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GLOSSARY 
Alternative Dispute Resolution (ADR) - A term used to describe a broad 
range of mechanisms employed to settle or resolve conflicts in a cost effective 
and non-violent m e r .  

Cabinet - The executive council of govemment under the Westminster 
parliamentary system of government. 

Empowerment - The transformative process by which groups or individuals 
in contlict become stronger by becoming better organized and clearer about 
their own goals, abilities and options. 

Interest Group - A collection of individuals who share a common interest. 

Legislative Committee - See Parliament- Committee. 

Parliamentary Committee - A grouping O£ elected representatives of the 
legislature assigned a responsibility to investigate issues on behalf of the 
parent chamber. In this study the term "parliamentaxy committee" wil l  be 
used in reference to committees operating under the Westminster model of 
goveniment. The term Yegislative committee" will refer to those committees 
operating under the US style representative system. 

Policy Community - A grouping of individuals, pressure groups and 
government agencies "that -- by virtue of its functional responsibilities, its 
vested interests, and its specialized knowledge -- acquires a dominant voice 
in determining govemment decisions in a specific field of public activiS." 
(Paul Pross A-, Group Politics and Public Poiicy, Oxford University Press, 
Toronto 1986 Page 98) 

Pressure Group - A n  interest group that seeks to influence public policy 
decision-making . 

Recognition - The point during a cordict where a party becomes more aware 
and open to the situation of others involved in the conflict. 

Transformative Confiict Theory - A theoretical view of conflict which 
contends that conflict offers opportunities for growth and  developrnent 
beyond simple settlement O£ disputes. 

Westminster Mode1 - The system of government based on the British 
experience in which executive power is derïved from within and is responsible 
to an assembly of elected members. 



CHAPTER ONE INTRODUCTION 

Purpose of This Study 

This research project examines the dynamics of intergroup confiict 

surrounding the parliamentary committee process in British Columbia. 

Utilizing theorîes of social conflict and pressure group behavior this paper 

evaluates the effed of parliamentary cornmittee hearings upon pressure 

groups attempting to inkence public policy change in the province of British 

Columbia. Examiriirig public policy c o d i c t  through the lens of 

transformative confiict theory, this project analyzes the perceptions of the 

pressure group representatives, legislators, and public senrants who have 

been involved in the British Columbia legislature's limïted experience with 

the cornmittee system. 

The research attempts to ascertain the degree to which the two primary 

objectives of transformative conflict resolution, empowerment and 

recognition, are achieved through participation in the parliamentary 

committee hearings process in British Columbia. The paper also offers 

recommendations designed to aide Hill and Khowlton Public Affâirs Ltd. 

when providing advice to pressure group clients seeking to participate in the 

committee process. 



Thesis Statement 

Questions that are addressed in this study pertain to the outcomes of 

participation in committee hearings. Given that they have no formai policy- 

making power, why do committees meet and what advantage is there for 

pressure groups, public servants and legislators to be involved? As we will 

see, recent theories of transformative conflict suggest that empowerment and 

recognition are substantial positive outcomes for groups in cofict; .  Since 

parliamentary committees appear to provide a vehicle to obtain these two 

benefits, the transparency of the committee process and the participatory 

nature of pressure group interaction facilitated by the committee proceçs 

help transform inter-group public policy conflict in a constructive marner. 

Freed £rom some of the adversarial aspects of parliamentary procedure, 

parliamentary committees are able to facilitate public policy dialogue 

amongst competing organizations over matters of non-contentious policy. 

The committee venue offers backbench legislators the opportunity to act as  

third party facilitators in public policy dialogue. They also can develop 

expertise ut. specific areas of policy and build productive working 

relationships with pressure groups and interested individuals. This can lead 

to policy recommendations more broadly supported than those developed 

solely through the administrative and executive levels of government. 

Pressure groups are able to use the forum of committee hearings to educate 

legislators, policy makers, the media and other stakeholders. They may also 



make use of the process to highlight issues of concern that otherwise may 

have gone unrioticed or signal to membexs and associated organizations a 

particular policy position. In addition, public servants and other agents of 

government are able to rnonitor discussions within the committees to 

evaluate policy trends, stakeholder positionhg and potentid difficulty in 

policy implementation. This holds true regardless of whether or not the 

presenting pressure group's recommendations are accepted by the 

parliamentary conmittee or whether cabinet ultimately implements the 

committee's recommendations. 

The premise that parliamentary committees serve a viable policy role must 

be examined in the context O£ the overall parliamentary fiiamework of party 

discipline and caucus and cabinet solidarity. The government of the day is 

powerful under our Westminster mode1 but "tempered, checked and even 

corrupted by the power of place."(Morley, 1996). In other words, cabinet 

government is nearly supreme, but ultimately is dependent on the party 

majority inside the legislative chamber. 

Value of this Research 

The value of studying this subject stems f2om the continuing hs t ra t ion  

expressed by many politicians, political and social commentators and the 

general public over the inabiliw of our existing institutions of government to 

cope with the complex demands of modern society. In recent years there has 

been considerable discussion regarding the need for change in the way 



govemments operate and the m e r  in which government institutions 

confront complex social problems. Frank Dukes, in his recent book Resoluing 

Public Conflict: Transforming Community and Governance, called this a 

"crisis of governance." In the context of ethnic conflicts, dedining standards 

of living, war and environmental catastrophes he states "contemporary 

democratic society struggles with an array of seemingly intractable 

problems." According to Dukes the result has been diminished public 

con£idence in government institutions ând their ability to implement policy. 

@&es, 1996). 

In the United States one response to public disaffection with government was 

The National Performance Review that called for a reinvention of 

goveniment. The authors of the review, Osborne and Gaebler, suggested 

that governent should become more entrepreneurial, better anticipate 

problems rather than simply reacting to them, encourage competition in the 

market place and measure and publicize the results of public policy decisions. 

(Seidle, 1993). In Canada, although the debate about government reform has 

been less focused on market demands than in the United States, the public's 

desire for more effective govenunent institutions has been clearly indicated 

by public opinion research. POU respondents suggest that the civil service is 

too large, cabinet ministers are overwhelmed by "management matters" and 

unable to focus on broad policy issues, the freedom of midde managers in 

government is severely restricted and there is little focus on achievement or 



measurement of results. (Seidle, 1993). In a number of Canadian 

jurïsdictions, the typical government response to these concerns has been 

aimed at cutting red tape, reducing the national and provincial debtsldeficits, 

trimming services and programs and downsizuig the public service. These 

measures have not been without controversy and their impact on the 

responsiveness of government to public demands remains the subject of 

debate between those on the right and left of the political spectrum. 

Public Desire for Participation 

There is evidence, however, that the public wants more than just a reduction 

in the size O£ govemment and the placing of public finances on a sound 

footing. In 1998, public opinion polling firm Ekos Research Associates Inc. 

released the results O£ a study entitled "Canadians and Government in the 

Late Nineties: Core Conclusions and Emerging Forces." The research found 

that: 

Despite deep skepticism about the effectiveness, efficiency and fairness 
of government, Canadians are now looking for a return to an active 
agenda. Relaxed fears about public finances, growing concerns about 
the social costs of retrenchment and globalization, and a desire to 
preserve a unique Canadian identiw are all fuelhg guarded 
acceptance of bigger role for governments in general and the federal 
govemment in particular. The key public conditions for this new 
activism include partnerships, targets, transparency, fiscal 
responsibility and civic inclusion. @kas, 1998). 

It seems too that the public is suspicious of some traditional methods for 

participating in public dialogue such as public inquines and commissions. 

Desmond Connor in his paper on public participation in Canada warned, 



"evidence is mounting that Canadians are becoming disillusioned about 

participation? (Connor, 1996). He adds, "too often, it is more used as a 

syrnbol of an expanded democracy, i.e. for optics, than for its real purpose of 

contributing to the decision-making process." Connor argues that most 

citizens want to be consulted on major issues "but are cynical about their 

ability to influence government decisions . . - and are dissatisfied with current 

approaches to public participation." (Comor, 1996). 

British Columbia has not been immune to the demands for change in the way 

government hc t ions .  In this province there have been consistent calls for a 

new way of goveming which moves away £rom the political polarization of the 

past. Much of the demand for change stems £rom British Columbia's 

tumultuous and partisan political environment. 

Warranted or not, BC has a reputation political eccentricity and scandal- In 

his examination of BC7s political culture University of BC political Scientist 

Donald Blake acknowledged three distinct elements of political culture: 

populism, the appeal to common sense and average people; polarization, the  

clash of socioeconomic classes; and post-materialism, the search for quality of 

life beyond simple econumic security. (Blake, 1996). Other provincial political 

scholars have noted that while BC has the reputation for retaining its 

"Britishy7 character, it has the highest proportion of Asian-born Canadians in 

Canada. It has British parliamentary institutions and a £ree press; but its 

legislature is an arena for bitter and vicious acrimony, and jounialism is as 



'lellow" as anywhere in Canada. (Elkins, 1985). Blake argues that as a 

result of the "attack do$ tactics of the BC media, British Columbians are 

painfully aware of the hadequacies of leadership and govername at the 

provincial level. On the one hand, poll after poll reaffirrn that British 

Columbians, more than people in any other province, believe that individuals 

can have a sigmficant effect on political rnatters. (Blake, 1996). On the other 

hand, the British Columbia Legislature remsins relatively traditional. (Ruff, 

1996). B.C.'s unique political culture may have hindered the development of 

legislative institutions despite the expectations of a highly motivated public. 

The focus on populist leaders and polarized politics may have contributed to 

the continuation of highly centralized and secretive government structures 

that limit opportunities for public and stakeholder input into policy making 

and program oversight. This situation bears the seeds of confiict. As pointed 

out by Norman RUE, CC~~ntiuing parliamentary adaptation and change will 

be required to ensure that the best of the Westminster tradition can survive 

in B.C., and maintain its legitimacy in the face of decreasing levels of public 

esteem and conEdence." (Ru££, 1996). 

