neighbourhoods).
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9.1.2 Going Beyond Ethnic Group Differences to Collective Groupings

Many of our research questions touched on the diiemma of accounting for multiple interests and

culturally-bascd concems in muitiethnic contexts. This dilemma appears to be at the root of

many problems that planners and municipal managers in our study have when confronted by

cultural diversity, from “blindness to difference” to an inability to move beyond the notion of the

common public interest. Our study shows that we should focus iess on ethnie group specificities

and more on the idea of multiple publics or the meta-cuiture under which many different

etbnoculturally-based viewpoints intersect and interact in a multiethnic context. Whule this meta

cultural approach usually refers to the collectively-shared values (or transcultural value sets) of a

multiethnic neighbourhood, it can aiso refer to the notion of inclusion in the planning and

decision-making process. focusing only on ethno-specific differences does not help planners

figure out why they should be accepting or working with one specificity as opposed to another,

because the backdrop of what is acceptable or reasonable in a particular multiethnic context is

missing.

Inclusion in the planning process is perhaps the more important notion. Inclusion can refer

altemately to the idea of accounting for ethnie group differences or ethno-specific demands, or to

the question of who holds power and thus the ability to make decisions that influence the

outcome of public space. Theoretically, immigrants’ exposure to the social and political

dynamics of their new urban context should play a role in determining their ability to participate

in formal political instances. However, our study shows that this exposure does flot aiways

translate into inclusion in these more formai political instances. It appears that perceptions of

Others and the Self held by individuals belonging to many different groups may exert more of an

influence over inclusion than do structural mechanisms. Residents belonging to ethnocultural and

etimo-racial rninority groups in our study feel that they are excluded from, or only partiaÏÏy

included in, the municipal planning process for many reasons, although ah have a very keen

sense of what is available to host society groups or wealthier neighbourhoods. Many public

space uses and concerns in a multiethnic area cross interest group and cultural group lines,

leading to a situation where individuals belonging to different ethnocultural groups in a minority

neighbourhood find themselves lobbying collectively for a better quality of services and

environment by means of agonistic political procedures. This supports the idea that one of the
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issues at stake may be the unwillingness of individuals belonging to more established groups

(from residents to municipal authorities and private sector interests) to treat minorities and

minority neighbourhoods as equals in the planning process. Structural barriers to inclusion in the

planning and municipal decision-making process are a preferred topic of discussion among many

scholars (Landry and Bianchini, 1995; friedmann, 2002), and yet the very real inner barriers to

power and decision-making presented by perceptions of others are rarely tackled in the literature.

Another important notion to emerge on this topic relates to ideas of the public interest. When

planning concerns are perceived as being particularist (particular to only one ethnocultural group

and not to another), then dealing with these multiple concems appears impossible, and therefore

undesirable, since the public interest might be compromised as a resuit. This supports the idea

that multiculturalism models that emphasize etimocultural differences above ail other forms of

“groupness” create divisiveness, perpetuating inequalities and competitiveness between different

groups within the society at large (Parekh, 2000). Trying to deal with multiple etbnoculturaÏ

groups seems to create the perception of an unmanageable situation for many actors, whereas

thinking in terms of multiple publics or broader meta-cultural collectivities above and beyond the

“ethnie group” can help planning overcome the baniers to equity that notions of a common

public interest present within a multiethnic context. This is a very important direction for future

research, for it helps resolve the dilemma of public interest as well as the problem of ensuring

equity within a multiple publics perspective.

This brings us back to the idea of plural group interests. This is a problematic aspect of authors’

thinking under the new paradigm, because the thinking on plural group interests in the new

liberal discourse on justice and equality tends to oppose bounded ethnie or minority groups with

host society majority groups. Our study findings show that culturally-based conceptions of

public space held by immigrants living in a multiethnic neighbourhood have already evolved

from those that they held in their home countries, by the simple act of having immigrated. Once

in Canada and living in a highly multiethnic neighbourhood, immigrants’ conceptions mutate

again over the course of interaction with members of the host society, established immigrant

groups, and new immigrant groups. At this point, one can no longer speak about culturally-based

uses and conceptions of public space as though they are static and reflective of an immigrant’s

culture of origin, since they are already uses and conceptions existing in translation. Therefore, it

makes more sense to substitute a bounded conception of the ethnie group with one based on
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notions of cultural complexity (Hannerz, 1996) or hybridity (Ai$ayyad, 2004), since these draw

from the observation that cultures and individuals mutate and evolve through contact and over

time. This eliminates the need to analyze planning cases according to ethno-specific user groups

in situations where the focus can be shifted to meta-culturai perspectives and collectiveiy-shared

concems.

9.1.3 Working Along the Fault-Lines

The interaction of different world-views and planning approaches has a considerabie effect on

planning decision-making and outcomes, as our study findings have dernonstrated. More

importantiy, neutrai spaces exist where these different perspectives and customs can somehow be

transmitted to other groups, which bridges the gap between culturai Others in a planning action.

The importance of what we cali fault-lines (which are quite similar to Amin’s (2002) micro-

publics or spaces of culturai transgression) lies in the fact that these are instances where diverse

groups in a multiethnic context intersect and are forced to deal with one another, since these

become leaming opportunities for ail involved.

There are several fault-lines that ernerged over the course of our study. The first occurs during

the local planning process in Mountain Sights, where residents and other actors first meet up

with one another. In this case, the perceptions of many public actors and residents have changed

as a resuit of involvernent in local actions. This supports the idea that working along these fault

unes “decentres the centre”, shiffing the reference frame in which planning actions are

conceptuaIized (Narayan and Harding, 2000).

The second fault-llne is less tangible, and has to do with the intersection between immigrants’

experiences in their home countries and their planning experiences in Canada. The similarities

and differences between planning systems and procedures in Montreal and in immigrants’ home

countries corne into play quite regularly here. Our findings show that ways of dealing with

cultural diversity in other world cities rnay not necessarily be ail that different from the modus

operandi of municipal actors in Canadian cities such as Montreal. Planning systems ail over the

formeriy colonial world are ofien based on administrative systems that were set up by colonial

governments, and in places where coioniaiism did not reach, the influence of modem planning

thinkers and ‘experts’ on local planning thought cannot be discounted (Post and Baud, 2002).
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Globalization is a two-way street — just as planning in North American cities is being

transformed under the influence of international immigration, so have planning systems in many

other countries been influenced by Euro-American planning thought. However, it appears that in

many other world cities, especially in culturally diverse ones, planning systems may be more

flexible at the formai level with respect to permit issuance and acceptance of culturally different

uses and requests.

The same is also trne for the community development type approaches used by various actors in

our study. Models that are based on internatona1 development approaches are ofien used by

community group workers in our study site, and were also used by many involved residents in

their home countries. One interesting feature to emerge in this respect is the idea of the village

council, which to some extent seems to be based on dynamics of collaboration and consensus

building, although issues of power and class are certainly present. Therefore, the idea that

Canadian planners and municipal manager should learn from the experiences of other cities and

planning efforts in multiethnic contexts worldwide is very important.

