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Abstract

Where there is a central government with an exetushandate ovemunicipalities,
along with a state executive structure using thestwWimster model, then the
consolidation of squabbling municipalities withiretropolitan boundaries becomes a

distinct possibility.

A general model of municipal restructuring for tl@anadian metropolis is more
widespread than the superficially unique circumstmnof each case might suggest. The
thinking here is informed by Clarence Stone’s urlvagime model, which helps to
clarify what influences constituted the political tippingimt for central government
action. The paper focuses primarily on the Tororsnd Montreal city-regional

municipal consolidations at the end of the lasttegn

It is argued that the decisive element in setthgydtage for significant change lay in the
pervasive influence of corporate Canada in gengrahaping provincial political

discourse. What has not previously been of muahést for investigators is the matter
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of direct consequences for the low politics of-oc#tgional governance. As will be seen,

they were both tangible and considerable.

Key words: Canadian city-regions, central-local relationgtmm government, Montreal,
municipal consolidations, Toronto, urban regimes

1. Introduction

Across the twentieth century, institutionally emched municipal opposition to any
suggestion of externally imposed structural cowmfsion, frequently justified by
evocative appeals to sustaining historic pattefrilemocratic accountability, came to be
widely accepted as sufficient to forestall mergeysnatter what validity they might have
in terms of fiscal efficiency, governing effectivss, enhanced international

entrepreneurial competitiveness, or simple regisoalival as a viable entity.

Even so, over the last decade of that century tvergments of Canada’s two largest
provinces, Ontario and Quebec, were both able strueture not only their entire
systems of local governance, but also that of thegjor city-regions. It is the latter of
these moves that is of interest here. Why did i@gyion municipal consolidation proceed
so dramatically in Canada, given its conspicuouariin the United States when faced

with opposition from a roughly similar fractiousomgohony of forces?

One obvious explanation lies in the delineatiop@ivers and the structuring of authority
in formal constitutions. Where there exists a adngovernment with an exclusive
mandateover municipalities, and a state executive structumnglthe lines of the
Westminster model, then the fusing of the squabbtunicipalities within metropolitan
boundaries becomes a distinct possibility. It nhesbbserved that some type of central
power to consolidate local institutions is prettyah the standard situation in all post-
industrial democratic states except America. Hethee real potential for significant
structural intervention has always existed in tlna&lian provinces as it also does, for
example, in the Australian states. This powss exercised in Canada, during a short
decade of centripetal adaptation beginning in 1898e end of which half of the ten
largest Census Metropolitan Areas (CMASs) — Londbimnipeg, Calgary, Hamilton and
Ottawa — were completely unitary in municipal stawe. The Toronto city-region’s core
was consolidated in 1998 and all of Quebec’s CMAsemwariously consolidated by

2002. Of the ten, only the local governments in Bdton and the Greater Vancouver
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Regional District (GVRD) avoided mergers and castéad contemplate a future based
on regional “cooperation” among municipalities ajothe lines of American-style
Council of Governments.

This paper focuses on the origins and processeof thonto and Montreal city-regional
municipal consolidations in the last years of & lcentury. It is informed by elements
adapted from the urban regime model advanced bye@ta Stone (1989) to help clarify
what influences constituted the political tippingint for central government action.
While the pivotal role of ministerial personaliti@s the small worlds of sub-national
politics in giving the final go-ahead cannot becdisnted (including especially the
Premier of Ontario), it will be argued that a ma@nventional policy source in the
respective communities provided the decisive eldénmesetting the stage for significant
change. While the pervasive influence of corpor@mnada in shaping the public
ideology sustaining provincial political discours@d policy systems has been well
documented through long-standing social sciencearel, what has not been of much
interest is the matter of direct consequences lar lbw politics of city-regional

governance. As will be seen, they were both targinld considerable.

A general model of municipal restructuring for ti@anadian metropolis is more

widespread than the superficially unique circums¢snof each case might suggest.
Restructuring is more pragmatic than ideologicaitacore, and comes into play only
after incremental patchworks of bilateral contnagfisingle purpose districting, or two-

tier municipal federation have been judged to &8l solutions to the problems of
metropolitan governance. The earliest federatiepsst{Toronto 1954, Winnipeg 1961

and Montreal 1969) established metropolitan meamasito build the infrastructure for

the spatial expansion of city-regions. Businesddeswere generally so impressed with
the concrete results that they paid virtually nieration to the policy-making process at
the metro level (Kaplan 1967, p. 173). These eaolicy choices set a pattern by which
a new information-based economy could later rediszewn infrastructure requirements.

A city-regional ‘government’ would enable industglustering, an urban ecology

attractive to a highly skilled and more cosmopalitibour pool, and electronic

infrastructure that worked. To world-aware entreptes, continued incremental

adjustment of government structures was quicklyndeebe as incompatible with new

political immediacies as were rust-belt warehousiagacities with IT development.
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In the theoretical world, legitimacy in the poliayebate between centripetal and
centrifugal local governing options for city-regiohas generally been appropriated by
American scholarship and largely by students inpiliglic choice tradition of Charles M.
Tiebout (1956). The underlying strength of this rggh, which assumes that all citizens
are both rational and perfectly mobile in matchiongation choices with municipal
service levels and taxation rates, is that theesteed not produce in order to provide
services. Thus, multiple local governments withinitg-region promote efficiency and
effectiveness through competition both among thech \&ith private sector providers,
offer diversity of residential choice, and enhanciizenship opportunities in
involvement and co-production (Stephens and Wikst2000, pp. 107-21; Dowding
1994). This anti-hierarchical approach inherentlgst to reduce, if not eliminate, the

assumed inefficiency of monopoly public providers.