Prospects for Change 

British Columbia may in fact be on the verge of moving towards a more 

sophisticated legislative structure which offers greater substantive 

participation to non-cabinet MLAs. Both major political parties, the 

goveniing New Dernocratic Party (NDP) and the official opposition (BC 



Liberals) are advocating significant changes to the way the provincial 

legislature functions. One of the main solutions put forward b y both parties 

has been the expansion of the parliamentary committee system. 

Proponents argue that expanded use of legislative committees will provide 

more opportunity for public input into government decision making, milbe 

the work of elected members more meaningful and offer more detailed 

legislative analysis of policy positions advanced through the public s e ~ c e  

and other government agencies. (Government of B.C. Legislative Web site, 

Mach 20,2000). In its March 15th 2000 Throne Speech the NDP government 

stated its intention to expand legislative committees 30 focus on important 

emerging public issues that transcend partisan boundaries." (BC 

Legislature, Speech fiom the Throne, March 21,2000). For their part, the 

BC Liberals assert "our legislative committees can and shodd play a vital 

role in policy-making. We believe these all-party committees should travel to  

every region of the province, and conduct hearings that are open to the public 

and media, with al1 recommendations routinely submitted to govemment and 

posted on the Internet. AU MLAs should have an active role in governing - 

because that's what you elect MLAs to do." (BC Liberal Pamphlet, Spring 

2000). 

It is not just the politicians who are calling for better utilization of 

cornmittees. In a report to the legislature, BC's Auditor General George 

Morfitt discussed the potential committees provide for increased government 



accountability to the Legislative Assembly. 'There are various ways by 

which the Assembly c m  scrutinize govemment performance. Question 

period and the Estimates debates are two high-profXe ways. Legislative 

commîttees are another less visible but potentially more effective way. In 

British Columbia, however, such committees are seldom used to the degree 

they could be-" Morfittt went on to iden* some restxictions that currently 

prevent British Columbia's parliamentary committees 6-om maximïzing their 

potential. 

They are constrained from doing so by the d e s  that guide them. 
Mthough legislative committees are established under the same 
authority as the Legislative Assembly, in practice it is the govemment, 
with its support of the majority of elected members, which decides on 
the rules. Such rules encompass, for exarnple, a cornmittee's access to 
information, the issues to be referred to a committee and the scope of 
its review, when the cornmittee can meet, and whether the chair of a 
committee wiIl be from the Opposition or fYom government. Zn a 
number of other jurisdictions, legislative committees are given the 
mandate, resources and stnucture they need to hold govemment to 
account. Some standing cornmittees, for example, are authorized to 
examine and report on the operations and performance of government 
organizations- (B-C. Auditor General Report, 2000). 

The next chapters will outline in more detail the principle concepts of 

transformative conflict and pressure group theory, and the historical and 

structural development of parllamentary committees, in order to test the 

hypothesis that committees c a n  serve a practical purpose, despite the 

Limitations placed on them by the Westminster mode1 of govemment. 



CHAPTER TWO PARLlAMENTARY COMMITTEES 

This study was prompted by the professed interest of British Columbia's 

political leaders in the potential for employing parliamentary committees and 

by the public's apparent desire for more opportunities to participate in policy 

dialogue. The shift towards giving backbench legislators more work is not 

unique to BC. Despite anticipation amongst some political scientists of a 

growth of executive dominance, during the last decade parliaments around 

the world have been expanding the scope of committee work and powers. 

In his book "The New RoZes ofParZiamentary Cornmittees," Lawrence D. 

Longley notes that parliaments had been expected to decline in signiftcance 

in the later part of the twentieth centusy, "but instead they have developed 

new and vital political roles and have innuvated in the& institutional 

structure - most recurrently in newly organïzed or invigorated parliamentary 

committees, not only in a few parliaments, but as a global phenornenon." 

Longley adds, "even as newly democratic parliaments throughout the world 

experiment with more elaborate committee structures, those with older, 

highly developed committee systems are reaching for more varied and flexîble 

alternatives. XII short, parliamentary committees have emerged as vibrant 

and central institutions of democratic parliaments of today's world and have 

begun to define new and changing roles for themselves. (Longley, 1998). 

There is much research on the committee experience within the US 

representative system. However, the focus tends to be on role call voting 



behavior and the influence of constituency organizations on individual elected 

members. There alço is some interesting work on the role of US legislators as 

negotiators. There is less research, however, on interest group activities 

related to parliamentary committtees withïm a Westminster model and little 

regarding the effect of the parliamentary c s h t t e e  process o n  pressure 

groups in conflict over public policy issues. 

US vs. Westminster Models 

It is a premise of this study that public polfcy is partly a product of the 

contlict of ideas expressed by a vaxiety of forces directed at the apex of 

government decision-making - cabinet. We must accept at the start that 

parliamentary committees, despite variatimns in authority and utilization 

across jurisdictions following the Westminster model, are ultimately advisory 

bodies to the political executive. This is a n  important distinction fiom the 

more famil.iar and powerful system of American legislative committees- 

The systern of government in the United Stxates has resulted in an 

extraordinarily powerful committee system- US committees are by far the 

strongest of any legislatures to the point that some theorists have called the 

US model "a deviant casen (Wright, 1996). Limits to party discipline, the 

elaborate stafnng and hancing of cornmittees and the overwhelming breadth 

of committee and sub-committee activities, and of course the separation of 

executive powers from the legislative assembly in the US system make 

cornparisons to the British style parliamentary system di£ficult. 



BC political scientist Gerry Kristianson writes: 

What is different is the way in which the two political systems make 
decisions. US politics, with its separation of powers between the 
legislative and executive, does not require the cabinet and caucus 
solidarity that is essential to maintaining a legislative majority in the 
BC version of cabinet government. F'urthermore, a high level of 
secrecy has been assumed to be essential to rnaintaining the 
appearance of solidarity. As a result, most of the activity of pressure 
groups in BC politics takes place behind closed dmrs in the offices of 
public servants or cabinet e s t e r s .  Relatively little takes place in 
US-style legislative committees or other public forums." (Kristianson, 
1996). 

A consistent view expressed across jurisdictions is that O£ a marnly 

advisory role for parliamentary committees within the Westminster 

model. The BC govemment's legislative web site states '%he use of 

legislative committees allows for a more detailed examination of 

matters than would be possible in the larger, more formal environment 

of the House. Committees also allow rnemberç of the public to have a 

direct input uito the parliamentary process by making written 

submissions and participating in public hearings." (Government of 

B.C. Legislative Web site, Mach 12, 2000). Similarly, a recent 

research paper on the Australian committee system suggests 

"parliarnentary committees play an important role in the democratic 

system of govermnent. They provide the opportunity for individuals 

and groups to give their expert or informed opinion on matters being 

considered by the Parliament." This same paper also argues Yhe 

process whereby committees invite public submissions is also a means 



of raising public awareness of m e r s  before Parliament. Committees 

of inquiry therefore have the potential to air interests that otherwise 

might not be presented either in public or before members of 

parliament." (Burton, 1999). 

Committee Procedures and Responsibilities 

There is considerable variation in the extent to which parliamentary 

cornmittees are used in different jurisdictions. Within Canada the variation 

between provinces in utilization of committees is signifcant. Ontario, 

Quebec and Alberta all have very active committees by comparison to British 

Columbia. However, the distinction rests more with the choice of employing 

these entities rather than the actual rnechanics O£ operation. Overall the 

basic structure and procedures of parliamentary committees is quite similar 

in almost every legislature following the British Westminster model. 

Fundamental to the notion of parliamentary cornmittee operations is the 

desire to undertake legislative work in an atmosphere less formal than 

w i t h  the main legislative chamber. In British Columbia the committees are 

"creatures of the House" and  subordinate to the Legislative assembly. 

Cornmittee members must be sittulg members of the Legislative Assembly 

(MLAs) although cabinet ministers are usually excluded. Committee 

membership is often between 10 and 12 MLAs and roughly reflects party 

standings inside the assembly as a whole with the governing party always 

having a firm majority on every cornmittee. 



The relatively large size of these committees may have played a role in 

Iimiting British Columbia's utilization. In a legislature with 75 elected 

members approximately 20 are excluded from cornmittee participation by 

other legislative functions, senring as cabinet ministers, the leader of the 

official opposition or speaker of the House. This leaves a pool of about 50 - 55 

backbench MLAs to attend debates in the maixi chamber, serve as 

parliamentary secretaries or opposition critics, serve on parliamentary 

c o d t t e e s  and attend the constituency and party responsibilities of elected 

members. It is during legislative sessions that most committees sit, but still 

only by special permission of the assembly. 

While comrnittees in BC can convene without a full compliment of members, 

the attendance of rnernber MLAs, as well as non-member M m ,  is usually 

good. This means that realistically only a handful of committees can sit 

when the legislative session is underway. 

As with most other jurisdictions there are two types of parliamentary 

committees in British Columbia. (See Appendix A). Standing committees are 

permanent and establiçhed at the star t  of every legislative session to oversee 

specinc areas of policy such as health, forestry or the environment. Special 

committees are temporary and are set up to deal with specific issues like the 

appointment of a legislative officer such as the Auditor General. 



Cornmittees can be given considerable powers to call witnesses and 

commission resources to rneet their needs. However, the reality is that 

committees only commence their work after being empowered by a motion 

tabled in the Legislature by a government mlnlster. The motion will call for 

a committee to investigate a particular matter. The assembly votes on the 

motion and since a member of the govemïng majority presents it the motion 

is routinely approved. The substance of the motion becomes the committee's 

terms of reference and the committee is then fiee to start its work. 

(Govemnment of B.C. Legislative Web site, May 26,2000). During the 36=h 

Parliament, the opposition has routinely put forward motions for committees 

to meet. None O£ these motions has been called for debate. 