Our findings on the issue of fault-lines stress the importance of increasing the voice of

individuals belonging to minority groups through creation of instances where open dialogue

between ah stakeholders can occur. This type of recommendation is made by many authors in the

multiculturai planning tradition as well (Healey, 1997, for example). One of the major

conclusions that emerged from this study therefore has to do with the significance of modalities

where inter-group and inter-level collaboration or discussion can take place. These modalities are

ahi sites of mutual learning and reflection, as Amin (2002) mentions. In our case, many actors

who have found themselves working along these ‘fault-lines’ have corne away with greater

knowledge about themselves, others, and the reahities of working in a multietimic context.
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9.1.4 Best Practices

Our final set of research questions was designed to help determine what “best practices”

(practices that are appropriate and just) in culturally diverse contexts might entail. Most of these

questions were answered in Chapter 8, but four main points bear mention. First of ail, the

disconnection between the existence of municipal cultural diversity strategies and the way

municipal planning and management is actually practised on a daily basis can be addressed by

ensuring a greater coherence between policy and practice, which will require political will.

Second, the dilemma of the public interest and equity in multietlmic contexts can perhaps be

resolved by using the notion of transcultural value sets. Third, the question of appropriate

decisions very likely involves instituting agonistic political procedures that require a certain

degree of decentralization of decision-making authority and devolution of responsibility to local

political communities. This assumes the participation of local stakeholders. As this study shows,

however, geuing stakeholders in an immigrant or multiethnic context to identify thcmsclves and

to become involved is not a simple matter. This confirms the idea held by many scholars in the

multicultural planning tradition that coliaborative exercises and endeavours at a very smail scale

are one way of overcoming these barriers to participation (Baum, 2000; Sandercock, 199$a;

Friedmann, 1992a; Amin, 2002).

And lastly, the question of having to account for multiple interests was also addressed in this

study. The idea of redirecting the focus away from ethnocultural specificities towards ah forms

of social diversity means that ‘best practices’ involve one very simple action: attention to ail

forms of social difference. However, decision-makers will still have to prioritize their actions in

function of the value that they assign to diverse forms of social difference. Avoiding arbitrariness

and a retum to notions of the common public interest suggest that mediation between different

interest groups needs to be entrenched at the level of municipal policy and program

development. The nature of municipal politics is such that an ideal and equitable treatment of ail

forms of social difference is flot iikely, at ieast over an extended period of time, unless sustained

pressure is maintained by outside lobby groups. Therefore, the issue facing planning is perhaps

not the dilemma of inclusion of cultural diversity but the responsiveness of planning systems to

social diversity and to citizens’ concerns in general. Concentrating only on the etimo-specific

nature of certain planning problems without situating them within the context of the coliectively
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shared values or meta-culture of a multiethnic area can lead to decisions based solely on the

public interest as defined by the host society, since planners might feel that there is no other way

to treat social differences equitably in the planning process.

Dealing with urban planning and municipal management matters in a more culturally inclusive

way therefore requires action at two different levels. The first involves developing overail

policies or guidelines for helping municipal planners make decisions in culturally complex

situations. The second involves pinpointing specific areas where new or innovative procedures

are needed. This level of action is very important, since it determines the fields of intervention

that should be accounted for in policy and related programs. These specific areas should

definitely include ail situations where individuals belonging to one group feel that their interests

are being overlooked or overridden (the siting of a large superstore in a neighbourhood of small

etimic family-owned stores and the fear of being put out of business, for example). In addition,

these specific planning action areas should include the following: public participation, public

space use and concerns, housing, environmental quality, neighbourhood issues, cultural and

recreational facilities, compatible or incompatible uses and nuisance, and development or use

permission. The dilemma facing many authors in the multicultural planning paradigm is that

issues of difference, equality, justice, and inclusion stretch well out beyond the boundaries of

planning practice to include things such as the baniers faced by new immigrants and visible

minorities in the workforce. While these issues are important, they are not necessarily urban

planning matters nor even municipal management matters (except at an internal level), and do

not have to be included in this type of list.

Since developing overall policies and guidelines takes many years, certain measures (listed in

section 9.2.3) designed to address these specific areas of intervention can help cities operate

consistently in the short term in situations where cultural diversity or difference is an issue. In

the long run, however, these recommendations will need to form part of a larger framework if

planning in general is to become more culturally and socially inclusive.
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9.2 CONTRIBUTING TOWARDS A MORE INCLUSIVE PLANNING PROCESS

This case study makes two main contributions towards the on-going elaboration of a more

inclusive ftamework for planning and municipal management. First of all, our study findings

suggest that the philosophical model on which planning’s notions of social, political, and spatial

life are based should be re-conceptualized. And second, the concems and new directions for

planning brought up over the course of this study highlight a variety of ways in which planning

can be made more inclusive.

9.2.1 Re-Couceptualizing the City

Moving towards a more hybrid or culturally complex conceptual model of the city will help

elasticize the current framework, opening it up to the smaller modalities within which alternative

procedures are already operating. This type of model is based on the idea that culturally diverse

urban societies are characterized by hybridity and cultural complexity (AlSayyad, 2001;

Hannerz, 1996; Parekh, 2000; Amin, 2002). It moves away from the bounded ethnic group

towards the inter-linked social web of a multiethnic context. This type of notion is invaluable for

planning, since it can help planning practice address the fact that multiethnic contexts are flot

static — they exist in a state of flux, and the cultures and culturally-based concerns of individuals

living within these contexts evolve over time through mutual interaction.

Using such a conceptual model can help planning deal with the collision between newer and

more established groups, because the work done on the points of contact and the realignments

that occur will change the existing framework from within, as new practices and mentalities

become the norm rather than the exception. This model helps planning address cultural

complexity better because it moves away from the idea of the separation of uses towards the idea

of uses that are layered, coexisting, and constantly evolving. If solutions can be layered over one

another temporarily, the need to question what the common public interest might be is no longer

essential. But where permanency is an issue (in building construction, for example), then the idea

of the point of contact is useful because this is a situation where collaborative procedures may

help devise an appropriate solution that is satisfying to ail (or at least most) parties involved.
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A mode! of urban cultural complexity allows policy-makers to devise policies that target

responsiveness and the ability to deal with complexity and rapid change. While currently the idea

of developing policies for ‘managing cultural difference’ is a hot topic, like all trends it may

dwindle over time. Many municipal administrations across Canada are highly resistant to the

idea of bending over backward to accommodate the demands of different etimocukural groups

(Germain et ai, 2003; Edgington and Hutton, 2002; Moore Miiroy and Wa!!ace, 2002). This

stems !argely from the perceived impossibility of catering to the multiple demands of different

ethnocu!tura! groups, especia!!y if these might end up conflicting with or compromising the

values of the host society (Steinmann and Scherer, 2002). $hifting the focus away from

conflicting ethno-specific realities towards the idea of transcultural value sets will fit in better

with the management models of effective service delivery that predominate nowadays, and might

lead to programs and procedures that are better able to weather changes in political regimes and

priorities.