Aspects of public choice have been deployed aseardical foundation for the
governmentally polycentric CMA that is attractive both electecand administrative
local public officials (Sancton 1994). For instap@ase studies in the ‘reinventing
government’ tradition of Osborne and Gaebler (198®)e been used to validegtatus
quo polycentric government in the public eye. Where general theory comes up short
is when the parochialism entrenched by autonomaobarbs limits the possibilities for

re-distributive social or environmental policiesaas the city-region.

To look beyond the sudden dramatic bursts of pdli@atre surrounding (Megacity)
Toronto in 1998, or Montreal in 2000 (or Unicity Bviipeg in 1971), then what was
done and why can be set into better theoreticatesdras the comparative use of the
public record permits a general explanation to thfMoves for restructuring assume
consistent dimensions, in hindsight quite famitiarcoffee shop patrons as well as the
expert observer. It is a process comprised of teegpiential, but roughly overlapping,

stages.

2. Conditions conducive to change in the Canadian city-region

If applied to Canadian city-regions the observatiohprivate power by Clarence Stone
would be astute: each metropolitan area is loogelgled by its own particular ‘urban
regime’ even when there are different foci for pgpliexpression (Stone and Sanders
1987, pp. 268-74). The central point in this istthaban regimes’ are not statutory

instruments: “Urban regimes are arrangements feoingcfor accomplishing policy
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goals, for managing friction points between grodipsadapting to an exogenous process
of social change. These arrangements are infotimay};enable public bodies and private
interests to function together in making and impating government decisions” (Stone
1989, p. 231). Even when the city-region has midtipunicipal governments, urban
regimes can establish limited common objectivesrdinate their activities and work
through their differences. For the most part mutkhs important work is settled out

behind the scenes.

As in America, the commercial community in Canadachers urban regimes.
Consequently, business interests with wider-area@uic agendas can become decisive
actors for many policy communities, not only be@easonomic investment is so widely
believed necessary to sustain a thriving urban canityy but also because its leaders
normally enjoy easy access to private channelsobfigal influence. More successful
regimes are inclusive of other interests to reatizeperative objectives, but they are not
simply the sum of metropolitan ‘governance’ polimymmunities. They are defined by
the very breadth of their focus, not by specialipeticy involvement. Precisely because
regime leadership is not exclusively centred in ang public policy arena, nor publicly
obvious, it possesses a capacity for informal gdreemtrol over disruptively centrifugal
metropolitan tendencies. Commercial enterpriseindterest groups have proven most
important because, as Stone has noted, of the ipedcaeed to encourage economic
investment and “the sometimes overlooked factot thasinesses control politically
important resources and are rarely absent totadiy the scene” (1989, p. 7). Business is
thus positioned as that part of the community, Widan intervene for broader purposes

at moments of genuine (or manufactured) socialtipal or economic stress.

If Stone’s general analysis of the relationshigazfal power with municipal governing
accurately describes the Canadian city-region mstance, then the regime’s generic
problem with the governmentally fractured metropadi that policy attention becomes
preoccupied with very specific functional achievemsgand monument buildingyithin
municipal borders: city-region focus is lost in theise. Regime cadres are the first to
notice that the urban myth of multiple distinct/fsfficient and self-contained local
communities requiring discrete municipal governreeig simply not sustained by
evidence (Lightbody 1997).
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By 1996 the ten largest CMAs in Canada averagedn®8 of municipal government, a
number halved if Montreal (99) and Quebec City (4re excluded. This count
included neither secondary tiers in half the casegproximate municipalities adjacent to
CMA boundaries. For instance, the actual 1998 cotimgpuMontreal metropolis
contained at least 135 front-line local governmeAtso excluded from the average of
30 are school divisions, specific multi-lateral étinnal districts and any negotiated,
quasi-governmental, inter-municipal service delvarrangements. As to this last, for
example, the Edmonton CMA (with 33 municipalitieisicluded around 500 such
agreements by the most recent (2000) accountingmiérica with 117 units per city-
region were the absolute standard in governmeniiétipticity, the Canadian experience
would not appear too complex: New York City is bae of 1,787 governments and even
Pittsburgh centres 323 (Savitch and Vogel 1996n ti@ other hand, the 6.7 million
residents of Greater London survived a decade avith 32 boroughs and the City until
the establishment of New Labour’s ‘government fandon’ in 1998. And Sydney,
Australia, services 4.2 million people through d8dl governments.