In British Columbia, as in most other parliamentary jurisdictions, 

committees can be empowered to review legislation before the Assembly. 

However, BC's committees rarely have major policy matters pIaced before 

them and have seldom examined Public Bills. As we will see later in this 

study, there have been a few notable cases O£ committee work in recent years. 

Yet, the majority of the province's 15 standing committees have been used 

infirequently. 

The extent to which parliamentary committees are subservient to the larger 

assembly and cabinet is clear by the degree to which committees are 

dependent on the government majority for their engagement, mandates and 

response to their recommendations. As noted by the Clerk of Committees to 



the BC Legislatue, at the end of its deliberations a committee must report 

its observations and recommendations to the legislative assembly. However, 

committees "do not have the au thody to directly alter legislation or cause 

the government to take any specific action," and "the government is not 

required to respond to committee reports." (Government of B.C. Legidative 

Web site, May 26,2000.) 

The one exception to this nile is the Public Accounts Committee of the 

legislature, which by tradition is chaired by an opposition member and has 

authority to review the reports of the Auditor General of British Columbia. 

Perhaps not surprisingly, the Public Acrounts Committee has been one of the 

most active committees of the BC legislatue. In the past four years it has 

tabled many reports into government accountabilie before the legislature 

and examined in detail the operations of several government agencies that 

have been audited by the Auditor General. Nevertheless, recommendations 

s t i l l  require approval of the government majority on the committee and must 

stiIl be presented to the legislature. hplementation of any recommendations 

is still the prerogative of cabinet. 

Explanations for Committee Usage 

T h e  dependence of committees on the will of cabinet begs the question of why 

they meet at all, even if only occasionally as here in British Columbia. There 

seem to be several good reasons for cabinet to allow the committees to meet. 

In his overview of the history of the development of the committee system in 



the British House of Commons, Nizam Ahmed suggested that commïttees 

serve several beneficial hctions. 

Ahmed argues that the cornmittees provide opportunities for government and 

opposition backbenchers to do somethiag "meaningful." This gives 

"backbenchers a sense of participation in the parliamentary process; to create 

institutional means to involve them more Çequently and more constructively 

in the policy cycle." (Ahmed, 1998). A goal of the expansion of the British 

House of Commons cornmittee system in the late 1970s, noted by Ahmed, was 

the desire to "limit the influence of party politics and to dlow the members to 

look into issues and problems from an objective standpoint. In other mords, 

the goal is to lessen the inauence of adversarial politics, which was alleged to 

have reached its height and caused major harrns." 

Interestingly, Ahmed goes on to  Say that "an important strength of the 

reformed committee system is that it operates on a genuine all-party baçis. 

Issues that have strong partisan overtones are thus mostly avoided." (Ahmed, 

1998). One reason for this effort to avoid contentious issues appears to be a 

desire on the part of committee members to have their work recognized and 

ultimately implemented. "The more there are differences of opinion over the 

content of a report, the greater is the danger that departments may ignore its 

recommendations. Hence, emphasis is now given more on issues that are 

politically less divisive and less controversial." This indicates that the 

legislators are cognizant of the limitations of their power as a committee, but 



are unwilling to expend time and resources on work that w3.l not have at 

least some eventual purpose. 

Ahmed also suggests that cornmittees have a deterrent power over cabinet 

and the departments and ministries of government. By having the power to 

conduct an inquiry into specincs regarding the administration of govemment 

"the committees are as important for what they can do as much as for what 

they actually do." The implication is that cabinet ministers and public 

servants are more likely to exercise prudence and fairness in the 

administration of govemment is they know their decisions can be reviewed in 

the public axena of a cornmittee. 

These explanations address the interests of the legislators but don't tell us 

much about what pressure groups have to gain £rom participation in the 

committee process. One answer may be that parliamentary committee 

hearings are simply a safety valve mechanism or a means to vent public 

frustration over policy matters. Ahmed recognizes that the cornmittees are 

essentially advisory bodies. "They lack any formal authority to enforce their 

recommendations/decisions. Much of what they c m  actually do depends 

upon the ways other important actors in the political area, in particular, the 

govemment, and the chamber that appoint them, perceive their role." 

However, he adds "they have served as possibly the most important tool for 

generating more open government, helped the House to become a more 



informed policy influencer and provided a safety valve for organized 

interests." 

As will be illustrated in Chapter Four on group conflict theory, there are 

possible long-term negative consequences to utilization of safety valve 

institutions to divert con£lict. If tbis were true for parliamentary committees 

we codd  expect to see diminishing levels of public participation in committee 

hearings amongst those legislatures, such as London and Ottawa, that have 

employed an active cornmittee system for many years. If the cornmittees 

were simply a safety valve mechanism, groups wodd become increasingly 

hstxated by the futility of participation and start to seek other options to 

address their public policy concerns. 

However, participation amongst pressure groups appears to be high in these 

Legislatures. This codd reflect the more powerful role of committees in these 

jurisdictions, but also suggests the c o ~ t t e e s  are more than a safety valve. 

Perhaps a better explanation for why pressure groups are willing to expend 

often-Iimited organizational resources on committee participation rests in the 

concept of transformation, an outcome of the process not identified above. 

Prior to examining the theory of transformation thruugh conflict, a discussion 

of the role of pressure groups is needed. 



CHAPTER THREE PRESSURE GROUPSiPOL1CY SYSTEMS 

As noted in Chapter One, this study will focus on the interaction between 

pressure group leaders, the legislators who sit on parliamentary committees, 

and the public servants who deal with those committees. This chapter 

outlines theories regarding the role of pressure groups in the public policy 

process and suggests that there are aspects of pressure group theory that are 

consistent with group theories of contlict- Furthermore, it wil l  be shown that 

the nature of intergroup contact around cornmittee sponsored public policy 

debate provides opportunities for conflict and transformation as described by 

Folger and Bush in the next chapter. 

Why Pressure Groups? 

The purpose of focusing on the organizational entities of pressure groups 

rather than individuals or interest groups is threefold. First, pressure groups 

are reasonably permanent in the policy making process while interest groups 

and the concerns of individuals tend to be transitory or highly specfic. 

Second, pressure groups seek an active role in the governing process- They 

do not strive for governmental power, as do political parties, but they do 

attempt to influence decision-making witbin their particular field of interest 

over tinie- Third, groups by their nature embody an aggregation of interest 

that is useful to the functioning of govemment. Without these groups it 

would be much harder for modem governments to operate. 



Most scholars accept that pressure groups are partners w i t b  the 

govermnental system. In his review of group politics and public policy 

development, ka& Baumgartner writes that "groups are at the heart of the 

political process: they are central to the process of representation.. .they 

disseminab information fkom political elites to the mass public.. . they are 

active in every level of government in providing information, in speaking for 

affected constituencies and in debating the merits of proposed policy changes. 

(Baumgartner and Leech, 1998). 

The terms interest group and pressure group are often used interchangeably 

but for the purpose of this study some clarification is needed. For us, 

pressure groups are organizations whose members act together to influence 

public policy in order to promote their common interest. The term interest 

group refers to the "more general sense of a group sharing a conmon intere- 

st," while pressure group refers to those organizations that have "chosen to 

embark on political activity." (Kristianson, 1996)- The way in which pressure 

groups relate to government alsu differs from the role assumed by individuds 

and issue-oriented groups. People who interact with legislators for their own 

specific interests usually seek redress for an administrative wrong and issue 

oriented groups typically join together for a specinc and finite purpose, such 

as creation of a park or prevention of a precise policy initiative. Pressure 

groups, however, are here for the duration. They generauy have an interest 



in playing a role over the long-term and working constructively with 

government and legislators over a broad number of policy issues within their 

given field. The membership base, long-term focus and policy specialization 

of pressure groups is what dtimately provides these organizations with 

The Policy Community 

In discussing the functions of parliamentary committees in the Norwegian 

Parliament, Hilrnar Rommettvedt outlines the theory of Iron Triangles. 

(Rommetvedt, l998). According to Rommetvedt "textbook" triangle theory 

contends that interest groups, parliamentary committees and executive 

agencies are "tied symbiotically together controlling specific segments of 

public policy to the effective exclusion of other groups or government 

authorities." (Rommetvedt, 1998). Variation on this theme is the notion of 

the segmented state which involves a set of micro linkages amongst 

representatives of government and pressure groups who share a certain basic 

values and perceptions. 

Canadian political scientist Paul Pross describes the system of stakeholder 

government interaction as a 'boIicy community-" Pross writes: 

A policy comunity is that part of a political system that-by 
Wtue of its functional responsibilities, its vested interests, and 
its specialized knowledge- acquires a dominant voice in 
determining goveniment decisions in a specinc field of public 
activity, and is generally permitted by society at large and the 
public authorities in particular to determine public policy in that 



field. It is populated by government agencies, pressure groups, 
media people, and individuals, including academics, who have 
an interest in a particular policy field and attempt to influence 
it. ~ O S S ,  1986). 

Pross suggests that policy cornrndties usually consist of two segments: the 

sub-govemment and the attentive public. In effect, the sub-govemment is 

the policy-making body in the field. It processes most routine policy issues 

and is seldom successfully challenged by dissident members of the policy 

community. (Pross, 1986). The attentive public lacks the power of the sub- 

government but s a 1  plays a vital role i .  policy development. 

The main function of the attentive public is to keep the system dynamic by 

maintaining a perpetual policy-review process. It introduces into the policy 

comnunity an element of diversity inhîbited at the sub-government level by 

the need to  maintain consensus. (Pross, 1986). Accordïng to this explanation 

there will be constant conflict within a dynamic policy field as the attentive 

public seeks to take its place within the sub-government. 

Critics of such policy specialization, including Rornmetvedt, suggest that 

parliamenttary cornmittees can become vehicles to perpetuate the dominant 

ideology in a specifïc policy field. Despite the hostile view expressed by some 

towards this policy specialization, most other scholars have found that the 

evidence indicates that the specialkation inherent in parliamentary 

cornmittee functions results in more effective assemblies. (Norton, 1998). 