There is no indication whether or flot international immigration flows to many cities will

continue at the same pace over the next few generations. Therefore, a more responsive, inclusive,

and flexible planning framework needs to be just that, regardless of social values or demographic

composition. Moving away from liberal value pluralist and multiculturalism models of

competing ethnie group interests towards a mode! of flux and adaptability to change will help

create a planning framework that might better accommodate shifts in public space use and

values, even in a culturally homogeneous society.

9.2.2 The Planning Tree: a New Framework for Planning

The best way of conceptualizing a more hybrid or culturally complex conceptual mode! is by

viewing such a planning ftamework as being what the author calls a “Planning Tree” (refer to

figure 6). This Planning Tree is an organic structure with roots anchored in the notion of

hybridity and cultural complexity, and has a trunk composed of historical and existing planning

structures and conceptions. However, the branches of the Planning Tree represent the various

informa! and forma! planning traditions that have been grafted onto the existing framework and

that are currently used in local settings.
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The branches that are grafied onto the Planning Tree encourage:

1. Open and accountable public participation processes.

2. Decentralization of certain planning functions and increased associationalism.

3. Revised guidelines for decision-makers based on the idea oftranscultural value sets.

4. By-law and zoning revisions that move away from the idea of separation of uses towards the

idea of compatibility of concurrent uses.

5. New design tools and philosophies based on layering rather than modular units.

6. Mediation and consensus-building opportunities where local actors and public authorities, as

well as development and private sector interests, determine outcomes together.

On the branches of the Planning Tree are a full set of leaves, each leaf representing a modality or

interstitial space in which different cultures or interests intersect with one other. These are points

in time and space where consensus-building and conflict resolution between different ways of

doing and seeing occur, and where negotiated outcomes are created. They are also spaces where

the practical needs of planners and citizens locked into planning situations in contexts of

diversity can be addressed and provided for.

These points of contact act as eyes tbrough which the world can be seen. This information is

relayed back to the main branches and trunk of the planning system in the same way that leaves

transmit environmental information to the main nervous system nodes of a tree, helping it

respond to cunent climatic conditions and telling it in which direction to grow. The Planning

Tree can then easily grow and change without harming or undermining the trunk and roots that

support it. The occasions where planning must address cultural complexity or diversity are

provided for, and are sites where the vital chemical reactions needed to sustain the Planning

Tree’s life and viability (and therefore that ofthe society in whose name it acts) take place.



Figure 6. The Planning Tree.

source: the author
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9.2.3 What This Means for Cilles: Practical Recommendations

Multietbnic cities such as Montreal are ideal for testing out our new planning and management

philosophy and framework. Montreal, like several other Canadian cities, lias what rnight be

caiied an officiai cultural diversity strategy (interculturalism and reasonable accommodation).

The extent to which this strategy lias filtered down to departmental functioning and tlie degree to

which this type of strategy may be counterintuitive to culturally complex situations is beside the

point. The mere fact that it exists means that the stage has already been set for further discussion

on these issues at the municipal level. The same might be said for other Canadian and world

cities that also enjoy some kind of cuiturai diversity management poiicy or strategy. Cities tliat

receive large numbers of immigrants per year will also benefit, since these measures can help

both citizens and public authorities construct their city and its spaces together.

Our researcli findings also suggest a variety of different avenues tliat municipal planners and

managers can follow in order to render their planning work in multietimic contexts more

inclusive and effective. These practical solutions fall into three main categories: park and leisure

space provision and design, the decisionmaking process, and service delivery operations and

procedures.

a) Park and leisure space provision and design

Park and leisure space use in multiethnic contexts has certain characteristics and concerns which

should be specifically addressed through planning and design efforts. These can include such

things as:

1. Using design principles of layering.

Design should focus on the way that activity and use pattems can be layered on top of one

another in a single space. Horizontal design conceptions in which the surface area of a park is

separated into different modules mean that designers only have the surface area ofthe park to

work with, which is a problem in dense urban areas where multiple uses are demanded of a

limited number of spaces. On the other hand, adopting a vertical design approach means

designing a single space for a maximum number of uses separated in time, flot space. For
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example, an open area that is used for barbecues, picnics, parties, reÏigious gatherings, and

activities such as sofibail, cricket, soccer, lacrosse, relaxation, and dog-walking can be

designed to accommodate ail these things using temporary or mutable infrastructure that can

be moved or altered to suit the use taking place. Another example involves enclosed seating

areas that can be used by women from specific cultures as well as by individuals wishing to

have a private gathering area in a park. Concerns over visibility can be allayed by ensuring

that these micro-areas remain off-track but visible at the same time. In this case, a group of

benches that are located in a dip off a main walkway minimizes casual encounters with other

park users, while low hedges or planting ensures that anyone sitting there is stiil visible and

cari also see what is going on around them.

2. Using the ‘park within a park’ concept.

This is another solution for neighbourhood parks where a certain number of users have ethno

specific needs or preferences that are very important to them, but that differ substantially from

what the majority ofusers might need or prefer.

3. Accepting that parks in multietlmic areas have specific and different functions and roles.

In a multietimic area, public spaces are mainly gathering areas and are used in ways that may

be very different from those in host society areas (preachers, large community picnics, etc.).

Therefore, they should be designed to accommodate and withstand use by larger groups of

people.

4. Ensuring a greater variety of smaller parks and public spaces in a multiethnic area.

ft makes more sense to focus on providing a range of public spaces, from public squares and

vest-parks to leisure gardens, instead of focusing on the provision of larger parks spread

fariher apart. Increasing variety removes pressure from a single large park, and allows

individuals with different public space preferences to choose their preferred leisure space.

5. Choosing temporary and moveabie infrastructure and equipment.

This means adopting the idea that use pattems and preferences are more mutable in a

multietlmic area due to shiffing population flows (constant influx of new immigrants,

changing immigration waves and trends). Instead of installing permanent and very expensive

park infrastructure and equipment, cities should concentrate on infrastructure and equipment
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that a) can be moved around from park to park, b) can be easily replaced with other types of

equipment if use and activity pattems change, c) can withstand a large number of users, or d)

can easily 5e replaced or repaired if need be.

6. Transforming uni-functional spaces into multi-functional spaces.

This means transforming the vocation of non-leisure spaces into spaces that can serve more

than one function, a must in high-density neighbourhoods. For example, this can mean re

designing a local street to decrease (but still permit) through-traffic by widening sidewalks at

certain points or by creating “islands”, which also means that the street can double as a leisure

or gathering area for local residents. It rnight also mean closing off a back aïley to ail except

emergency vehicles and creating a green space or courtyard space for residents.

7. Providing a greater variety of micro-recreational spaces as opposed to fewer but larger

recreational facilities or complexes.

This means paying more attention to the provision of a greater variety of smaller recreationai

spaces, instead of concentrating on provision of several large recreational facilities spread far

apart. Smaller recreational spaces can include local computer rooms, youth centres, mini

libraries, mini-gyms. etc. Purchasing or leasing smaller spaces for these types of recreational

activities is easier to do in a densely occupied area than trying to find one large space or tract

of land to accommodate ail these activities under one roof.