Following the First World War twentieth century @aiman city-regions were carved into
autonomous municipalities, which normally found difficult to coordinate public
activities for wider-area purposes. But while ipapred an especially difficult political
task for individual local authorities to give anvé&rall focus’ to city-region public
policies, it proved much easier for them to guagdimast any proposal to centralize
dispersed authority. The point public choice apmitsgtoo often overlook is that
municipalities in a polycentric agglomeration beeopolitical systems with their own
legitimate and fully-fledged bureaucracies, cliégdeand unique political organizations,
all with standing vested in th&tatus quo While some localities persisted only for the
limited advantages permitted clientele groups lk#urban chambers of commerce,
natural centrifugal inclinations had powerful roatsjust how comfortable councillors
and citizens as clients had become in working withstablished frameworks. For
example, multiple formal governments served to kkeq costs, front-end servicing
charges and commercial tax rates ‘competitive’itg-iegions to the advantage of old-
style development companies. But when historic lldsaundaries became grossly
inconvenient, or as they impeded the emergence safstained and discernible metro-
level specialized public or policy community forgienal governance, pressuceuld
build quickly for change.
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Three predictable policy issues bedevil the citige with multiple autonomous

jurisdictions: (a) to coordinate public policiestlween and among multiple local

governments; (b) to devise more open lines of atadnility for the choices made (or not
taken); (c) to provide some measure of equity foizens as taxpayers both in service
delivery and in generating revenues (Lightbody 2@@6 409-10). The common heart of
the matter is the design of problem-solving gowagniunits, which have some

congruence with recognized problems. Failure tpord adequately to one or more of
these generic problems may be sufficient in andself to precipitate a restructuring
initiative in any specific case.

Redistributive matters have seldom been directlgregsed in the municipal public
policy sphere in Canada. Aside from the Winnipeitjative, even where inequity was
blatant as in the Quebec City and Montreal cityiarg this matter seldom became much
of an issue during municipal restructuring. Hardddplan did observe that in the
Winnipeg two-tier Metro Government period (1961-71yo-thirds of the regional
level's revenues derived from within the City of Miipeg while most of its programs
were principally of benefit to the urbanizing suli(1982, p. 552). By 1971, average
family incomes among the cities of Winnipeg showke richest community enjoyed
incomes four times those of the poorest, and 35@get of the CMA average. For even
the second highest income community the numbers W4 per cent and 125 per cent.
By comparison, in Montreal, the divergence was 86 445 per cent, and Marie-Odile
Trepanier has noted how stubbornly the wealthiemeinsuburbs clung to their
independence (1993, p. 70).

In the polycentric American metropolis the econorsiructure of inequality and the
social disparity with which it correlated was oreéscerated by Norton Long in these
terms: “The suburb is the Northern way to insurpasate and unequal. It has the
advantage of being legal” (1968, p. 247). But, kelCanada, that autonomy comes with
a virtually unfettered ‘home rule’ constitutionalawanty. North of the border the
preservation of upper income safe havens liesdarptiitical instinct and not the judicial

world.
Except for the nuisance factor for entrepreneursoping with the regulatory regimens
of seven jurisdictions, Toronto and Montreal haétyyr much become one city well

before the provinces consolidated their municipesditLacking legs in equity issues, it
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was the coordination and accountability problemat tdominated public political
discourse about institutional incongruence withewidbjectives. Redistribution was not
even raised as an outstanding policy issue in dse dtudies of two-tier arrangements
(Trepanier 1993; Frisken 1993, pp. 153-204). Peshaptro Toronto’s social housing
strategy of dispersal across its region, with teeessary and concomitant community
services, did contribute to perceptions of sameaessnd the boroughs. Shortly before
their termination it was argued that two-tier goweg models had become inefficient,
ineffective and redundant (Lightbody 1997).

From his perspective in public choice, Andrew Sancbnce made the point that no
political structure could guarantee the result dfeative regional planning:

“Conceivably, if there is general agreement thgiaeal planning is necessary, it will

emerge without a regional government structure’941 9. 45). But this is the crucial

point: superfluous complexity in city-region strugs distracts from the capacity of the
regime to focus on overall planning and diministiescompetence of the region itself to
carry out longer-term public, public-private andl@éed private governing choices. In
Canada the absence of area-wide institutions méan¢ was no formal mechanism to
legitimize whatever ‘general agreement’ may havenbeeached by whomever. While
professional and business leaders in the urbameegire not normally interested in
playing the regional governance game through exjsthunicipal structures, there is
nothing to prevent a more private quest for rulanges from those who do have the
power to intervene to realize a generalized styaté¢hat, then, are the circumstances,

which constitute the need to bend the politicaPear

Study of Canadian urban regions has produced vttty theoretical discussion of
conventional interest group activity. Harold Kaplance argued that the absence of
formal interest articulation at the regional levebulted from a kind of dissociation
between what a metro council had the formal powexccomplish, and any broader sort
of social issue that was salient to the civic comityu(1967, pp. 158-59). There may be
better explanations for continued low levels of expable city-regional group activity
across Canada. (A) Group leaders see their clentat generally well represented
among the low status politicians on municipal casnand are content to let the
councillors protect the community and broker poditiundertakings, since resources are
too finite to squander in low level opportuniti€B) Groups with area-wide horizons

have worked in private, possibly even as individuaver cocktails, to satisfy broader
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specific ends and then to allow local officialswdte the public policy. While benign
motives may characterise regional Chambers of Cauera recreational organizations,
specific development interests have never hesittezkploit close personal ties with
municipal engineers and town planners to ensurardutocations for regional trunk
sewers and water mains. (C) Defining wider-areaieisscontinues to be elusive for
formal groups active in policy formulation in higHevel governments in the absence of
quite specific and cathartic crises in the basreteking services that local governments

do provide.