Campbell and Davidson note that committee members are not slavish 



adherents to  the specific policy area in which they operate. They write 'in 

practice committee members muçt balance apposing expectations of their 

parent chamber, their party and their constituents. lnstead of representing a 

single set of interests, committees have been found to attempt to balance 

their parochial interests with the interests of the chamber and their party 

caucuses." (Campbell and Davidson, 1998). 

Functions of Pressure Groups 

Clearly pressure groups perform many of the group maintainhg and 

enhancing functions postulated by Lewis Coser in his propositions regarding 

groups in social conflict. (See Chapter Four Group Conflict Theory) But just 

what specifically do pressure groups do as they carry out activities within the 

policy comm-rinity? 

In his critical examination of the infîuence of interest groups over the 

American legislative systern John Wright argues that interest groups achieve 

influence 'bot by applying electoral or financial pressure" but through the 

development of expertise about politics and policy. (Wright, 1996). While he 

is critical of the "soft money" contributions to political campaigns in the 

United States through political action committtees (PACs) Wright believes 

that groups wield power beyond their scope of public support due to their 

organizational, research and communications abilities. Wright asserts tha t  

interest groups use information selectively and strategically to advance their 

members interests. (Wright, 1996). 



Pross perceives a more benign role for pressure groups in the political system. 

He contends that pressure groups perform five general bc t ions  in the 

development of public poliey on behalf of their members and the system as a 

whole. These include, interest promotion, communication, legitimation, 

regdation, and administration. (Pross, 1986). Several O£ these b c t i o n s  are 

reflective of the empowerment aspects of transformation theory described by 

Folger and Bush as outlined in Chapter Four. 

Through their efforts to persuade govemment to implement policy favorable 

to their members, pressure groups create organizational structures and 

develop policy expertise and communications systems that are beneficial to  

both themselves and the governments they seek to influence. Pross notes 

that "as well as expanding the range of information available to government, 

group involvement in policy discussions can be used both to neutralize group 

objections to proposed legislation and to engage support for it. Govemment 

fhds  in the pressure group system a device for testing policy proposals and a 

means of securing support for them? (Pross,1986). In other words, pressure 

groups, as a result of their own empowerment, enable government to test 

policy options and CO-opt pressure groups into helping implement policy. 

Pross suggests that this syrnbiotic aspect of government pressure group 

interface must be acknowledged in order for public policy development to 

advance. "Once we under stand that governments encourage pressure group s 

because they provide policy-makers with essential information, we stop 



calling for the elimination of pressure groups because they compete with 

political parties and began asking how more representative institutions -- 

our legislatures, in particular- might play a larger role in the communications 

process. (Press, 1986). 

Critical to an understanding of the role of parliamentary committees and the 

interplay O£ pressure groups within the policy community is the concept of 

systems theory. Systems theorist Senge describes a system such as the policy 

community discussed above as a combination of elements that "hang 

togethe?' because they "continually affect each other over tirne and operate 

towards a common purpose." (Senge et al, 1994). If we accept that pressure 

groups are legitimate and important players in the operation of government, 

then parliamentary committees which are at the focal point of çpecific policy 

systems should serve as catalysts for transformation amongst individuals 

and groups within that specialized policy field. 



Figure 1. The Policy C o m u n i t y  



CHAPTER FOUR THEORIES OF CONFLICT 

What is ADR? 

Alternative Dispute Resolution (ADR) is a term used to describe a broad 

r a g e  of mechanisms employed to settle or resolve con£licts in a cost effective 

and non-violent m e r .  Frank Dukes notes that the term is used narrowly 

to refer to  a "select set of courtroom alternatives" such as arbitration and 

more broadly to "include a wide range of conflict processes-" (Dukes, 1996). 

These grocesses run dong a continuum depending on the degree of third 

party control over the outcorne O£ the dispute or con£lict. They range from the 

quasi-judicial arbitration through to the more participant con t rohg  

methods of mediation, facifitatiod conciliation, and to direct negotiation 

between disputants. (See Figure 2 Conflict Continuum). Within each of these 

there are several variations that are employed in a variety of c o ~ c t  

situations ranging fiom international conflicts to domestic disputes. 

Using CheryI Picard's conflict continuum as a reference we can Say that in 

the committee process the parties have Iess control over the process and 

outcomes than in negotiation and mediation. The process can be very formal, 

despite occasional efforts to affect a casud atmosphere, and clearly the 

committee process is based on legal norms. The process is not as  expensive 

as litigation, but can require the incurring of significant costs by 

organizations and individuals who may have to travel to the hearings or 

employ research and professional help to draft submissions. The fonun is 



quite public and while usually voluntary, committees do have the legal 

authority to compel witnesses to appear before thern. However, the process is 

not as definitive as arbitration or adjudication and does not usually involve 

the technical details associated with fact-fïnding forms of ADR. 

For the purposes O£ this study, facilitation as defïned by F'rank Dukes seerns 

appropriate to describe the unique role of parliamentary committee in 

managing public p o l e  conflicts. Dukes describes facilitation as "those 

activities, which are exploratory, educational or otherwise, directed at 

gathering information and developing understanding short of agreement. 

These serve a varie@ of functions: educating various interested parties 

andlor the general public, increasing public involvement, demonstrating an 

unfanilliar process, engaging different viewpoints, or raising consciousness 

about an issue." @ukes,1996). Dukes goes on to note that facilitation is often 

one part of a larger effort to reach and implement agreements. As was 

demonstrated previously, facilitation of policy debate is a role well suited to 

parliamentary comrnittees in the cabinet system of govemment. 

Groups in Conflict 

The subject of groups in conflict has been examined since people started 

living together in social communïties. When Moses asked the Pharaoh of 

Egypt 90  let m y  people go* he was articulating the religious interests of one 

social group against the econornic interests of another. However, it wasn't 

un61 the early twentieth cent- that scholars began shifting their focus 



away from how the institutions of government worked towards explaining 

why competing groups behaved in certain ways as they attempted to 

influence government decision- making. 

In his 1964 study, 'The F'unctions of Social Contlict'' sociologist Lewis Coser 

sought to outline the positive value of group conflict within society. It was 

his contention, based on the work of sociologist Georg Simmel, that cor-iflict 

amongst gmups in society is functional a s  weIl as dysfunctional. (Coser, 

1964). In other words conflict is a necessary part of commdty  life and not 

purely a negative aspect of group interaction. 

Coser defines social conflict broadly as "a struggle over values and daims t o  

scarce status, power and resources in which the aims O£ the opponents are ta 

neutralize, injure or eliminate their rivals." (Coser, 1964). While pressure 

groups may not always seek to elunuiate their rivals, although they may wish 

for that, they certainly do struggle over resources and power in a distributive 

context where government must make definitive decisions regarding 

allocation of public resources, or  regdatory and legislative change. 

Coser put forward sixteen propositions regarding the role of social conflict in 

strengthening and maintaining groups in society. Several of these assertions 

are directly relevant to the examination of pressure groups and the 

parliamentary committee system. For example, Coser suggests that social 

confiict helps bind groups together (Proposition 1), enables organizational 



cohesion (Proposition 9), and to  a large extent defines the structure of the 

groups involved In the conflict (Proposition 2). (Coser, 1964). Coser also states 

"conflict with other groups contributes to the establishment and reaffirmation 

of the identity of the group and maintains its boundaries against the 

surrounding social world." (Coser, 1964). 

Coser argues that confîict creates a need for enemies and promotes 

association and alliances with d e r  groups (Proposition 11 and 16). 

Another important contention advanced by Coser is the importance of 

'tenting hostility" toward other groups within the social system. He also 

suggests CbcTithout ways to vent hostility toward each other, and to express 

dissent, group members might feel completely crushed and might react by 

withdrawal." (Coser, 1964). 

Coser believed that in order to hold groups together safety valve mechanisms 

are established to allow for release of hostility. He suggests that social 

systems create safety valve institutions '%hich serve to drain off hostility and 

aggressive sentiment." (Coser, 1964). A danger with such institutions is the 

displacement of the focus of conflict onto substitutes rather than on the 

system itself. Failure to address the root causes of conflict prevents the 

system fkom adaptrng and ultimately creates the potential for revolutionary 

change. Even if revolutionaxy change is not a conseqyence, Fisher notes that 

"at ail levels of human interaction, poorly handled confïict between 

authorities and constituentç or between majorities and minorities can Zead to 



frustration and alienation on both sides-'' (Fisher, 1999). Therefore, in the 

context of this study one question that must be addressed is the possible 

safety valve nature of parliamentary cornmittees. Do the committees simply 

allow for the venting of hostiliw by pressure groups without allowing any 

real change in the policy development system? And if so, is there a long-term 

cost to the governmental system in displacing pressure group hstrations 

through the committee process? 

As noted in Chapter Three, individual pressure groups do not operate in 

isolation. They are one element in a complex system of interaction and 

conflict. Folger, Poole and Stutman contend, '<people in conflict perceive that 

they have incompatible goals or interests and that others are a source of 

interference in achieving their goals." (Folger et al., 1993). This view of 

con£lict is consistent with the pressure group theories that will be outlined in 

the next chapter and suggest a dynamic interplay between a variety of groups 

within the policy community centered on a standing parliamentary 

committee. 

Transfomative Conflict Theory 

Critics of the problem-solving or settlement-oriented approach of ADR 

suggest that the focus on achieving a mutually agreeable settlement often 

takes precedence over the human relations components of a conflict situation. 

Success is o h n  associated with an agreement regardless of the long-term 

implications for the disputants. Conflict management scholars, frustrated b y 



the relatively slmplistic goal of problem solving approaches to conflict 

management, have pioneered the concept of transformative conflict theory. 