8. Deciding who “owns” parks in a multiethnic neighbourhood.

If the City “owns” all the parks, then the attitude of users and park managers towards different

design and management options is different than if local users and nearby residents “own” the

park. In the latter case, this means finding out what the vast majority of users (from residents

to local businesses and institutions) like, dislike, and prefer in that particular park, and

reacting accordingly.

9. Increasing maintenance and supervision in parks in multiethnic areas.

Local parks and public spaces in multiethnic areas are characterized by a large volume of

users from different cultures and different periods of immigration. Dealing with this fact

means increasing the number of “service calls” made by roving crews, or preferably, re

instituting the park superintendent. In lieu of this permanent supervisory position, creating
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neighbourhood supervisory groups that are paid and trained by the City is another option (this

could also provide income and employment experience for residents, especially newer

immigrants).

b) The decision-making process

In multiethnic neighbourhoods, transcultural value sets are easily discemible (refer to section

8.4.2). This means that municipal managers and planners can:

10. Focus on the use, not on the user.

This involves determining the collectively-shared or transcultural value sets of different

zones within a given urban territory, and using these value sets as the standard against which

requests and uses are judged, instead of comparing requests and uses in a multiethnic

neighbourhood to collectively-shared values in host society neighbourhoods. This will help

eliminate the feeling of being swamped by very different demands and uses, which can go a

long way towards stemming the ‘arbitrariness’ of decision-making. In this une of thinking, a

place of worship or prayer group is the same use, no matter what the etlmicity or religion of

the group in question. Deciding how and where a place of worship of any size and form can

be incorporated into the urban fabric will mean that decisions regarding different places of

worship are based on the use, flot the user. Therefore, questions surrounding the equitable

treatment of different ethnocultural groups are potentially resolved.

11. Accept that certain ‘different’ uses make sense in a multiethnic area.

Using transcultural value sets also means accepting that certain uses or requests that may be

considered inappropriate in a host society neighbourhood are perhaps entirely acceptable to

residents and other actors in a multiethnic neighbourhood. This can include places of

worship, ethnie cultural centres, cottage industries, etc.

12. Modify or eliminate zoning regulations and use permissions.

The idea of a strict separation of uses is not the solution in a multiethnic area, since irregular

uses wlll occur with or without planning permission. Ways should be found to guide and

control very different uses so as to allow them to occur in close contact with other uses

without creating nuisance for residents and other interests. The best solution is perhaps to
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completely eliminate the idea of zoning, replacing it with a case-by-case analysis of use

suitability and compatibility, in which mechanisms guarding against clientelism are put into

place.

13. Accept that different religious and family values might predominate in multiethnic immigrant

contexts.

The rejection of religion and certain family values that is often believed to characterize

Québécois society is flot necessarily true for immigrant or ethnocultural groups in a

multiethnic area. Resistance to values that stress the importance of places of worship or

certain gender roles on the part of municipal managers can create controversy where none

exists. The issue is especially controversial in more culturally homogeneous areas where the

practices of a newer immigrant group might conftict with those of a host society group that

holds more secular values. In practice, this means that the value set used by municipal

managers in both areas will have to be readjusted to one that includes these different

religlous or family values. Therefore, it is flot a question of deciding whether or not to create

separate activity spaces for men and women, but simply a matter of deciding how to schedule

and locate activities that allow for mixed and separate (male/female) use. This might also

help eliminate many of the problems facing municipal decision-makers in culturally diverse

contexts (equity, seÏective deafness, demand overÏoad, arbitration between very different

values).

14. Create a set of decision-making guidelines.

Preparing a set of guidelines for decision-making in multiethnic contexts will help eliminate

the feeling among municipal actors of “going blind”, of having no support for their decisions

and receiving little guidance in terms of mediating between culturally different requests and

interests.

15. Create ajurisprudence of cases.

Guidelines for decision-making in multiethnic contexts should be based on an existing

jurisprudence of cases, analyzed for satisfaction and outcome, and available to actors in other

neighbourhoods and municipal departments.
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16. Exploit the knowledge existing in the field when creating guidelines, procedures, and tools.

field officers, local institutional actors, community group workers, and residents’ groups can

offer a wïde range of solutions for municipal decision-makers, from ways of mediating

between different groups to ideas on what may be a priority, a preference, or an incompatible

use in their neighbourhood.

17. Make use of the knowledge and experience of other cities worldwide in dealing with

planning and management dilemmas in multiethnic contexts.

This can range from published reports and articles, to ‘information-sharing’ partnerships

developed with professionals and groups involved in planning and community development

activities in other countries and cities.

c) Service delivery operations and procedures

Service delivery can be one ofthe most difficult aspects of municipal management in multiethnic

contexts. Service delivery can be made more efficient and appropriate by doing the following:

1$. Decentrafizing services, budget creation, and decision-making power to even smaller

municipal units.

The smaller the unit, the more suitable the decisions in a multiethnic context, as long as

overall guidelines for the district in question are respected.

19. Increasing funding to multiethnic areas.

Regional municipal offices in multiethnic areas need to be given more resources (such as

increased funding and personnel) in order to provide the same quality of service as in other

neighbourhoods across the city. If multietlmic areas require a greater frequency of garbage

collection in order for their streets to look clean, then local managers need to be able to up

the frequency of garbage collection as they see fit.

20. Making decisions that are also based on host society preferences.

Not ail decisions in multiethnic contexts need to be made with ethnoculturally-specific

preferences in mi. Instead, many can be based on what the host society might want or
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prefer. This may appear to contradict the recommendations made above, but in fact it does
flot. Individuals belonging to different etimocultural groups can have public space
preferences that differ from those of individuals in the host society, but they can also have
similar preferences. For example, while immigrants from certain countries may want to have
a cricket field in their neighbourhood, they may also like to have a hockey rink. Therefore,
requests for a hockey rink in an immigrant area should be given as much consideration as
they would in a host society neighbourhood. However, the requirement for cornmunity
management of a hockey rink that accompanies acceptance of this request in a host society
area will flot make sense in an area where many residents are new immigrants. They may
either be unfamiliar with the way a hockey rink should be maintained, or else might have odd
work schedules that hinder regular rink maintenance. Therefore, the request makes sense, but
the rink will most likely need to be maintained (or at least overseen) by municipal
employees. Again, the resources and decision-making power granted to decentralized
municipal units and local groups will make the difference here.

21. Making outreach a part of basic service delivery.

It makes no sense to base operations on the idea that certain uses and practices among local
immigrant populations (from residents to business owners) can be overlooked because they

are problems of integration and will self-regulate as the person becomes more settled.
Multiethnic areas are often immigrant reception areas, where the influx of new immigrants is

a demographic constant. It does flot matter if new immigrants will eventually integrate or flot,
because there will always be more of them arriving. Therefore, municipal managers in these
areas must also make planning and management decisions geared towards new immigrants.

This can involve such things as finding ways to do outreach on household waste management
on a constant or rotating basis (sub-contracting, for example). It can also mean finding ways
to provide information and services that eliminate the barriers between institutional cultures
and local people. Residents belonging to minority and immigrant groups can have negative
perceptions of authorities and public workers, ranging from perceptions of racism to an

innate fear and suspicion of all that is “government”. It may make more sense to bring
municipal services towards residents rather than expecting residents to go towards municipal
services. While residents in a host society area might telephone the local Public Works office
and complain if they have a problem, it makes no sense to expect the same thing in a
multiethnic or immigrant reception context. Bringing municipal services to the people can
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take many forms. One example might be roving vans that stop on a street for a day and act as

mini information and ‘complaint-receiving’ booths, for example.