What local municipalities do with respect to plammand development is not usually of
great concern to dominant players within Canadebam regions. So as long as routine
services are provided and planning is conductedraasonable level of professionalism
the inefficiencies of multiple municipalities cam lolerated. Even non-profit service
agencies that are partly publicly financed, suclslaaters for abused persons, solicit
funds and receive their clientele without much rddgar local boundaries. Similarly, a

well-established urban regime can normally accoshpliroader objectives by many
means other than through traditional governmergah$. But contexts do change and
new spark-point initiatives to facilitate entry anthe global economy, such as the
installation of area-wide fibre optic capacity, wejyuickly understood to reach beyond

the authority of existing institutions.

For a time, some style of two-tier government waegaate adaptation for less
consequential regime adherents in Canada in opemmghe ‘small opportunities’
phenomenon which Stone observed in Atlanta: “mesipte most of the time are guided,
not by a grand vision of how the world might beoreied, but by the pursuit of
particular opportunities” (1989, p. 235). The poistthat opponents of systemic re-
organization can forestall change by a tactic ofiplasteps. In Canadavertpressure for
comprehensive city-region governmental integratiomas minimal. Plausible
explanations for the different instances exist. Mwntreal cultural (and linguistic)
diversity sustained municipal differentiation andlyf-fledged polities, sufficient to
prevent provincial authorities — strongly intenientst in other policy worlds — from
meddling until 2000. By 1988, the province of Quel®ad even dismantled its own
Montreal-centred administrative region. On the iBhitColumbia lower mainland the
urban regime informally took upon itself internai&@ economic promotion and

subsequent policy initiatives have simply not regdiformal support through any city-
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regional tier. In another instance, the forty yeafsaimless regional evolution in the
Edmonton CMA was kept adrift by the absence of arifical mass of established
corporate head offices.

But economic and social conditions change and unegimes are adaptive, while
municipal boundaries are by definition static. $m concern is with the ways in which
pressures for change play against the forces ofianand, if in this scenario innovative
change is best worked outside the spotlight, thenimportant question is about what
prompted a provincial ministry’s hand.

3. Reaching the decision to restructure

Leaders in an urban regime tend to focus on paatidgasues and, while the absence of
an over-arching metropolitan authority may makedki more difficult, so long as the
focus remains specific, are content to leave axgstistitutions well enough alone. This
abstention is most noticed when the interestsefégion as a whole are not represented
at any bargaining table. Who, for instance, coudsiehbeen singularly responsible for
vitalizing the waterfront of Toronto, the inlets &fancouver, the archipelago of
Montreal? To this question one might argue withr€tae Stone that: “Regimes involve
arrangements ... providing a variety of small oppuaittes [which] often overshadows
broader questions and makes it possible for gowgropalitions to gain cooperation
even though their larger goals enjoy only weak weneunpopular support” (1989, p.
235). In this light, municipal governments mightvadacilitated growth management at
the local level even when they could not direatliyiate much in the way of economic or

social expansion.

To most Canadian and American observers at the tiityeregion coincident governing
instruments (and especially Toronto Metro in 19%#9te ‘paid’ to long-standing issues
of accountability for the physical direction of arb design (transit, freeways,
waterworks). In their classic text, Bollens and i8ahdt observe: “The metropolitan
government concept is firmly established in theohto area”, and they described it as “a
permanent solution” (1982, p. 339). In the samer yiékawas abolished Toronto
Metropolitan institutions were labelled ‘a jewel Katherine Graham and Susan Phillips
(1998, p. 75). The ‘miracle’ of Toronto’s originailetro government was much noted
from the US side, as in Victor Jones’ foreword tbekt Rose’s 1972 study in which he

lauded it as “the only ‘truly metropolitan governm¢’ Had anyone studied them from a
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similar wishful perspective each of the other twar-structural sets in Canada would
have evoked similar accolades. One cloaked liroitatvas well forecast by Norton
Long: “the miracle of Toronto became even less auileus as its metropolitan
government turned to social politics and the prolslef fiscal redistribution” (1968, p.
247). Very specific functional support for the gtbwnachine worked; adaptive social

policies in the now widened public sphere were nsurgpect.

To achieve regional social policies a kind of CMairzident sub-government often
emerged in the form of joint actions in serviceidely by central government ministries.
From this a growing awareness of the city-regioraasngular community could have
developed, except that each line department withtfanal responsibilities to local areas
such as community services, health, environmerpie@ally water and sewerage) tended
to devise its own programs and regulations in gptersolation from the others. Nor did
any central agency emerge to play a strong codidmaole such as that once
accomplished for London by Whitehall’s Ministry féine Environment. The general
consequence in Canada was only a limited city-redgaxzus for any potential policy
community. Consequently, any general model of mipalcrestructuring in Canada
needs to take into account the accumulation of lsgniglvances that builds pressure for

major instrumental change.

Winnipeg’'s metropolitan federation (1961-71) impddbecause it was a ‘system’ only
through its conflicts, conflicts premised on a gahéelief held firmly by both tiers that
the other had no right to exist (Kaplan 1982, g7-98). Conflict concerning core city
redevelopment escalated to a level at which angldpment became impossible. By
1969 a nearly unanimous public call for amalganmekip the metro council reflected the
private appreciations of its senior bureaucratsteMmportantly, it also represented the
discreetly conveyed, through private links, lesdbmidered concerns of leaders within
the Urban Development Institute, Winnipeg Real test@oard, Downtown Business

Association and the business editors of the dailyspapers.

