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Tids 1s intended as a very brief discusailen paper,
designed to preaent idess in capsule form, rather
than an extended analysia.




There are many new volces being heard in the eity today.
Voices calling for citizen involvement in the planning and implementing
of policies in houslng, renewal, welfare, urban transportatien, downtown
duvelopment, or any other of a number of enterpriscs, formerly comneiderad
the oxclusive preserve of amall coterieg of planners, consultants,
developers, bankers and the odd politician.

Thias hae caused confuslon, consternation and increasingly
acts of confrontation in the management of urban affairs. The institutional
mechanisome, the conventional practices and thwe intellectual concepts that
have determined the way citles are planned have not been designed with
citizen participation in mind. It i3 a new soclal phenomenon demanding a
diffoerent sct of reosponsee and instltutional machinery. To continue
planning as before, displaying a disdain for publdie tanvolvenent, which
is what many professional planners and government officlals scill do, 1a
an act of recklesa irresponsibility. New soclal forcee cannot be ignored
without placing the entire community in peril through the stress and
gtraing tliat will ensue.

Thio does not mean that these voices of protest, or the demands
of participation will result necessarily in better citles. UNHo immaculate
conception of the ideal eity 1o to be digcovered just by listening to the
new voices of cltizen aetiviem. In fact, the multitude of new volces carries
dangars and often sounde like the Tower of Ambel, resuliting in the same
cfficiency as that biblical enterprise. 3But, it i a new force in the

urban setting, and 1f given Lialf a chance could produce elemente now missing




in the calculations and concerns of those espousing tha cause of hetter,
more humane citiles. ilost partlicularly, it offers the chance of enlisting
the cnergles of previously non-involved cltizens in a majnr effort at
Dadly needed urban reconstrnctlon.

This can be plainly scen 1f one considers planning and
policy-making in the ficld of urban lelsure. Of all the nev voices now
demandingy to be hecard, one of the most insistent, if not the loudest,
1s the volece of people vio are bored with living in our cities. The
rhetoric of urban vitality, diversity, cholice, oxcltement that often
herlps any list of advantages of the urban cltizen ring hollow, when you
look at what is really lappening to many urban reaidents,

Loolk at the older urban resideants with few places to po,
linited by hiph costs of getting anywhere, and needlng specialized facilities
to fit the requirements of thelr age. T.ook at the other end of the ape
scale, where as strange as it may be, the most difficult exercise for
many voung urban residonts Lo sinply finding a place wvhere they can meet
the opposite sex and develop a pattern of human relations. For many of
these young people, especially thosc on low incomes, watching television in
a small room or apartment is théir basic staple of lalsure wse. Look at
the poor, and viat the clty offere them. ¥Yor the residents of the immer
core of Winnipep, there are two recreatlonal outlets - binpo dn a church
basement and the over-thirty heer parlours that crowd along lain between
Portaye and the (PR tracks.

Or, look at what school children do who are locked out of
thelr school buildings at noon hour, or the passengers forced to
lounge in the airport or bus depot waitingrooms, the office vorkey with

novhere to go at luneh hour, or the housewife In the suburbs, needing



but often not fiading the opportunities for a change of nace., The
fact is tunat the city is a fraud for many of Lts residents. IF you
arc not rich, 1f you bave livdited nohildity, 1f you are forced by cir-
cunstance iuto famlly patterns or vork patterns that offer little
stimulation, then the city ig a dull place, a frustrating place, not a
humane enjoyable place.

One of the many unsaettliap contradictions of urban Llifce
1s that there is stdll so mueh lacking when so wmuch effort poes into
supplylng leisure time necds. One can be dazzled by the vork of
private and public enterprisce to satisfy lelsure needs. Yet, once can
only conclude that there iz a pood deal of wasted effort and mis-applied
resources, 1f the results seem to bLy-pass so many people,

There arve two systewms of supply for lelsure necds. 'The
market gystem of lelsure - the network of privately owned wovlie houses,
restaurants, bars, professional athleties, theatres, ete. and the wmass
media to respond to 2eisurc needs through the basic cconomic eriteria
of supply and demand. They will supply only what 1s profitable for them
to supply, and operate with a minimum of co-ordination or plamnning. lio one
wmeasures the allocation ol resow ces hetween Lasegball and Lallet, the
criteria is which event attracts the most people. This is an effective
system, but because of its economic criteria, supplies only a limited
raunge of needs.