22. Changing the way that public consultation and participation proceedings are canied out.

In a multietimic neighbourhood, participation by individual residents occurs at the micro

level, flot necessariiy at the formai level of public consultation forums (in our study, these are

forums that are usuaily attended by representatives of local community organizations).

Creating informai instances based on the support circle model or the idea of the micro-public

that stili have the same political weight as iarger participatory forums is probabiy a more

effective way of ensuring public participation in a multiethnic context.

23. Developing a network of activatible colfaborative instances.

This means developing collaborative instances at ail levels (street, neighbourhood, planning

sector) that can be activated when decisions are needed on planning issues that affect local

stakeholders (such as development permission, park redesign, or use permissions). These

collaborative instances can be based out of the offices of local groups, or else headed by a

trained mediator who rneets with ‘members’ in a series of different locations. The key here is

that these instances are recognized as being permanent (despite the probable fluidity of

‘members’) and have political weight. Members of these collaborative instances do not need

to hold regular meetings, nor occupy a specific office. In addition, these instances are

dormant until an issue appears that requires collaborative action. The objective of these

instances is simply to arrive at a planning decision or solution between a range of actors —

from municipal authorities to local businesspeople and residents. Therefore, they will need to

develop their own modes of functioning that work within local dynamics and with local

leaders.



399

9.2.4 Transferability and Limits of the Study

The conclusions and recommendations for a more inclusive planning and municipal management

practice that have emerged from our analysis derive from a single case study. Identification of

the specific and more universal characteristics of this study is therefore necessary in order to

determine the transferability of our conclusions and recommendations to other situations and to

planning theory in general.

Neighbourhood contexts

Our conclusions and recommendations are geared towards public space planning and

management in multiefirnic immigrant reception and settiement neighbourhoods. Although we

did flot conduct a comparative case analysis, it seems likely that our conclusions and

recommendations are transferable to immigrant reception and settlement neighbourhoods in

other Canadian cities. The transferability of our recommendations on public space planning

depends on the assumption that the public space dilemmas and concems of other multiethuic

neighbourhoods resemble those found in our case study neighbourhood. Di Genova’s (2001)

comparative study of park uses and concems across Montreal neighbourhoods concludes that

public space conceptions and uses are fairly similar in different multiethnic areas, although they

are dissimilar in many respects to those found in more “French Canadian” or host society

neighbourhoods. If this is true, then our recommendations are indeed transferable to other

multiethnic immigrant reception and settlement neighbourhoods in Montreal, and perhaps in

other Canadian cities as well.

The issue is more complex when it cornes to more middle class and more culturally

homogeneous contexts. First of ail, our study exarnined planning efforts geared towards

environmental and public space improvernent. Would we have reached different conclusions if

the planning issues under study were different? This is an important question, because in

contexts (especially more middle class ones) where people are generally satisfied with the

quality of their public spaces and municipal services, or where they might be more demanding

and have a better idea of how to ‘work the system’, it is certainly possible that we might have

arrived at different conclusions. On the other hand, studies looking at multicultural planning
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dilemmas in more middle class areas across Canada suggest that many of our conclusions and

recommendations may be transferable, regardless ofthe planning issues at stake. For example, an

influx of South Asian immigrants to Surrey in British Columbia has had a significant impact on

public space concerns and planning response (Ameyaw, 2000). The same is aiso true for more

well-to-do municipalities in the Vancouver, Toronto, and Montreal areas where culturally

specific commercial and real estate practices, leisure activities, and places of worship are putting

existing public space values and planning practices into question (Edgington and Hutton, 2002;

Moore Miiroy and Wallace, 2002; Germain and Gagnon, 2003). In addition, just because a

municipality or district is wealthier or more ethnocuiturally homogeneous does flot mean that

lower income or more ‘multiethnic’ pockets do not exist within its borders. While the planning

issues in these contexts may be different from those that we examined in our case study, the

dilemma of inclusion of cultural diversity in local planning efforts still exists. In fact, our

recommendations on transcultural value sets, political will, collaborative process, micro-publics

or fault-lines, and public space re-conceptualization, among others, may be even more pertinent

in these contexts, since these can be contexts where established groups and municipal actors

might believe strongly in the need to maintain and encode certain social and heritage values in

public space.

Second, studies on the sensitivity of planners and municipal managers to cultural difference in

Canada and in the United Kingdom (Frisken and Wallace, 2000; Germain et ai, 2003; Thomas,

2000) have shown that their attitudes are ofien quite similar, despite the type of municipality in

question and the type of planning situation under consideration (use of public space, zoning

controversy, gentrification, contested development, etc.). Therefore, many of the cultural

diversity planning issues found in our case study neighbourhood may very weÏl exist in a variety

of neighbourhoods and urban contexts. Some of our recommendations (but not ail) are therefore

transferable to such contexts. For example, municipalities with a fairly well-off population and

large number of public spaces may not need recommendations geared towards increasing the

availability of diverse recreational and leisure spaces, although recommendations targeted at

layering in public space and determining how particularist concems can be accommodated and

incorporated within a larger collectively-defined common culture are certainly transferable.
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Contexts of change and flux

Perhaps most importantly of ail, our case study has allowed us to examine and conceptualize

planning practices under conditions of change or flux. Part of the reason why multicultural

planning ‘theories’ have flot necessarily been translated into practice is that scholars do flot seem

to have identffied how practitioners can operate consistently within unstable culturally diverse

contexts. Our case study analysis corroborates the work of scholars in the hybrid or culturally

complex cities field, since our conclusions also support the idea that muitiethnic urban contexts

are characterized by flux. Immigrant waves change, trends appear and disappear, and socio

political programs wax and wane. In fact, cultural diversity management programs are ofien the

first to be dropped by municipalities when political regimes change, and with them the

willingness or ability of planners and managers to work inclusively (Krislmarayan and Thomas,

1993; Moore Miiroy and Wallace, 2002). In addition, many actors in our study, as well as in

other Canadian cities (Frisken and Wallace, 2000), are unwilling to accommodate the culturally

specific requests of newer immigrant groups since they believe that their needs and concems will

change over time. For these reasons, it bears mention that our case study examines a planning

process taking place within a fluctuating context. In Mountain Sights, new immigrants are

aiways arriving, immigrant waves have changed dramatically over the past fifteen years and are

in the process of changing once more, and local planning groups have formed and dissolved, as

have municipal/provincial programs and funding. Our conclusions and recommendations,

including our model of the Planning Tree, ail propose ways of operating consistently within a

constantly fluctuating context and of maintaining a common moral core within a multiple publics

perspective.

This is significant in three respects. F irst of ail, it suggests that our conclusions might be

transferable to a host of other multiethnic urban situations that are also characterized and affected

profoundly by change and flux (schools, public health facilities, courts of iaw, to name a few).