Since the particular construction of the structwabelope varied somewhat from one
city-region to the next this led to the frequenndasion that each Canadian city-
regional experience was unique. They were not. ifportant step lies at the point
where leaders in the urban regime become persutdécan integration of political

authority is necessary to realize opportunities.18v1, for example, the Manitoba

CJLG May 2009 18



Defining a Canadian approach to municipal
LIGHTBODY: consolidation in major city-regions

Association of Architects supported the Unicitytigtive citing concerns with “division
in authority ... [and] duplication in jurisdiction’Manitoba, 1971, p. 842). Because
support of this sort is widely replicated across thgime and shared through multiple
channels with central authorities, significant ig@fion of metropolitan institutions
proceeded independent of the underlying ideologyhefparty in power: Winnipeg in
1971 (New Democratic Party, NDP), Halifax in 1996bgral), Toronto in 1998
(Progressive Conservative), Montreal in 2000 (PQuebecois). And while provincial
intervention appeared bold at the moment, this ardg because it was decisive. The
need for structural change had already been phvdtsted for general fit with
significant regime leadership. An example of onehstiit' would be Toronto in 1997,
where a survey by the Board of Trade of its 502 bwnw found that 65 per cent
favoured the municipal merger as announced, angl balper cent would opt for the
status quqTorontoStar. 4 March).

Led by business, Canadian urban regimes have fdcinsgr public pronouncements
upon growing municipal support for regional econoneixpansion. In its editorial
endorsing the 1997 Megacity consolidation, the gaheliberal TorontoStar observed:
“One of the factors that limits our economic deystent potential is that too many cities
are chasing the same business prospects. Potientators say they are confused by all
this uncoordinated lobbying” (22 February, 1997héf three-quarters of the Board of
Trade membership supported the elimination of omeell of local government its
chairman proclaimed that: “The borders of the mipaiities have no meaning for
businesses” (TorontStar. 5 March, 1997). Twenty years earlier, in the 19Vihnipeg
case, business and professional leaders withinutban regime had beegrivately
dismayed by the tax incentives and forgiveness ureaslow priced serviced lands, and
relaxed zoning regulations dealt out by the varisusurbs (especially St. Boniface) in a
cut-throat competition for commercial and indudtdavelopment. These concerns were
conveyed through intermediaries to several mingstegho had themselves served as
Winnipeg, suburban or/and Metro councillors. Theuie was that the new social
democratic NDP government could realize its modedistributive policy goals on the

back of small efficiencies afforded business leader
In light of the above it may be noted that arguraeior the continued autonomy of
suburban municipalities based on their being disitte local communities were

undermined, ironically, by their own booster passiowhich homogenized the larger
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metropolitan regions as suburban officials sought emulate the programs and
instrumentalities of the core city. Frances Frisketailed that, with respect to Toronto
by the 1980s, “the six municipalities have beconwarlike each other as the suburbs
have become more fully developed and their popuriatimore heterogeneous” (1993, p.
166). Acting independently these representativelschastructed a social city-region that

roughly mirrored its economic basis.

Scarcely a year after the passing of the TorontbtiAat established the single unified
city in 1998, the provincial press gallery in Oiawas provided a preliminary spin for
proposed reforms to the province’s second largé4f COttawa-Carleton. Describing
“A capital mess”, Jeffrey Simpson wrote: “The vasajority of the Ottawa region’s
business community wants one city ... Having smathewinities competing with each
other, and with the regional government, makes emse to them, and they are right”
(Globe and Mail 20 August, 1999). Helping the media to framettrget in these terms
seemed least likely to cost the governing partglaotoral win: “Premier Mike Harris is
convinced that the best way to counter leftish downers is to yoke them to councils
dominated by suburbs” (Ibbitson, 1999). Wire sex\stories reported the assessment of
intent by a prominent university lecturer that firevincial government of Ontario had
acted on Megacity as it had because it “thoughtityeof Toronto was not behaving in a
way that would make it clear it was open for busgnm the way the province of Ontario
was open for business” (Torortar. 2 February, 1998). Not only open, but also with a

implementing capability unfettered by “historic” tdysfunctional municipal boundaries.

It should surprise few that there will always bebstantial opposition to local
government restructuring from politicians and pobbfficials whose careers are
connected to particular municipalities. For insgnte 1971 Winnipeg change reduced
the number of locally elected officials from 1125, Toronto in 1997 meant 57 instead
of 106, and the Montreal 2002 council of 73 repta260 individuals. However self-
interested these people may appear they still thta/power to forestall integration in the
absence of any substantial outside force. Simply iputhe usual case dispersed but
entrenched political authority can defeat integmtefforts. Frank Smallwood noted
thirty years ago that the relative intensity of 4boopposed to institutional change
contrasted markedly with the apparently meandenmgrest of those in favour. The
logic was simple: “The supporters of re-organizatiwe generally fighting for marginal

gains (eg. incremental increases in powers anctéies), while the opponents of re-
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organization are usually fighting absolute lossies their very existence as viable
entities” (1972, p. 336). His list of protagonistsregional reform led to a conclusion
that almost any such initiative was predestinetailore. But by focusing only on overt
expressions of interest, Smallwood counted the lasedhile failing to notice the

looming haystack.