Transformative c o d c t  resolution refers to Ua fundamental change in 

attitude and/or behavior of individuals and/or the relationship between two 

or more disputing parties." (Conflict Research Consortium, Transformative 

approaches to Conflict htti~://www.colorado.edu/conflict/transform/i. 

Transformative practice as described by Bush and Folger in their 1994 book, 

The Promise of Mediation, seeks to transforrn the disputing parties by 

empowering them to understand their own situation and needs, as well as 

encouraging them to recognize the situation and needs of their opponents. 

They note a conflict situation is "first and foremost a potential occasion for 

growth in two critical areas." (E'olger and Bush, 1994). These two aspects of 

growth are "strengthening of the self' and c'reachùig beyond the self to relate 

to others." Folger and Bush define these elements as  empowerrnent and 

recognition. 

Folger and Bush outline the fundamental distinction between problem 

solving conflict resolution and what they c a l l  the transformative orientation. 

They argue, % problern solving mediation success is achieved when an  

agreement is reached that solves the problem and satisfies al1 sides." (Folger 

and Bush, 1994)- In the context of public policy decision-making such an 

outcome is seldom a realistic goal. If it were we would not need government 

to make the tough decisions for the greater good of society. Perhaps more 



appropriate to the context of public policy debate is the view of 

transformation advocated by Folger and Bush whereby the parties "are 

changed for the better to some degree." (F'oIger and Bush, 1994). 

Although this seems a relatively modest goal, the transformation of 

individuds and groups through the parliamentary conmittee process would 

likely have long term benefits to the operation of govemment. Folger and 

Bush attempt to define the concepts of empowerment and recognition in ways 

that should be possible to measure. For the pwpose of this study some 

qualifications are necessary. Folger and Bush based their model around the 

process of mediatiun during which an independent third party attempts to 

assist the conflicting parties 'Po use conflict as opportunitties for moral 

growth." (Folger and Bush, 1994). This concept of mediation removes the 

expectation of settlement from the equation and is consistent with the 

facilitation dekition used by Dukes and adopted for this study. It also 

allows for the political reality of the puely advisory role of committees under 

the Westminster model. 

Another qualification pertains to this study's emphasis on pressure group 

interaction and the transformative focus on personal moral development. 

While groups are the primary focus of political conflict it is clear that groups 

seIect leaders to champion their causes and it is these leadership elites who 

usually interact with m e  another providing the individual opportunities for 

transformation. This begs the question, however, of how the transformed 



leaders communicate or convince their memberships of the advantage of their 

newfaund views regarding the group's opponents. Folger and Bush refer to 

this as "the scde  up problem" in which group leaders are transformed but 

must then face the challenge of communïcating the merits of transformation 

to the membership. 

Bush and Folger define empowerment as "the restoration to individuals of a 

sense of their own value and strength and their own capacity to handle life's 

problems." (Folger and Bush, 1994). Specifically they m e a .  a party is 

empowered with regard to their goals, options, skills, resources and decision- 

making. Paraphrasing Bush and Folger, these mean: 

Goals - A party is empowered when it reaches a "clearer realization.. . of 

what matters, and that what matters . . . is indeed important." Ln addition, 

the party 'kealizes more clearlf' what its goals and interests are, why it holds 

those goals, and "that these goals are important and desenring of 

consideration." 

Options - A p m  is empowered when it becomes aware of the range of 

options available to secure its goals in whole or part, and of its control over 

those options. The party 'kealizes that choices exist about what to do in the 

situation" and  that it %as some control over those choices." The party also 

realizes tha t  it can choose whether or not to stay in or leave the process, 



accept or reject legal or other advice, and accept or reject a possible solution. 

The party realizes that regardless of external constraints, there are always 

some choices open to it and the control over those choices is theirs alone. 

Skills - A paxty is empowered in the process when it increases or adds to its 

own skills in codict resolution, l e m s  how better to listen, commhcate, 

organize and analyze issues, present arguments, brainstorm and evaluate 

solutions, and so forth, and then strengthens those s u s  by using them 

practically in the process. 

Resources - A party is empowered in mediation when it gains new awareness 

of resources already in its possession, or readily available, t o  achieve its goals 

and objectives. The paxty realizes more cleârly than before that it holds 

something that is of value to the other party, it has an abilify to communicate 

or persuade effectively; its resources can be rearranged to make them reach 

farther; resources are sufficient to implement a solution not previously 

considered and it can add to its resources by tapping into an additional 

source of support not previously considered. 

Decision-making - A party is empowered in rnediation when it reflects, 

deliberates, and d e s  conscious decisions about what it wants to d e  

including decisions about what to do in the process itself, and decisions about 

whether and how t u  settle the matter or what other steps to take. The party 

assesses fully the strengths and weaknesses of its own arguments (and the 



other party's), and the advantages and disadvantages of possible soIutions 

and of non-settlement options, and makes decisions in light of these 

assessments. (Folger and Bush, 1994). 

Recognition 

By recognition, Bush and Folger mean considering the perspective, views, 

and experiences of other parties. They write that recognition "means the 

evocation in individuals of acknowledgment and empathy for the situation 

and problems of others." (F'olger and Bush, 1994). Specifically recognition 

during the codlict process can be described as when a party understands its 

ability and subsequent desire to give recognition to other parties, considers 

giving this recognition and does so in thoughts words and actions. Again 

paraphraskg Bush and Folger this concept c a n  be broken d m  into distinct 

aspects- 

Consideration of giving recognition - A party gives recognition when it 

experiences the realization that, beyond possessing the strength to deal with 

its own situation, the party "poçsesses the capacity to reflect about, consider, 

and acknowledge in some way the situation" of the other parties, not just as a 

strategy for helping itself %nt out of genuine appreciation of the other's 

human predicamentn The party realizes that it feels secure enough to stop 

thinking exchsively about its own situation and to h s  to some degree on 

what the other party is going through. 



Desire to give recognition - A party gives recognition when it realizes that, 

beyond possessing the capacity to consider and acknowledge the other's 

situation, it '%as the actual desire to do so." T t  realizes that it %ants to focus 

his attention on what the other is experiencing and to h d  some way of 

acknow1edging that experience." 

27tought - A party gîves recognition when it actually allows itself to see the 

other party, and its conduct, in a different and more favorable Eght than 

before. The party consciously engages in reinterpreting the past conduct and 

behavior of the other party and t i e s  to see it in a new and more sympathetic 

way. This inchdes consciously letting go of its own viewpoint and trying to 

see things fian the other party's perspective. 

Folger and Bush daim that it is at this point where the "penny drops" and 

the party understands that "he does not have to view the other so harshly 

and negatively as he had been doing and he consciously moves to a new and 

more sympathetic view." (Folger and Bush, 1994). This however, does not 

mean that the other's position is accepted. It simply means that the 

conflicfing party is willing to thuik beyond its own self-interest and accept 

that other groups may have legitimate perspectives- 

The last h o  elements of recognition outlined by Folger and Bush are more 

concrete than the previous three. These are recognition in words and actions. 



Words - A pariy gives recognition when it openly acknowledges a changed 

understanding O£ the other and decides to cornmunicate it to the other 

parties. This may also include some form of apology for previous actions 

based on the previous harsh interpretation of the other's behavior towards 

him. 

Actions - A party gives recognition when it decides in light of a changed 

understandhg of the others past conduct and situation to make some type of 

concrete accommodation in terms of how the disputed issues will be handled. 

And if the party is not in a position to make such an accommodation, genuine 

regret is expressed that th is  is the case. 

It is important to note that while such empowerment and recognition often 

lay the groundwork for a mutually acceptable settlement, such an outcome is 

not the primary goal. Transformative conflict theory seeks to build on 

changes that occur during the process of mediatiodfacilitation. 

Neither are all the various aspects of empowerment or recognition essential 

for transformation to take place. There may only be slight movement 

towards recognition of the other group but Folger and Bush contend such 

tentative movement is in itself indication of a successful process. They also 

acknowledge that recognition is based on empowerment. In other words as 

the party becomes more aware of its own goals and more skilled and secure in 



artidating them to others it is better position to look beyond its own 

concerns to those of its rivals. 

In addition, Folger and Bush appear to accept that their mode1 is a best-case 

scenario that would presumably lead to a desire by the parties for some sort 

of resolution to the conflict. However, they are careful to indicate that 

empowerment and recognition are things that must be fieely given and 

developed by the codlicting parties themselves through their wiUuig 

participation in the process. 

Limits to the Transfomative Approach 

The transformative approach is not a panacea. Scholars such as F'rank 

Dukes argue that the transformative approach can be "a vehicle for changing 

goveming practices and institutional culture of agencies, public officiais, 

citizenry, and corrimunities." (Dükes, 1993)- Dukes and others foresee a point 

where the role of government is diminished as parties work together to 

mitigate their problems. Kelman for example writes that %ublic spirited 

individual participation produces good public policy by deliberating - talking 

with each other, listening to  each others' arguments, and being v d h g  to 

leam and change their minds based on such dialogues ...( and where). . . the 

parties attempt to reach agreement among themselves, acceptable to most or 

all the participants about the issue in question ..." (Kelman, 1992). 



Dukes foresees an individualistic role for the resolution of public confllcts in 

the future. He recognizes that "much of public life is about c o f i c t  and its 

resolution." However he is unenthusiastic regarding the ability of 

government itself to suitably manage conflict through current institutions. 

He writes about the "crisis of govername" which is manifest in the 

disintegration of communïty, the public's alienation fiom institutions and 

practice of government and govellltnent's inability to solve public problems 

and resolve public conflict. (Dukes, 1996). Utilizing transformative practice, 

Dukes envisions an environment where the greater community is engaged in 

public dialogue, govenunent is responsive to the needs of the population and 

society enhances its ability to deal with problems outside the scope of 

government. (Dukes 1996). 