This might help planning and socio-political theory address the particularities of culturally

diverse societies directly, from dealing with peopie’s reactions to change to developing sound

practices and programs that can accommodate social change.
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It also means that our conclusions can help redefine notions ofthe public interest in theory and in

practice. Although ‘urban’ scholars such as $andercock (2003b), Thomas (2000), Amin (2002).

Allen and Cars (2001), and AlSayyad (2004) have begun to argue that inclusive planning

requires a multiple publics perspective, they have not yet demonstrated how practitioners and

politicians can go about defining what the public interest may be within a multiple publics

perspective, nor how to make decisions within such a perspective. Our conclusions and

recommendations may be highly transferable to the theorization of multiple publics for this

reason, since they address such things as ways of conceptualizing and determining the public

interest within a multiple publics perspective, ways of rethinking planning procedures under

these conditions, and the skill sets that planners and managers might need.

More particularly, our recommendations and conclusions are also transferable to a new

conceptual field in planning thought, one that is in its infancy — the field of planning for

uncertainty and social change. Fundamentally, our conclusions question the validity of many

commonly accepted notions in planning, such as the ability to forecast and to act in the best

interest of future residents. They are therefore highly applicable to theoretical dilemmas of

temporality in planning.

The limits of transferability

To some extent, the transferability of our conclusions to a wider range of situations and concepts

might be limited by the specificity of our research. first, the limitations imposed by our

fieldwork and respondent sample might condition the transferability of our conclusions. Would

we have come to different conclusions if other respondent groups had been included in this study

(local businesspeople as well as a greater representation of non-involved residents and new

immigrants)? At first glance it seems as though the overail conclusions would flot change, simply

because the local planning process in Mountain Sights has been created mainly by established

immigrants and community group workers. However, if all these different people participated or

had the opportunity to fully participate, as they would under the agonistic-type decision-making

procedures that this study recommends, the organizing principle might flot be the same. In other

words, these different perspectives might change the overall collective or transcultural value set

of this neighbourhood, and therefore the type of actions that take place, but will not necessarily

invalidate the concept or fiindamentally alter the process itself
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Second, this is a single case study. What kind of conclusions would we have obtained if we had

pursued a comparative study of similar or dissimilar neighbourhoods? What if higher income

neighbourhoods were included in such a comparative analysis? And what if we looked

comparatively across different types of planning and development projects? Most likely, the

same general processes would also be found, because the notions of a common but hybrid culture

and a more flexible planning process might aiways apply. The only exception might be culturally

homogeneous areas or cases, where a proceduralist, civic assimilationist, or even a millet mode!

of cultural diversity accommodation might be more appropriate. We do flot have sufficient

information to determine if our findings are transferable to ail these types of contexts within a

multiethnic society.

Third, our case study site is a multiethnic residential area that has ciearly delimited and

intelligible spatial boundaries. This is a plus since it may help residents to identify with the

neighbourhood and might encourage their involvement in local planning efforts (which is flot

always the case). On the other hand, the diversity of built forms that exist in an entire city is

missing. Although a given metropolitan society may be statistically multiethnic, the geo-spatial

and municipal administrative units that comprise this society are also diverse — some

neighbourhoods, streets, and institutions within each of these larger spatial units may be more

ethnoculturally homogeneous or heterogeneous than others. Without investigating and

comparing these diverse situations and spatial units, it is impossible to say that our conclusions

are transferable to all these contexts. They may veiy well be, but further research is definitely

required.

Fourth, our conclusions suggest that planning can operate inclusively at both the micro or larger

neighbourhood level by working to accommodate the particular within locally-determined

transcultural value sets. If a culturally diverse city is indeed a patchwork quilt of different

spatially located value sets, how can theoreticians and practitioners go about determining an

overail legal and moral framework for organizing this type of heterogeneous city? Our

conclusions suggest that such a framework must exist, particularly if the modules it “oversees”

are fluctuating ones, although we have not identified its actual form and shape. This is not a

question that this study can answer, although it is one that it raises. None of the scholars who are

working on the issue of a common political community in culturally diverse contexts (such as
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Parekh, 2000) even ask this particular question, although they agree that such an overali structure

needs to exist.

Given the limitations to transferability that arise due to the specificities of our case study, our

conclusions and recommendations can therefore only be transferred to broader political

dilemmas of cultural diversity afier further study. Scholars in the multicultural planning tradition

such as Sandercock (2003a) and Thomas (2000) have faced this limitation in their research as

well. These authors ofien base their conclusions on the analysis of small-size cases, which are

used to illustrate the need to transfer similar principles to higher political levels. The existing

substantive ordering procedures for accommodating cultural diversity (proceduralism, civic

assimilationism, millet models) sometimes operate concunently at various political levels and in

various programs within the same national context. For example, in Canada and the United

States, proceduralism is translated into multiculturalism programs, civic assimilationism is at

work in Quebec’s interculturalist approach, and millet models are used to exempt groups such as

the Mennonites and the Amish from certain fundamental laws and regulations/obligations that

pertain to the wider society. Empirically then, transference of our conclusions to higher political

levels requires that we be able to draw on a wider range of cases in order to demonstrate that our

conceptualization of a politics of cultural inclusion is currently operating informally in

conjunction with these other formai procedures (and might therefore be formally operational). At

the very least, our conclusions can serve as hypotheses that require validation. A significant

amount of scientific theory has roots in small case analysis. For example, Darwin’s theory of

evolution draws in part on his early study of Galapagos finches, even though it subsequently took

him forty years of study and analysis to arrive at an overall theory of evolution, which even

today is being verified and contested. In our case, a single case study has led to the elaboration of

several conclusions and principles that may very well pertain to a wider range of socio-political

situations. The fact that this will require further study does flot negate the possible transferability

ofthese conclusions to other contexts and other levels ofthought or action.
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APPENDIX 1: SAMPLE INTERVIEW SCHEDULES

Schedule 1 was used for residents, and Schedule 2 was used for community group workers and
public authorities.

INTERVIEW SCHEDULE 1: Residents

1. Personal Information

Age, sex, marital status, number of chiidren, occupation of respondent (and spouse, if
applicable), level of education, annual income (or household income), country of origin, ethnie
and religious group affiliations, date of immigration to Canada (if applicable).

2. Perception of Public Space

Discussion on what “neighbourhood”, “public space”, “environment” means, etc.

What do you think about the quality and condition of public spaces in the area? How does this
compare to public spaces in the rest of Côte des Neiges? Other parts of Montreal?

What do you like and dislike about public spaces in the neighbourhood?

What do you use these public spaces for? Do you feel that you can use them the way you want
to? What would you like to be able to do and see in these public spaces? Have you aiways felt
this way?

Do you think that people of different ethnic groups here use and want to use public spaces in
different ways? How about men and women? Different ages? How about new and older
immigrant groups?

Do you feel comfortable in these public spaces? Safe? Why/why not? Have these feelings
changed over time?

Are spaces here different from what you are used to in other Montreal neighbourhoods or in
other countries? Would you use public spaces in a different way if you were in your home
country? Would you feel the same way about them?

Do you think that what people need and want to do in public spaces around here is what they are
used to in their home countries, or different?