Especially apparent in the ranks fearing absologs Wwill stand particularized interests
who have wrested policy commitments and a cosy ingrielationship from central city
councils, managing in the process to become aitutighalized lobby. For a quite usual
instance, gay and lesbian leaders from the CityTofonto argued that: “Certain
communities hold certain values and other commesmition't hold the same values,
which is fine [but] if we're required to sit at theame table, we will lose those local
values” Globe and Mail 21 February, 1997). Of further concern, partidylamong
central city appointed officials, is that professbstandards established by councils past
would be corroded by an influx of new (and presumabdneck) suburban councillors.
In the 1997 Toronto case, one Public Health Boagthber argued that their “mandate to
prevent illness and foster good health could bpgedized in a larger, amalgamated city
... a lack of local government can lead ‘to malaibeess and disease” (Toron&iar. 4
March, 1997). The next day the director of the @ntoronto food bank argued that
amalgamation would definitely worsen the “losingtleawith hunger” Globe and Mall

5 March, 1997). During restructuring periods in @dian CMAS union interventions

were, however, consistently limited to matters @ning job security and pay scales.

Proponents of integration are leaders in the uregime who have established private
access to the senior government, in Canada theinges: Consequently they may
generate public policy solutions quite independeatlany that arise in the official world

of the municipal government industry. While smalttels of municipal officials always
appear to hold the upper haimdpublic, whenever regime interests see local boundaries
as an impediment to longer range policy ambitidresythave possessed the capacity,

separate and pooled, to commit resources and md&uehange iprivate ways.

To be effective in accomplishing institutional atkjon these community influentials do
not require media attention. Who was most in thblipieye did not derail, delay or
rework the Montreal 2001, Toronto 1998 nor theieailVinnipeg 1971 initiatives. The

legitimizing forces played their important but lessmspicuous role behind the curtains in
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what was once called the half-light of politics.dther words, such quiet and pragmatic
endorsement for wider area governing as the mynfsids necessary has been supplied
outside press gallery scrutiny. The Winnipeg ChandfeCommerce encouraged, and
then with a few small reservations openly endorieel NDP legislation in 1971
(Manitoba 1971, p. 830). In the early weeks of Tegonto amalgamation that city’'s
authoritative business paper editorialized that: ¢8nsensus appears to exist that
Metropolitan Toronto should no longer have two lsvaf government ...” Globe and
Mail: 27 February, 1997). Earlier a former member ohbboronto City and Metro
councils, and established TV commentator, toolpthiise ‘of resident associations across
metro’ to find that: “The general drift is that mas the [well-connected and] better-off
communities are split slightly in favour of amalgation in the belief that, despite a lot
of evidence to the contrary, a Megacity will cassd to run and that property taxes will
be lower” (Vaughan, 1997). Montreal's labour unioesdorsed island unification,
reinforcing the more subtly expressed concernsoafiroerce that the municipal region
was ‘falling behind Toronto.’ It is usually only Wealfter the fact, and in the analysis and
memoirs of participant-observers, that the patt#he urban regime’s behaviour is
clearly recalled as having provided uncompromisisgpport for governmental

centripetalism (Brownstonef al. 1983, pp. 30-31).

What is sometimes lost in the consideration of pubblicy determination in Canada is
the base reality that the faction which sways tbétipal judgment of the provincial

premier on the most fundamental policy initiativess, tautologically, commanded the
most influence. Not always is the electoral equafmaramount, although the Parti
Quebecois did hold only 8 of the thirty seats onnieal Island, the Ontario

Conservatives were strongest in Toronto’s suburkiag, and the Manitoba New

Democrats had little but electoral dreams in mdstWinnipeg’s suburbs. By the

persistent evidence in Canada since 1954, mettapairea municipal consolidation has
been forced when, through informal lines of accgsdvate interests have been
convincing that a more or less immediate first sten’'s decision is required to
accommodate social change and to manage econoowthgfor a term longer than a
single electoral mandate. The controversy of leg#ing follows in publicafter the

choice has been made.
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4. Debate and resolution

Opponents of integration will make their case iblpu These individuals have good
access to local media by virtue of official pogitsp and the media have their own
reasons for publicizing disputes. As media seelatized’ expressions for the wider-area
presentation of ‘the news’ during re-organizati@ripds, the multiple city hall pulpits
create an illusion of more considerable oppositiban actually exists. During the
Winnipeg re-organization in 1971, for a typical tarsce, nine suburban mayors and
councils, and all of their senior bureaucrats, 8dnthe Unicity legislation. Extensive
opposition to integration thus seems to exist eéenigh only a relative few with self-

interests are deeply concerned.