Costantino and Merchant echo this theme in the epilogue to their book on 

c o ~ c t  systems design. They advocate resolution of public poIicy connict 

based on an understanding and acknowledgment of the interests of rivals 

rather than just their rights under the law. They note the cuts in 

government personnel and services in recent years that have reduced 

government's ability to oversee public policy implementation. "As 

government is downsized, right-sized and rehvented, what is our role as 

citizens who are stakeholders in that system? We can advocate interest- 

based methods of dispute resolution that Save the government and thus the 

taxpayer t h e  and money - negotiated rule making and thus early neutral 



evaluation. We can promote participative public private partnerships that 

improve both the process and product of government." (Costantino and 

Merchant, 1996). 

While appealing, this may be too idealized for practice where goveraments 

must o&n make d i f f i d t  choices on behalf of society For example, in a 

speech to the leaders of the BC mining industry in March 2000 Walter 

Segsworth, C E 0  of Homestead Mining, noted some of his industry's 

experiences during the consensual land use planning processes employed by 

the provincial governiment during the 1990s. Segsworth claimed that the 

inclusion of numerous parties seeking intemener status, and the effort to 

reach consensus amongst these groups, resulted in ineffective decision- 

malring by the provincial land use agency- 

What went wrong was that the process has had few rules and has not 
adhered even to those few. Participation is open to anyone with the 
remotest uiterest and with nothing to lose.. .the Mllaister's pledge to 
make decisions in a timely manner and with as much certainty and 
clarity as possible is not in evidence. The resdt has been a dismal 
failure £rom a standpoint of our industry and for the economic weU 
being of the province. B.C.'s proportion of mining investment has 
languished far behind that of our competitors and that is attributable 
to the complete lack of certainty caused by the land use planning 
process." (Homestake Muiing Co., httm://www.bc-mining;- 
house.coLa/o~inions/o1istin~~ htm March 15,ZOOO). 

Such cornplaints regarding innovative and experimental ways t o  approach 

public policy issues suggest that there stiU is a need for definitive decision- 

makzng by goverament. Heidi and Guy Burgess address this issue in their 

mode1 O£ constructive confrontation. 



Constructive Confrontation 

According to the Burgess', in politics there are situations where participants 

must accept that no system of alterative dispute resolution will be able to 

handle certain belligerent situations. Their mode1 of constructive 

confrontation is a strategy, based on tramformative theory, for "approaching 

intractable con£licts that are not ripe for resolution." (Burgess, and Burgess, 

1996). They argue that some disputes %articularly public pulicy conflicts" 

cannot be viewed simply in the light of problem solving or resolution typical 

of most ADR models. 

Constructive co&ontation acknowledges that the stakes in public p o k y  

disputes are often extremely complex and involve a wide range of interests. 

The Burgess' argue 'Cparticularly dif5cu.t are public policy cod ic t s  involving 

unavoidable win-lose elements: irreconcilable differences (regarding 

abortions or gay rights, for example), high stakes distributional questions 

(over the federal budget or social program funding, for example), and 

domination conflicts (where people struggle for ever-higher positions in the 

social hierarchy.)" (Burgess and Burgess, 1996). They note that often these 

conflicts are difficult if not impossible to resolve. 

The purpose O£ constructive confrontation is to "abandon the search for 

resolution" which is the goal of other forms of ADR and "pursue 

empowerment and recognition" of the parties and their respective interests. 

Folger and Bush allude to this political reality as well, stating '5political 



theorists observe that in order for democratic institutions to be hedthy, 

individual citizens must develop the power to define and address their own 

needs." Polger and Bush, 1994). The results of the research descrîbed in the 

next chapter will test the idea that transformation can occur through the 

parliamentary cornmittee process, thereby enabling groups and individuals to 

strengthen themçelves and our democratic structures. 



Figure 2. The Conflict Resolution Continuum 
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CHAPTER FlVE RESEARCH 

So far this study has made the following assertions based on theories of social 

coriflict, pressure group behavior, and the history of parliamentary committee 

development . 

1) That group conflict is a functional as well as dyshctional aspect of social 

Me. 

2) That pressure groups are an  integral and legitimate component of political 

and public policy debate and development. 

3) That parliamentary cornmittees can have a positive effect on policy 

development and govemment oversight and provide participants with a 

sense of m e a n i n m a  participation in political life. 

Methodology 

Using Folger and Bush's criteria of empowerment and recognition outlined in 

the previous chapter, this chapter wil1 test these assertions using three 

primary sources of data. These M u d e  a series of interviews with those who 

have participated in the British Columbia committee process, a detailed 

review of the transcripts of committee hearings that have taken place in 

British Columbia d u k g  the 36th parliament elected in 1996, and a review of 

the reports and recommendations presented to the legislature by these 

conmittees. 



The interview research consisted of 12 interviews with individuals who have 

had firsthand experience with the BC parliamentary committee system. 

These included two current and one former member of the legislative 

assembly of British Columbia who have taken part in the committee process 

or were cabinet ministers that had appointed committees to review certain 

matters. There were four interviews with pressure group representatives 

who had participated in presenting or draking presentations to cornmittees. 

There were interviews with three public servants who appeared before the 

committees or were responsible for monitoring committee progress or 

drafting submissions to the committees. The Clerk of Committees of the BC 

legislature was also inbrviewed regarding his perceptions of the committee 

process and the possible role of transformation during the hearings. IFinally, 

a Washington D.C. lobbyist familiar with the American committee system, 

was interviewed regarding his experiences. 

Each of the interviewees had participated in one of the following c o d t t e e s ;  

the Select Standing Committees of Aboriginal Affairs, Agriculture and 

Fisheries, Forests, Energy, Mines and Petroleum Resources, the Special 

Committee on JnformatXon Privacy in the Private Sector, and the Public 

Accounts Committee. These committees were selected because they had been 

the most active and held several public hearings over an extended period of 

time. Each heard fkom a number of public servants and pressure groups and 

presented a final report to govemment. In addition, since these committees 



had been recently active, the recollections of participants were likely to be 

fairly good. 

The purpose of these interviews was to obtai .  descriptive accounts of 

personal experiences that could support or contest the idea of transformation 

through the process. The MLAs and public servants were asked generalized 

questions about their overall experience with the process, relationships with 

other participants, perceptions regarding their own goals and objectives as 

well as  the utifiw of the process itself. Pressure group representatives were 

asked more specific questions intended to ascertain information relevant to 

the key concepts of empowerment and recognition. (See Appendix B). 

Findings 

Overall the response of all participants to the parliamentary committee 

hearings was extrernely positive. The degree of public and pressure group 

enthusiasm for the work of committees is evident by a sampling of just a 

couple of recent committee reports that indicate hundreds of people spent the 

time to corne before the committees and express their views. For example, 

during sin weeks of hearings in 1998 the Special Committee to Review the 

Freedom of Information & Protection of Privacy Act received 136 written 

submissions and heard 116 oral submissions on a fairly technical and specinc 

mandate to review issues arising out of the provincial Fkeedom of 

Inforxnation and Protection of Privacy Act. As detailed in the com.mittee7s 

final report "of the 136 written submissions, 59 were received from individual 



citizens, 37 represented public bodies bound by the Act and 40 represented 

the views of interest groups. Of the 116 oral presentations, 40 were by 

individual citizens, 32 by public bodies working under the Act and 44 by 

interest groups." (Special Committee to Review the Freedom of Information & 

Protection of Privacy Act Third Session Thirty-sixth Parliament British 

Columbia Legislative Assembly J d y  15, 1999). 

Another example is the 1996-1997 hearings by Select StancEng Cornrnittee 

On Aboriginal Affairs over the Nisga'a land claùns treaty. This committee 

heard 560 oral presentations and an additional 232 written submissions. 

(Select Standing Committee On Aboriginal Affairs Towards. Reconciliation: 

Nisga'a Agreement-In-Principle And British Columbia Treaty Process" f i s t  

Report Second Session Thirty-sixth Parliament Legisiative Assembly of 

British Columbia July 1997). In its report, this committee also cornmented 

that it was c c s t ~ c k  by the high quality and thoughtfulness of  presentations. It 

was clear that in preparing their submissions, most witnesses spent a great 

deal of time considering these cornplex issues, and the results were 

impressive." (Select Standing Committee On Aboriginal M&s July 1997). 

Regardless of what seems like overwhelming public enthusiasm for the use of 

committees, there is an overriding perception even amongst t h e  committees 

themselves that "at present in British Columbia, legislative committees are 

appointed but not necessarily convened." (Select Standing Cammittees 

Legislative Session: 4th Session, 35th Parliament Report: SeEect Standing 



Cornmittee On Public Accounts, 1995). This may not in k c t  be the case. As 

the following table demonstrates, there have been over 282 committee 

hearings during the current parliament with a total of 21 reports being 

presented to the legislative assembly. Of these most c d d  be considered 

substantive consisting of several recommendations and at least five or more 

pages in length. O d y  a handful of these reports could be considered 

perfunctory and these tended to be reports regarding the hiring of legislative 

officers. 

It should be noted however, that just three cornmittees Aboriginal Affairs, 

Agriculture and Public Accounts accounted for 60% of the hearings held and 

the Public Accounts committee alone was responsible for a h o s t  hal£ of the 

total reports to the LegisIature. This suggests there is enthusiasm for the 

work of committees, particularly when they have the mandate and resources 

to undertake a substantial investigation of policy issues. It also seems that 

when a committee is given the opportunity it will generate significant output. 

From a reading of the transcripts of committee hearings it is evident that the 

MLAs are in agreement far more often than disagreement over matters of 

substance during the hearings. In its report on the Nisga'a Treaty the 

committee wrote, "our mandate was to listen.. . we came to see our role as 

receiving submissions and questioning witnesses but not debating points of 

fact with them." (Select Standing Cornmittee on Aboriginal Affairs, Jüiy 

1997). 
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Katherine Whittred made the following statement during hearings over the 

provincial Information and Privacy Act in June 1999. Y would agree with 
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issues." (Special Committee to Review The keedom of Information And 
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Protection of Privacy Act, June 17, 1999). Liberal MLA Bill Barïsoff echoed 

this cooperative tone during the Ministry of Agriculture hearings Y think, as 

my colleague (NDP MLA Bill Goodacre) was saying, there's got to be some 

kinds of solutions and solutions that work together.. .. we've got to h d  

something that works for both sides." (Select Standing Committee on 

Agriculture and Fisheries, February 3,2000). 