How do you feel about the way other people use public spaces here? Are you ever bothered by
things that others do in public space? Is this different from what you are used to?
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There are so many people here from so rnany different places who are ail accustomed to using
public spaces in very different ways. Does this ever cause conflicts in public spaces? How do
these conflicts get resolved?

Do you think that people of different ethnic groups want to see and do certain things in public
spaces around here that other residents and local authorities should be permitting or accepting?

In general, do you think that everyone around here basically needs and wants the same things in
public spaces despite their cultural differences, or flot?

How do you think that residents in other neighbourhoods and public authorities perceive public
spaces here?

What would you like to see changed around here?

3. The Local Planning and Improvement Process

Have you ever been involved in (or heard oO situations where residents got together to try and
improve the quality or condition of public spaces? How about community groups?

What happened? Who started the process? Who participated? Did the City of Montreal get
involved? How did they react to what you were trying to do?

What was the outcome? Are you satisfied? Can you say the same for the other peopie that

were involved?

Did things work out the way you thought or expected they would?

With so many different ethnic groups living in the area, how hard was it to get people
organized together and involved?

Did you feel that men and women of different ethnic origins had different concerns and ways

ofdoing things? How did people deal with differences (cultural or other) that came up? How
about City authorities?

Would you have been doing things the same way if you were living in your home country? How
would people, community group workers, or public authorities be dealing with public spaces in

your home country (or other countries you have lived in)? Would it be better if people did things

that way here?

4. Municipal Planning and Management Approaches in Multiethnic Contexts

Do you think that people who live and work in this area have a different idea or understanding of

how public spaces around here should be used / improved than do public authorities (City of
Montreai departments, police, etc.)?
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Do you think that public authorities take everyone’s opinion into account when deciding how
public spaces could be changed or improved? Are they receptive and sensitive to what peopie of
different ethnic groups here want to do or see in public spaces?

Do you think that the residents’ association here takes the needs of everyone in this multiethnic
neighbourhood into account?

Do you think that when a program or deveiopment is proposed for the public environment in the
neighbourhood the solution shouid be created by everyone concerned or else lefi up to public
authorities? In what situations? What happens if what people of different etimic groups want is
very different from what other groups or the City wants?

Do you think that the way residents and community groups do things around here is very
different from the way the City or other public authorities do things?

Do you think that City authorities (or others) should be working with the same standards they
aiways have for public spaces in multiethnic neighbourhoods? $hould these standards change?
Be made more flexible (tolerant), more strict (greater enforcement), or something in-between?
Or does it depend on the situation?

Is it advisable or possible to plan for multiple publics ail the time? How do you think this could
work in Côte des Neiges or other multiethnic areas?

Would these ways of doing things work in other Montreai neighbourhoods (multiethnic or more
homogeneous, lower income vs. higher income)? Where? Under what circurnstances?

INTERVIEW SCIIEDULE 2: Community Group Workers and Public Authorities

1. Personal Information

Occupation and position, responsibilities and duties, length oftime with organization, previous
positions, ethnie origins, sex, age, officiai language abilities, location of office or organization.

2. Perception of Public Space

Discussion on what “neighbourhood”, “public space”, “environment” means, etc.

What type of actions, programs, and concems regarding public space or the lived environment is
your department/organization involved with in Côte des Neiges and in the Mountain Sights area?
How does your department/organization approach public space or environmental management?

What are your department’s or organization’s responsibilities and policies regarding a
multiethnic clientele?
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What do you think ofthe quality and condition of public spaces or the lived environment in Côte

des Neiges as a whole? In the Mountain Sights area? Safety and security in public spaces?

Amount of public spaces or type ofspaces?

How do these compare with public spaces in other neighbourhoods (multietlmic or more

Francophone/Anglophone)?

What do you think residents want to see in public spaces in the Mountain Sights area? In other

areas of Côte des Neiges?

Do you think that different ethnocultural groups use and perceive these spaces differently?

Newer versus more established immigrant groups?
Men and women ofthese groups?
llow about different age groups?

Do you think that what people ofdifferent etÏmocultural groups need and want to do in public

spaces in Mountain Sights is what they are used to in their home countries, or is it different?

Are you aware of any confticts arising in public spaces over culturally-based uses that would

necessitate the intervention of your department or organization? There are so many people here

from so many different places who are accustomed to using public spaces in very different ways.

How can these conflicts get resolved?

Does this apply to all public spaces in Côte des Neiges, or does it differ between areas and public

spaces? How about parks or areas that are dedicated to one particular ethnic group?

Do you think that everyone in the area basically needs and wants the same things in public space

despite their cultural differences, or flot? Do residents of a multiethnic area need and want things

in public space that are different from what residents in a more homogeneous neighbourhood

might need and want?

3. The Local Planning and Improvement Process

Are you in contact with local organizations in Côte des Neiges or with other municipal

departments regarding possible improvements or changes to public spaces and the lived

environment? How about residents’ associations? In the Mountain $ights area?

If yes, what happened? Who participated? How did your department get involved? Reaction?

What was the outcome? Are you satisfied? Can you say the same for the other people who

were involved?
Did things work out the way you thought or expected they would?

With SO many different ethnic groups living in the area, how hard was is to get decisions

made and implemented? How did you deal with any differences (cultural or other) that came

up?
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Are there alternative ways of managing public spaces in Côte des Neiges (or in other areas of

Montreal or in other cities and countries) that might also work here?

When you look back on these situations, do you think it is easy for residents, different interest

groups, and municipal authorities to find shared solutions to problems in multiethnic areas?

4. Municipal Planning and Management Approaches in Multiethnic Contexts

Do you think that local residents, community group workers, and public authorities have

different visions of what public space problems and needs are in multiethnic areas? How does

your approach differ?

Do you operate and devise your programs under a principle of universality, or do you try to

accommodate different demands from different ethnocultural groups? Do you think that people

of different etbnocultural groups want to sec and do certain things in public spaces that most

residents and local authorities should be permitting or accepting? How accommodating is your

department to unusual requests?

How do you deal with diverse needs of other groups (women, the elderiy, the disabled, etc.)? Is

this different from how you deal with different ethnic groups?

What would you like to sec changed in the way public authorities design and implement

programs that affect public spaces in the area? Other types of changes?

Do you think that when a program or development is proposcd for the public environment in a

neighbourhood such as Mountain Sights that the solution should be created by everyone

concerned or cisc lefi up to public authorities? Under what circumstances? What happens if

people of different ethnie groups want to sec things happen in public space that are very different

from what municipal authorities want?

The Mountain Sights Residents’ Association (among other residents’ groups) is made up of local

residents and run with the help of local community group workers. Do you think that these

residents’ groups take the needs of everyonc in this multiethnic area into account?

Do you think that public authorities (or others) should be working with the same standards they

aiways have for public spaces in multiethnic neighbourhoods? Should these standards change?

3e made more flexible (tolerant), more strict (greater enforcement), or something in-between?

Or does it depend on the situation?

Is it advisable or possible to plan for multiple publies all the time? How do you think this could

work in Côte des Neiges or other multictbnic areas?