Garber and Imbroscio have observed a common enplighomenon when they note,
“that institutional forms create their own logicdaweight through continued use” (1996,
p. 598). In this sense the past comes to validdstieg local government arrangements
to the point that historic precedent renders ther&iimpervious to any challenge but that
from the most contrary mindset. Suburban counalkiand invariably in thstatus quo
vanguard and they are quite prepared to deploy phulic purses to sustain community
dissent. Injudicious spending kept the case agdiosinto going in 1997, for example,
and with no ironic twist, ‘Taxpayers Against Megdgtiwith but 12 members and no
membership list received a grant of $20,000 froendbre city’s outlay of $1,665,000 to
preserve itself (Toront&tar. 2 February, 1997). Nowhere do suburbs want testem
any consolidation of governments. Andrew Sanctadrgued that language difference,
being the principal variable of public significance Montreal Island, was irrelevant at
the metro council level where a powerful alliané¢eswburbs instead emerged to oppose
Montreal’s ambitions. He submits that suburbs argmehwvould subscribe to its goals
because their leadershave no desire to lose power over local systemighvhave
proven to be valuable sources of political influenpatronage or even personal profit”
(1979, p. 248, my emphasis). In December 2000, i§ilead suburbs organized referenda
that produced a 94 per cent vote opposing amalgamaidhering to the practice of
governments in the Westminster tradition the proeingnored both the vote and a
December 19 protest march estimated at 40,000 persons. Elemican be sanguine
about council motivations however: 46 per cent leC®rs surveyed during the 1997
Toronto reform agreed with the proposition thataamgayors “are merely trying to save
their jobs” (TorontdStar. 2 March, 1997).
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After cabinet makes the decision, the political istity listens only to whom it wants,
consulting only to legitimate its main course. Time-up of stakeholders opposed is
predictable and irrelevant since the choice wasgwaken in good knowledge of this.
In Ontario the 1200 or so requests became 600 foappearances (of 10 minutes
duration) before the legislature all-party comngtend, beyond public relations, had no
impact on the government’s legislation. Those opddsad already lost in the private
corridors of policy access. In the Montreal comedthearings, the 27 suburban mayors
were collectively allotted 60 minutes to expresairtiriews; there were no surprises. As
the minister answerable for the 1971 Winnipeg aaralgtion recalled to the author
about positions opposing his ministry’s, in senemnthat may as well have been uttered
by counterparts responsible for Toronto in 199 Mamntreal in 2000: “We knew they
[suburban councils] were all opposed; we also kaktheir arguments. So, there was no

real point in talking”.

Once nudged by urban regimes, provincial governsehtight, left and centre have all
introduced very similar amalgamations to Canadianregions, even when the public
argument is couched in different terms. In all gigant regards the language in Bill 103
amalgamating metro Toronto in 1997 under the venservative Ontario government of
Mike Harris is identical to that used by the Mab#overy social democratic government
of Ed Schreyer which, by Bill 36, created Winnip&gicity in 1971. The central
substance of Bill 170 for Montreal in 2000 was lfiert emulation, not innovation. Party
tag is simply irrelevant once in power, and fortst@dministrative’ housekeeping as
municipal issues imply there is not much need &kdegitimacy by appeals to historic
labels. Much like urban regimes themselves, miigisthave concentrated on building a
pattern of small opportunities, reciprocal payoffsutual loyalties, and so forth. In
practice they become program managers. Since d¢hiaviour is not unique to Canada it
was not much of a surprise that a regional goveninhier London (UK) became a
priority for the new Labour government in 1997 nor, the context of that city’s
international economic positioning, that even a dwabministry would argue for its
reforms in these terms: “The new strategic authomill work to improve London’s
competitiveness, creating a climate in which bussnean thrive and a city where people
want to live and work” (Deputy Prime Minister, 1997 2).

Finally, there should be no confusion among knogésble practitioners that the final

choice is always to be made by provincial (or stateAustralia) cabinets. Subsequent
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recourse to the courts as occurred in the Toroase avith the challenge on 22 April
1997 using the Charter of Rights as pretext is &uotanalgesic to those facing
instrumental bereavement. It is also a sure sighttie fundamental case has been lost
politically." The Supreme Court of Victoria in Australia fourichiarly in the City of
Melbourne appeal against forced amalgamation irrletdp 1994: “... if the decision
arrived at may be seen as upholding legislationcligonstitutes a usurpation of
democratic rights ... the remedy is to be found mpblitical not the legal arena” (cited
in Vince, 1997, p. 159).

Although the ends are pragmatic, the means aren aftamatic. When they do act,
Canadian provinces have produced restructuringggsaim quick, bold, broad strokes. In
rejecting the suburban challenge to the Megacitjative, Mr. Justice J. Borins noted:
“it was submitted that Bill 103 came as a surprise most inhabitants of the
municipalities as the restructuring of Metro Tomnénd the mode of its governance,
were not included specifically in the government®95 election platform” (Borins,
1997, p. 9). In policy terms, the Winnipeg amalgaamhad similarly come out of the
blue (Lightbody 1978, p. 498). Immediately prior it government’s election NDP
leader Ed Schreyer had indicated that he was pedgarjettison his party’s well-known
position endorsing amalgamation in favour of amemad® to strengthen the metro
government. Reorganizing Montreal (leave alone fadiner city-regions) was a
component oho PQ policy platform. Being unexpected, these infiesg but powerful
executive interventions overwhelm predictable tesise entrenched in existing public
institutions. Once decided, the cabinet view pirsvaProvincial politicians, not
particularly concerned about the resolution ofsitinternal policy problems one way or
the other, initiated the reforms and then pushethtto conclusion.

What provinces ought to have learned is that opijpostomes and goes quickly. Once
the changes are made, the more quickly and certéialbetter, people adapt to the new
framework, find it generally an improvement anddiee sufficiently attached that they

do not want any reversal.

The process period can have interesting momentgever. A common target provided
by a major change to existing public policy framekgomay spark the emergence of a
new social movement. This informal network amondoraad range of otherwise

divergent groups and, in other situations, widegsinilar individuals, becomes unified
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in specific resistance. Such new citizen movemargsboth easily mobilized and quick
to disappear. Some of these displays can be qetacular theatre indeed. In Montreal,
a 10 December 2000 mass protest rally of an estiiné®,000 persons was convened and
marched downtown. It was led by two suburban mayollswing a 1950s Town of
Mount Royal fire truck. In Toronto opponents to #gaanation paraded in a re-
enactment of Canada’s 1837 rebellion and “the gizhe march far exceeded the 800 or
so pitchfork-bearing reformers who tumbled out aggern north of the city to begin
their short-lived fight for responsible governm@&g0 years ago”. Police estimated 4000
demonstrators were led by a hay wagon drawn byhpeoos and carting Toronto’s
Mayor (Globe and Mail 21 February, 1997).