It is clear too that the M I A S  see their role as facilitating dialogue and 

identi£ying emerging thernes that emanate fiom the hearings process. The 

dialogue process employed by the cornmittees relies on techniques common to 

alternative dispute resolution such as elicitive questioning by committee 

mernbers of presenters. The following is a typical question put to a presenter 

by an MLA "Jîm, codd you elaborate a little bit more on what you were 

refemng to when you were referring to the home and the home site?" (Select 

Standing Conmittee on Agriculture and Fisheries, October 13,1999). Or 

Liberal MLA Jon van Dongen's requeçt to a presenter; "Could you comment 

at all on your experience, particularly across western Canada?" (Select 

Standing Committee on Agriculture and Fisheries, February 3,2000). The 

committee members often will encourage presenters to clarify their points. 

This comment fkom NDP MLA Hany LaIi dwring the hearings over the 

Nisga'a treaty is typical; "could I ask you to perhaps s u d z e  some of your 

points, then well have some questions h m  members of the committee. 



Thank you." (Select Standing Cornmittee On Aboriginal Af£airs, February 27, 

The following excerpt also provides insight into the manner in which 

experienced committee members seek information during the hearings. 

G. Farrell-Collins: Maybe I can just try and cl- what you just said. 
Correct me if I'm wrong. Are you saying that because of the drawdown 
of time that's been required by senior people at B.C. Ferries to manage 
the fast ferry issue, there's been insufficient manpower or time 
allocated -- or able to be allocated -- for implementing some of these 
recommendations? 1s that what you said? (Select Standing Committee 
on Public Accounts May 9, 2000). 

The transcripts also indîcate that as suggested by Ahmed, committee 

members prefer to deal with the non-contentious generalized policy issues. 

This is evident in the manner in which committee members from opposing 

parties routinely reinforce each other's points in a collaborative vein. A 

highly charged political issue that breaks beyond the scope of the committees' 

ability to handle will Iikely be rejected or ignored by the committee as an 

issue of government policy. As the fdlowing excerpt shows the committees 

often like to portray their work as nompartisan. 

Bill Barisoff: 1 think it's important to us, Steve, because politicians, as 
they may, look at urban: hundreds of votes; and farmer: few votes. 
They weigh it off, and they look for the election part of it. When we get 
the input to a non-partisan committee such as this select standing 
committee, then we can make recommendations to government that 
can actually protect the farming industry of British Columbia. (Select 
Standing Committee on Agriculture and Fisheries, October 14, 1999). 



The non-partisan atmosphere even extends to contentious political issues 

raised during the hearings thernselves. This is exemplified in the excerpt 

below when during public hearings over the Nisga'a land cl& treaty, 

MLAs heard a very controversial presentation but choose not to engage the 

presenter. 

From time to time we've received brie& of a similar nature to this in 
other Iocales. There have been people who have been quite offended by 
this type of brief, and have asked why we, the committee members, 
havenlt defended or cballenged or something. For the record and for 
Hansard, I'd like to Say that it is not our job to try to defend or to 
challenge these sort of briefs, even though persondly I would disagree 
with a great deal of this, ubviously. But itls ours usually just to dari@ 
questions and so on, and 1 have no clarifying questions. Thank you. 
(Select Standing Cornmittee on Aboriginal Affairs, November 27, 
1996). 

While ML& profess to place a high value on the work they are doing through 

the committees, this regard is aot  always shared by members of Cabinet who 

seem to pay little attention to the conmittees unless the committee work is 

directly relevant to the minister's own area of reçponsibility. Even then, the 

esteem in which the executive holds the committees is surprisingly low. One 

former cabinet minister indicated that she did not even know if any 

conunittees had held hearings during her tenure in several rninisterial 

portfolios. C'N~fiody really took them seriously." (Persona1 Communication, 

June 30,2000). 

All participants seem to revere the transparency of the process. With the 

exception of in camera meetings over the hiring of legislative officers, such as 



the Conflict of lhterest Commissioner, the cornmittees guard the public's 

Dght to know what is going on during the hearing process. The following 

excerpt is in response to the BC Auditor General's request for a private 

briefing. 

I can't understand why there would be any suggestion for private 
meetings. 1 feel that any discussions we do have should be in keeping 
with meeting as a conunittee, so 1 just have a coacern as to why there 
would be a request made by the auditor general to meet with us 
privately and not as a group. (Select Standing Committee on Forests, 
Energy, Mines And Petroleum Resources, November 18,1998). 

The MI;As are well aware of the oversight capacity of the committee, what 

Ahmed ca ls  their deterrent power. For example, NDP MLA Rick Kasper 

admonished representatives of Forest Renewal BC, a provincial crown 

corporation, for an unsatisfactory presentation to the committee. 

Based on what I've heard this morning. . . . 1 guess it causes me 
concern, and it should actually cause Forest Renewal concern, because 
(Auditor General George) Morfitt and his office are going to have a 
field day.. . because I'm rea.lly not impressed.. .I just Say this as a 
warning: if you think we're critical or that we have some serious 
questions or concerns, wait until George Morfïtt and his gang get in 
there. (Select Standing Committee on Forests, Energy, Mines And 
Petroleum Resources, November 18, 1998). 

Cornmittee members are also willing to use, or threaten to use, their power to  

compel witnesses as one MLA demonstrated during the same hearings into 

Forest Renewal BC. 

Certainly one of the requests that 1 made to the witnesses at the last 
committee meeting -- and I believe that all members of the committee 
wholeheartedly concurred in this -- was to have MF. Beard and M..  
Wouters appear as witnesses before the committee as well, given that 



they are the directors, CEOs, whatever, of some important 
corporations from our perspective. (Select Standing Committee on 
Forests, Energy, Mines And Petroleum Resources, November 18, 
1998). 

Cornmittee members, particularly opposition members, are quite w i l h g  to 

press the public service on matters of policy as the following exchange 

between Liberal MLA Gary Farrell-Collins and a senior Finance Ministry 

official demonstrates. 

G. Farrell-Collins: 1 think Rick is right -- that is something that's been 
up for deliberation before. What we're doing here is supposed to be an 
update. I'm wondering what's happened in the last year -- doesn't 
sound like anything to me. It sounds like there have been some 
discussions but really nothing has been accomplished. C m  you 
convince me otherwise? 

L. de Wet: The direct answer to that is that we have not developed the 
regime, if that's what you're saying is the accomplishment that is being 
sought. W e  have some ideas of what is being done in other 
jurisdictions; what options are available. But there are significant 
policy implications and economic implications with each of these other 
options. At this stage we're still pursuing our research on some of these 
implications. 

So no, we have not accomplished the objective of designing the regime. 
But we are working hard towards achieving that. 

G. Farrell-Collins: How many meetings have you had with the industry 
in the last year? 

L. de Wet: Several. 1 cantt. . . . 

G. Farrell-Collins: Twenty or three or. . . ? 

L. de Wet: No. 

G. Farrell-Collins: Ballpark. 

L. de Wet: Probably fewer than ten. 

G. Farrell- Collins: Signiflcantly fewer than ten? 

L. de Wet: No. Some in person; some by telephone. 



G. Farrell-Collins: Do you have any  idea how many more years it will 
take? 

L. de Wet: Certainly we hope it won't take more years. What we would 
like to do is develop some policy options, and produce them for the 
government's consideration. Then, once we have some options an whicb 
we can consdt  on, we can proceed further. (Select Standing 
Conmittee on Public Accountç, May 16,2000). 

While the cornmittee members attempt to cooperate during the hearings as 

much as possible, there have been some notable moments of recognition of an 

opponent MLA's political view. 

I'd hate to see our wîtnesses be bystanders as a debate breaks out here. 
They had their share of that yesterday and probably don't particularly 
welcome it again today. But 1 think what Mr. Janssen says is  an 
important point, and 1 sense that he is advancing a different view of 
the future of forestry in British Columbia than the one that 1 have in 
rny own way attempted to articulate here. (Select Standing Committee 
on Forests, Energy, Mines And Petrolewn Resources, Febmary 11, 
2000) 

In terms of empowerment the cornmittees themselves often dealt with the 

issue of working on their own goals before heading out into the public for 

comment. It is common for committees to spend the early stages of the 

hearings process in discussion regarding their own roles goals and resource 

allocation. The followuig is a familiar point during the early stages of a 

committee's work. 

1 guess 1 would like to echo that caution. 1 think that perhaps at some 
future time we may want to sort of catapult this committee's work to 
front pages. But I'm concerned that we're not quite ready to do that as 
a committee, because we don't have a lot of focus ourselves yet. If we 
do it too early, then we won't be able to utilize that opportunity wisely. 



(Select Standing Committee on Agriculture and Fisheries, April27, 
1999) - 

This does not mean the committee members feel constrained in their work. 

They do l e m  to examine the options tha t  lie before them as a committee and 

understand their ability to control outcornes within the constraints of the 

overall legislative fkamework. Below is one committee chair's ùnterpretation 

of the freedom of his cornmittee to innovate. 

Our mandate is pretty open. We're taking input from the public on just 
about everything that they want to talk about. We have our goals, as 
outlined in the White Paper there, that we're using as a guide for 
people. But we may make recommendations on all kinds of things 
when we get through with this process, depending on what we hear. 
(Select Standing Committee on Agriculture and Fisheries, October 13, 
1999). 