The publiec gystem of leisure —~ the parks, the evening extension
courgses, the subsidized cultural pcrformances, the ever—increasing rntate
sponsored extravapanzas such asg anniversary celebrations, or highly ex-

pensive sports festivals and olywpic games, are based on the more abstract



reasoning of what one croup of people in positiona of influence helieves
another group of people want, If you examine the bagis of lalaure and
recreation planning that tales place In government, the first observation
ie the ad hoc supexrficial nature of research or lavestigation. Juat as
public housing was concelved as an answer to low Iincoma housing needs -~
without really testing those assumptions, so is the planning that goea
on in the publie sphere. With some exceptiona, such az a demand by
citizens for a public golf coursn, planning recraation and leisure needs
are prompted by calculations often unrelated to a thorough examination of
the diversity in needs of urban residents, or Inserted as an adjunct to some
physlcal redevelopment plan.

Several basic flaws are apparent in the way these two systems
of urbaen leisure plan and program services and facilities. Filrst,
there 18 little effort made to seek out the specific leisure needs of a
diversity of people, What planning takes place 13 aggregate, looking at
urban regidents as singular In taste, pocketbook, and available tlme.
The facilitiecs that are planned too often represent assessments hased on
abstract calculatione, rather than in-depth analysis of what the particular
needs are, as articulated by the people that Liave them. The right of
aclf-determination in leisure pregrams is g8 important, as simllar claims
in urban renewal or redevelopment projects. There 1ls no reason why
cltizen participation shouldd be confined to a restricted arca of i{ssues.

The difficulty 1s how this can be accomplighed. Tresent
methoda to determine and ascess citizen needs for purposes of planning
are crude. They reveal little about patterns of behavicur and attitude

and thus resgult in plans that do not match requiremants.




Ue fwve Teen anperiientine recently at eur Tnstitute
vkl o vardety of wothods that cav 1e emploved to hetiter profile

1

cormtmity needs.  Thois bag dpvelved the combination of thyeee approaches.,
1) TFirst, intcllipent metlods of social seience analyeis, coch as
satisfaction curvaeys, chaoerver analysis, paming and a potontially

useful research tool - video tape recording - are belog axplored as a
meang of cutting decper into the differcat celtnres of urban communities

to reveal what poople wvant,

2) Secondly, these methods are used in co--operation with commundity
proups themselves, go that they can use such Inforwation and through
community organization seek the solutions that they determine and for

which they are prepared to work.

3) And thirdly, professional advice and guidance ia available to these
community people for purposes of interpreting the information and piving
advice on what to do with 1t.

This combined approach can correct three distinct deficiencies
that nov exist in the way that urban policles and programs are decided.
1) It means that better Information is available, =zo that plans are hased
on calculations of real need, not presumed needs. 2) It means that the
information is not retained in the hands of small coteries of influential
decislon-makers, but in fact can be used by citizens. 3) And, as a result,
it means that the citlzens groups can establish poals 1n a knowledgeable
fashion, be more equal in thelr dealings with povernment and establish
priorities and prolrams that make sense to them.

This is not the only correction that is required, however,



IS

as 1t doesn't weet the need to co ovdinate and eonmlowsnt nrivate market
oviantad ~fforta at supnlying leisure, with the public commmity ~fforts,
Theye must Da olanndne that encouraces Loth sy~tems in an offective, inter-
dependent way., Tveryone lLinows nf the classic error in urhan renewal
planning, called "culture nalace catalysts’'. The theory was that large
extenslve art centers placed amidat deteriovating areas rould have the
aeffect of generating secondary rrowth of restaurants, coffee Pouses, smaller
art centers because the major center would pull iIn a volume of pronle
to suypport such enternrises, As our own ewynerience In Winniper 1llustrates,
the culture nalace erectnd 1n a depleted urhan area bocomes an 1nland of
middle class occunancy three or four nights a week, and the surroundine
area remains the swme. Private develovment does not follow, there 18 little
sccondary orowth cenerated. Tnterventions by public authorities cannot
stand against the natural flow nf vrhan economic and aneinl forcos, They
muat work within oz context sct by the rultitude of decisions wnde 1n the
urban market and there inust be institutfonal means teo integrate private
and public urban development activitias,

M Intepration of nuhlic and private efforts can and have an
enhancing, effeet - rroviding leisure time services of greater diversity
and economlzing in resources. For ewample. 1f the placement of new sehool
facilitiee are planned in partnemship with loeal community merchantsa,
churches, citizens sroups, theatre owrera, etc., the facllitics can he
planned so that the comrunity can make full use of gymnasiums, school
theatres, and classrooms, while the private resourcez can be uscd to help
supply studant needs for fond, coelal meeting nlaces, and after hour
racreation needs. In Wnnlpep, theye I 2 larvee hioh school #ight heside

a large shopnivng conter. At noon hour, because the students are closed



out: aof the ~chool | dhan i laree nflus ol stwleats oto the ghoppling,

vlaua, viewe hexe do in Tittle for thew to do axeeplt ‘nand about’

one ol ithe reot aurasts cven chwuagh vhe cinowma thaeatre in the shoponing

contre s vonsed, and there iz all Linds of open space where activities

could Lo nlanned.  Toere Lo an ideal care bor co-ordiuation and yet there
16 vone.  The only communleatilon hetween the merchants and the school 1s
the merchants compalining about the students,