The most noteworthy new social movement to haveeaga was during the Toronto
Megacity debate and labelled its effort ‘Citizens focal Democracy’ (C4LD). In quick
order, and galvanized by a small, dynamic and fedusadership cadre often at odds
with the provincial government on other policy meast the network mobilized loud
weekly rallies of up to 1,500 citizens. Adherentsbitized through what became
sophisticated networks stacked the legislature ctteen hearings, and it was not
uncommon for all 44 speakers in a day to be oppdgetthe legislation. Residents’
groups, 20 to 50 present at a time with numbergsible to estimate metro-wide, met
regularly to organize more traditional phone andiveas campaigns. But despite
eloquent advocacy for a ‘new localism’ or for commty-based forms of public
participation presumed coincident with an assertiveinicipal citizenship,” active
involvement quickly dissipatedfter the institutional assault on the historic munitipa
gothic was complete. Simply put, citizens are notastached to their councils, as

councillors would like us to believe.

5. Observations

On the evidence what is important to observe isdhiaen acceptance of new municipal
governments is quick to emerge. Former suburbanormaguickly became the new
mayors of Halifax, Toronto and Montreal. Prelimypaolling of Toronto residents also
indicated such integration: by the spring of 198®per cent of Toronto residents agreed
“that they were satisfied with life after amalgaioat, and a second poll reported that 66
per cent of those providing an opinion “felt thatadlgamation was a success” (Toronto,
1999). Even after reducing the number of Ontarimicipalities through consolidation
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from 856 to slightly more than 550, and eliminatsgne 1,200 locally elected officials

in the process, the Harris government was re-alagtéh a majority.

The clearest investigation of the rapid social aodtical integration of citizens came
five years after the extremely controversial imgosi of Winnipeg Unicity. Indeed the
Taraska investigating commission appeared almogonigzbed, considering the
‘abhorrence’ and ‘widespread opposition’ which hactompanied the amalgamation
initiative, to report that: “Perhaps the single tmateworthy ‘accomplishment’ since the
Act was passed is the general acceptance of utdfita They note that the over 100
submissions made to them included numerous suggssior improvements. “But none
recommended the abandonment of the unified citygtarn to the former two-tiered
structure or, for that matter, a return to the [dietro situation of multiple autonomous
municipalities” (Taraska, 1976, p. 10). In shangre existed a level of acceptance of the
new institutions “that would have seemed scarceddible five years ago” (Taraska,
1976, p. 19 By privately, and publicly, working the new instrants, the several
components of Winnipeg's urban regime minimized géinng rancour while

demonstrating its many small and newly realizalplpastunities.

If there is a political lesson in a general underding of re-organization in the Canadian
city-region, it is that provinces should not beadstd from imposing integration when it
is in the broader public interest. It is not neeegdo await an unanticipated regional
servicing crisis sufficient to force the hand apgened with all earlier two-tier metros.
However it is configured the local urban regime luuig be remembered positively when
it has pushed the province in the right directi@pposition will always appear
substantial but it will nonetheless be self-integdsnarrowly based and transitory. This
is hardly a pejorative statement; analysts showtdhe misled by the overt political
conflict, which emerges through the media for iessentially community theatre and
largely irrelevant to what is happening. When leade an urban regime become
convinced that change is necessary they will abinoethe scenes to find the ear of the
province. Once the provincial government becomesioced that change is necessary it

has the means to effect such change expeditioustyitshould.
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Endnote:

! The reasons for the judgment rendered 24 July7,li@8luded: ‘I have already found ... that therads
constitutional requirement on the part of the gowsgnt to consult electors prior to the introducidn
legislation, or to be bound by the majority viewslectors as to whether they approve, or disapgroi/
proposed legislation.” (Mr. Justice J. Borins, lie Ontario Court of Justiceludgmente: Challenge to th€ity
of Toronto Act 1997S.0. 1997, c. 2,” 18) This last refers to a seoiepublic relations plebiscite exercises
conducted by Toronto’s local councils through maimail, fax, newspaper coupon, hand delivery ailbb
box (on 3 March, 1997) which produced a 76 per oeghative vote on turnout estimated at under 3@@er
(TorontoStar, 4 March, 1997). The dispassionate question pst‘ee you in favour of eliminating [your
municipality name] and all other existing municifiak in Metropolitan Toronto and amalgamating theto a
Megacity?’ Thirty years earlier the Winnipeg subofltst. James-Assiniboia had proposed a similaa-aiee
proposition, which idea the NDP provincial govermieejected (as had PC Premier Roblin of one oiviaio
guestion in 1961) with the wording to be ‘Are youfavour of the Manitoba Government’s 48-man colunci
concept for Greater Winnipeg without knowing whahay cost? OR Would you prefer to keep your ovaalo
council and change the representation of the pt&esater Winnipeg Metropolitan Council to be delieg
from your local council?’ (Winnipegree Press6 March 1971).
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