Would these ways of doing things work in other Montreal neighbourhoods (multiethnic and

more homogeneous, lower incorne vs. higher income)? Where? Under what circumstances?
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APPENDIX 2: RESIDENTS INTERVIEWED

No. Sex Age Country of origin Occupation Marital Year of Date arrived
status Immigration in Mountain

Sights
1 F 39 Jamaica nursing assistant married 1979 1979
2 F 42 Trinidad homemaker common-law 1989 1989
3 F 36 $ri Lanka homemaker married 1991 1991

4 F 36 Philippines home daycare divorced 198$ 1991
5 f 65 St. Vincent retired manied 1970 1972

6 F 21 Canada telemarketer divorced born in 1980
(Indian descent) Canada

7 F 38 Barbados homemaker common-law 1974 1974
8 F 29 Haiti custorner service common-law 1975 1975

9 M 31 Canada janitor conimon-law born in 1987
(Jamaican descent) Canada

10 M 61 Haiti janitor married 1973 1973

11 F 32 Canada receptionist- single bom in 1981
(Black Canadian) secretary Canada

12 F 43 Pakistan homemaker married 1985 1985
13 f 36 Pakistan homemaker manied 1988 1993

14 F 35 Dominican factory floor divorced 1985 1985
Republic supervisor

15 M 43 $ri Lanka cabinet-maker married 1986 1986
16 F 33 Sri Lanka homemaker married 1993 1993

17 F 3$ Philippines homemaker manied 1990 1994

1$ f 31 $ri Lanka homemaker married 1992 1992

19 F 35 Haiti homemaker married 1985 1987
20 f 27 Bangladesh sewing machine manied 1994 1994

operator
21 f 40 Haiti nursing assistant divorced 1985 1985
22 F 34 India homemaker married 1981 1995
23 F 3$ Mexico janitor married 1986 2000
24 F 35 $ri Lanka homemaker married 1986 1986
25 F 25 Bangladesh homemaker divorced 199$ 2001
26 F 32 Bangladesh hairdresser married 1993 1993
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APPENDIX 3: COMMUNITY GROUP WORKERS AND
PUBLIC AUTHORITIES INTERVIEWEB

No Position Organization type and domain

27 Community development worker Local community organization, socio-economic

28 Field officer City ofMontreal. environment

29 Cornmunity development worker Local community organization, socio-economic

30 Director Regional office, City of Montreal, environment

31 Social worker Local public institution, health

32 Director Regional office, City of Montreal, environment

33 field officer City ofMontreal, cultural affairs

34 Director Local community organization, housing

35 Director Regional office, City ofMontreal, environment

36 Section head City ofMontreal, environment

37 Planner City of Montreal, environment

32 Director Public institution, housing

39 Assistant director Regional office, City ofMontreal, environment

40 Planner City of Montreal, environment

41 Community development worker Local community organization, socio-economic

42 Social worker Local community organization, socio-economic

43 Field officer Regional office, City of Montreal, environment

44 Director Local community organization, housing

45 Community deveÏopment worker Local ethnocultural association, socio-economic

46 Field officer Public institution, housing

47 Customer service officer Regional office, City of Montreal, communications

48 Elected officiai Local office, City of Montreal, politics

49 Officer Local public institution, security

50 Officer Local public institution, security

51 Planner City of Montreal, enviromnent

52 Director Local community organization, housing
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APPENDIX 4: THE GAZETTE STYLE AND NOMENCLATURE

The following are excerpts from The Gazette Style (2000) regarding the English spelling of
French place names for municipalities and streets located in the province of Quebec, as well as
the correct way of speliing the names of French institutions. These excerpts are taken from pages
3 and 33 respectively.

Addresses. Abbreviate Ave., St., Rd., Cres., and Blvd., when used with the name of the street.
Don’t abbreviate Square, Drive, or Court. Abbreviate the geographical designation E., W., N., or
S., in a street name. [...]

Don’t use a comma in street addresses, no matter how many numbers there are: 100045 St.
Laurent Blvd.

In the paper, we don’t aiways use the “de” in the names of streets. Although dozens of officiai
street names include “de”, ordinary conversation drops it most of the time. For us, common
conventional usage should be the deciding factor. It’s “de Maisonneuve Blvd.” but “Bleury St.”,
even though the street signs say “de Bleury”. Similarly, use “la Gauchetière” rather than “de la
Gauchetière”, “Champlain” rather than “de Champlain”, “l’Acadie Blvd.” rather than “de
l’Acadie” and “Sources Blvd.”, not “des Sources”. Among the cases where it is used: de Bullion,
de la Commune, de l’Eglise, de Lorimier, du Musée, de la Savane. In most other familiar cases,
the “de” is omitted.

[. .

For cities, towns, and electoral ridings, use English orthographical style (period and space after
St., Ste.; no hyphens) for all place names — Ste. Aime de Bellevue, Ste. Aime de Beaupré, Trois
Rivières, Mont Tremblant, St. Léonard, St. Lambert, Pointe Claire, Pointe aux Pic. Use the
officiai road map issued by the Quebec government as a guide for spelling, accents, and St. vs.
Ste.

[. . .1

For street names, use English orthographical style (period and space; no hyphen) — for example,
St. Jacques St., not Saint-Jacques. Use the English designation for “St.”, “Blvd.”, etc. (not “Rue”
or “Boul.”), but do not translate Rue Principale.

You have to use judgment in deciding whether the English version of the street name is better
known to readers. If it is, use it: e.g. Pine Ave., Park Ave., Mountain St., St. John’s Blvd.,
Beaver Hall Hill, Mount Royal Ave. But use Cathédrale St., St. Laurent Blvd.
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Don’t use the diacritical marks on Montreal, Quebec or Rosemere (unless they’re part of a
French titie); these are English names as well as French ones, and the English forms don’t have
accents.

The abbreviation for a female saint should be spelled “$te.” in the names of streets and towns in
Quebec.

[. .

French. Diacritical marks - accents - are part of the spelling of some French names. We should
be as meticulous in using them as we are in other aspects of spelling names. Use the accents on
both lowercase and capital letters.

Follow French capitalization practice in the tities of organizations or companies that have French
names. However, the short form ofthe French name, used alone in second reference, should keep
the capitalization (the Chambre de commerce, the Chambre) — unlike our practice for English
names. Sometimes we’ll run into what seems to be a weird mixture of English article and French
title; try to treat it as you normally would in speech: “the Conseil du patronat” (then) “the
Conseil”.

for groups or organizations that go by a french name, use the full french name on first reference
(Commission scolaire du Montréal, Conseil du patronat) then an English equivalent or
explanatoiy description (Montreal’s french-language school board, Quebec’s largest employer
group) in a subsequent reference.

Do not translate the names of french educational institutions, but use English forms for hospital
names and, with a few obvious exceptions, church names: the Université de Montréal, the
Université de Québec à Montréal, Ecole $t. Nom de Jésus, Collège Marie de france, Ste. Justine
Hospital, Hôtel Dieu Hospital, Notre Dame Basilica, St. Constant Church (not Eglise St.
Constant), but Eglise du Gesù.

[. . .1
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