Another exaple exists in o dowptovn area oi the clty
experioncing oxtencive altarations in housiag use, and population. A
large naeber of unlversity stuldents reside in the area, with little in the
way of covvlees, and a pood <deal of idle time in the evenlugs. Long
tlwe rasidents are Locowlng concerned over the changes, feel threatened by
tie number of youny, people, and through churcn indltiative have started
afforts at organizing. ‘iliere Ls an increase iu violent crimes, giving
the police added problewms and resulting in the inevitable cries of alarm
from city fathers. et there is uo cffort to combine efforts to assess
the needs of people in the arca aud plan accordingly. What could, with some
inmagination, become su interesting urban area of variety and opportunity
in lelsure time uzesn, instead prescenbts its residents with frustration and

8 srowing incidenca of suvelal problems.

e reasen for this wind of neglecet 1s that the mechanisms for
effectiwe planning do not exist. We are poorly voverned in our cities,
The institutlons we use simply do not matelr the tasks that ueed to be done.
The inabillty to discern lelsure time nceds of diverse urban residents,

and to undertalic co-ondinated concented action to satisly them stems from

the weakness la present means of managiug our affairas.



The forme of government we novw use were sufficifent For
providing the carctaker services that were required fn simpler days.and
But, as instrumonts capajle of handling the complex, subtla socianl and
human concerns of mpodern urban eitizens thay are fafilures. Thay ara
too distant, too buresucratic, too simplistiec in their approach. Wnat
is even more worrisome, they are Lecoming less and less democratiec -
immune to the new volces expregsing themselvea in urban matters.

The answer to the problems of leimsure 1n the eltiles as it is
to other problems is very much one of developing forums of decision-
making able to reepond and act in ways suitable to the problem. It
neana centering planning wmuch more on a eitizen aupported basis, with a
full eupply for witizans of adequate informatinn and pkills, It neans
finding wave of planning private and public responses in some co-ordinated
fashion.

This sugpests a form of decentralized neighbourhood government.
Nelghbourhood governments and councils, small enough in jurisediction, and
shaped to correspond to the natural community divisions, should be granted
powers 1n certain field of urban develoﬂment guch as lelsure, educatlon,
housing, etc. Thevy would relate to reglonal planning through/;arger
matropolitan form of government that handles macro-metropolitan functiouns,
but would be the mechanlsm for plamning on a local level,

The planning followed by such an Institution would fit into a
larger set of metraopolitan development guide lines, but would better
refloct the diversity found in the diverse areas of the c¢ity. They could
bagandee the activities of locel institutions, utilize advanced techniquas

of community analysis and help co-—ordinate public and private cfforte that

would reflect the character of thelr own cosmunity.




The planning for leisure i3 one activity that most clearly
could be handled by such a new form of local government. In fact, because
lelsure time planning Ias one activity given low priority by existing
govoernments, they very well might go along with a delepation of thisc power
on an experimental basia. Thus, the planning and implementation of
leisure time use could be used as the starting point for what has to
become a major reform of existing institutioms,

Consider how such an organization might function in some of
the examples of leigure time neglect that were previously cited. In the
case of Inner clity resldents they might provide for use of publie
facilitles such as schoola for purposes determined by neede of residents.
In simple terms, the number of older citlzens who live in small rooms with
no entartalnment, a gatharing place, school faeilities or church basements
couid be used to place television sets or to play cards. In the suburban
ghopping centers, programs could be devised for use of school children at
noon hour. In the arca of the city where rooming houses predominate,
rerchantas, voluntary assoclations, churches could combine - through the
euprniantative fnstrument of a naighhourhood council to plan emall parks,
movie houses and meeting rooms - places where people could ment and become
part of the community.

The idea of neighbeourheod government, as the hasle for managing
urban leipure time usce has bLeen outlined only in brief. The objective of
this exercisc 1s not to detall a program but to present one idea. ‘Whether,
one agrees with the prescribed solution or mot, one should accept the
fact that onc of the major deficlencles of present urban manapement 1is
the way aervices and programs for lelsure are handled, Basie changes in

the meana of implementation are required, vhich take cognizent of the
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growing Ademands for greater participation by urban residents. We naed to
know more about the way people live in our urban areas, and that
information can best come from the people themselves. In fact, no botter
use of leisure time could be planned, than the time and energy taken by
people being involved iIn the management of their own affairas, The answnr
to the difficult issue of how to respond to human needs Iin the urban
serting is to bulld the structure ond give the power to people to enable

them to answer thelr own needs.