During interviews many participants noted that work of the committees 

tended to be as good as the quality of input and attention paid to  them by 

both M k  and pressure groups. In instances where the committee appeared 

to be "going through the motionsyy there was hs t ra t ions  expressed by MIAS 

who sat on these committees and the public servants who had to deal with 

A govemment officia3 who had the opportuniw to participate in both the 

Public Accounts Cornmittee and the Forest, Energy and Petroleum Resources 

Committee was able to  contrast her experiences between the two. She f o d  

that commîttees with "a good foundation got off to a better startn (Personal 

Communication, Senior Policy Analyst Forest Renewal BC). Committees 



that met infrequently as did the Forest, Energy and Petroleum Resources 

Cornmittee tended to Yack focus and rehash old issues." This is evident in 

review of the transcripts of committee proceeding during which considerable 

time often elapsed between meetings of the committee and signincant effort 

was expelled by the committee and public service members in getting the 

committee "back up to speed." Another problem associated with the lack of a 

disciplined approach by the committee was the tendency of some committees 

to spend time focusing on reviewing the past work of government agencies 

rather than discussing cwrrent planning issues. In other words, the 

cornmittee's work often was redundant before it even began holding hearings. 

Most pressure groups viewed the committee process as an adjunct to their 

existing lobbying activities with govemment. They indicated that the 

hearings served as a "spotlight" or Yaxge focus group" for a broad range of 

policy issues. They dso  clearly distiaguished the work of committees fkom 

the more specific and political policy development role of the government 

ministries and their political masters in cabinet. 

The pressure groups understand and accept the limitations placed on the 

time and resources of government departments. In many ways these 

restrictions are similar to the demands on resources faced by most pressure 

groups that took part in the committee hearings. Nevertheless, these groups 

still perceive a need and value for the broad policy perspective offered by the 

cornmittee hearings. 



The pressure groups also see merit in the chance to educate and inform the 

legislators and others through the process. However, a criticism raised by 

many pressure group participants was the often-superficial level of 

investigation by the committee into complex issues. Some MLAs shared this 

concern along with a reticence about relying on government staff for briefing 

material. It was suggested by many participants that the committees would 

benefit fkom more resources such as expert staff that could provide the 

committees with an independent policy briefing at the start of the process. 

MLAs and public servants indicated that while the major pressure groups 

tended to have a powerful voice at  the hearings, both pressure groups and 

individual members of the public could have "a signincant impact with a 

strong presentation." 

Most pressure groups monitored hearings to determîne the views of MLAs 

and other organizations. Consistent with transbmative theory, this o h  

helped identify new issues or new positions. When this occurred, however, 

the pressure groups often chose to ded with the new information through 

direct contact with the group or individual that raised the matter rather than 

through the forum of the committee itself. 

Similarly, many participants felt they had a chance to build new 

relationships or strengthen existing ties with other groups during their day of 

hearings. This was not always the case between the pressure groups and the 



MIAS, as the formality of the hearings appeared to limit such interaction. 

However, several participants noted that the comments and line of question 

put forward by the MLks during the hearings helped to dari& 'khere they 

were coming fkorn." 

There was usually little advance work done by most groups such as prior 

circulation of a submission to the cornmittee or staff. Although some of the 

larger establîshed pressure groups did provide copies of their presentations to 

the appropriate ministry "as a courtesy." Interestingly, the public servants 

reported that many of the pressure group presentations in the public forum of 

the committees 'brrere toned down* for the public forum in order to be more 

general and more constructive and to appear less self-serving. 

When asked about their expectations about the cornmittee's work every 

participant interviewed rejected the notion that parliamentary committees 

are powerless under the Westminster model. One pressure group leader with 

considerable lobbying experience stated, "they have the power to  propose." 

(F'ersonal Communication, General Manager, BC Fruit Growers Association). 

Another individual with considerable experience at the federal and provincial 

ievels commented that the "shaping of public is complex and the committees 

have a role to play" despite the absence of power to enforce their 

recommendations. (Personal Communication, Policy Director, BC Civil 

Liberties Association). In addition, both the transcripts and interview results 



also suggest the pressure groups understand the limits of eommittee power 

but still perceive value in the process. 

We recognize that YOU, by yourselves, do not control the milk 
regulations in Canada, but representatives fiom govemment sit on the 
Canadian Milk Supply Management Committee and can have 
innuence in that body. We strongly advocate that you advocate on our 
behalf for simplification of regulations nationwide. (Select Standing 
Cornmittee on Agriculture and Fisheries, June 29, 1999.) 

Pressure group participants repeatedly indicated that they felt they had  a 

responsibility to make a presentation to the committee. The BC Civil 

Liberties Association for example believed that its credibility would be 

affected if it did not take part in the provincial hearings over the Freedom of 

Information and Privacy Act and that "our members would expect us to have 

a voice." It was also felt that 'ke would not have missed a chance to get our 

message out? (Personal Communication, BC Civil Liberties Association). 

Transfomative Aspects of the Findings 

Although Bush and Folger address transformation in the context of the ADR 

practice of mediation, they foresee application beyond the scope of just 

specific individual or inter-group conflicts. Relying on what they cal1 the 

"relational worldview" Bush and Folger assert there is a role for societal 

institutions in aiding transformation amongs t groups and individuals. LI the 

relational worldview trans£ormation is the driving aspect of all societal 

interaction and "society is seen as a medium in which human beings can 

relate to one anothef' in order to positively strengthen themsehes and 



relationships with others- (Bush and Folgeq 1994). Bush and Folger argue 

that societal institutions must do more than be facilitative and protectve, 

they also play a "supportive and educational role.. .their function is not 

- - simply mmmdist  and limitative.. . but positive and constructive." (Folger 

and Bush, 1994). 

The evidence £rom this review of British Columbia's parliamentary 

committee system suggests that there are indeed some aspects of 

transformation at play during the committee hearings. Where the cabinet 

Zevel of government is consumed by the political and problem-solving 

challenges of the daily running of government, the committees are £ree to 

adopt and promote a longer term and more constructive approach to matters 

of public policy by fostering transformation amongst participants. As we 

have seen, the committees offer a less partisan opportunity to recognize the 

functional contributions of group conflict. They can facilitate public policy 

debate and development by giving pressure groups a forum within which to 

articulate their concerns while also helping them to understand and 

appreciate the positions taken by competing bodies. 

Options for Future Research 

This study has attempted to ascertain the potential tramformative role of 

parliamentary committees in group conflict. Through a description of the 



nature of committee operations and the systemic interaction of pressure 

groups and other policy actors within the policy community it has been shown 

that transformation is possible through the venue of the public committee 

hearings. However, a more detailed and quantative analysis is requîred to 

provided insight into the scope and strength O£ transformation among 

participants in the process. This may best be accomplished by a .  empirical 

survey of participants across several jurisdictions, such as the Canadian 

provinces, using the Westminster model. This would provide a sample size 

valid enough to provide reliable data that may verify the findings of this 

study. 



CHAPTER SIX CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Pressure groups which wish to have an enduring and positive influence in 

public policy development would be well served to adopt a transformative 

approach to their interface with parliamentary committees. 

Recommendations 

One of the challenges of managing public policy issues is the notion of joint 

decision-making in the context of our cabinet govemment's ability to 

unilaterally exercise power. Clearly govemments can, and do, impose their 

will on a regular basis. However, if the goal of public policy development is to 

draft and implement effective and sustainable policy then govemments must 

accept that recognizing all stakeholders as  legitirnate participants in the 

governing process will ultimately lead to better policy-making. 

As this research paper has demonstrated, pressure groups, elected members 

of the legislative assembly, public servants and individual members of the 

general public see parliamentary committees as an  effective means to 

enhance participation in the debate over public policy. The committees also 

provide a valuable forum to channel broad policy debate and to strengthen or 

build new relationships w i t b  the policy community. The Mlowing 

recommendations are designed to ensure that Hill and Knowlton can properly 

prepare their pressure group clients to d m i z e  the opportunity presented 

by the hearings process. 



Hill and Knowlton should brief its clients on the nature of the 

committee process and the transformative role of parliamentary 

cornmittees in policy dialogue. 

Hi11 and Knowlton should encourage its clients to use cornmitee 

h e a ~ g s  as a platform for spotlighting their interests and building 

relationships with others in the policy community. 

Hill and Knowlton should ensure that the client's public policy goals 

are clearly determined prior to entering the public stage of the 

committee process. 

Hill and Rnowlton should work with their clients to i d e n e  the policy 

community that can be expected to have an interest in the cornmittee's 

subject area. 

Hill and Knowlton should work with its clients to determine the 

curent political sensitivity of the issues they wish to address in order 

to ensure that they are appropriate to bring before a parliamentary 

committee. 

When possible, pressure groups and Hill and Knowlton should work 

with govemment to help set appropriate committee terms of reference 

that meet the interest of their clients and f i e s  within the policy 

community. 



Hi11 and Knowlton should help clients to mobilize and coordinate with 

allies during the cornmittee hearings process in order to reduce 

duplication and focus policy discussion at an advanced level and to 

show MLAs the strength of particular views and alternatives. 

Hill and Knowlton should attempt to ensure that the timing of 

presentations is calculated to ensure maxEmize effect. If presentations 

are make after other major or competing groups have made their 

submissions to the committee the client wrll be able to respond to any 

challenges or misconceptions that may have arisen during the public 

hearing process. 

Hill and Knowlton should ensure that their pressure group clients 

closely monitor committee hearings to detect new themes or speci£ic 

issues raised with the committee. This will allow the clients to quickly 

challenge erroneous information and to determine the content of their 

own submission to the committee. 

Hill and Knowlton should evaluate the resources O£ the client and 

where appropriate make them available to committees in order to 

supplement the limited and sometimes biased expert advice provided 

by ministry and government agencies. 

HiIl and Knowlton should help its clients to focus their presentations 

on substantial facts within their own area of recognized policy 



expertise in an effort to take the committee deeper into complex policy 

issues- 

I-EIU and Hnowlton should ensure that copies of their clients 

presentations are readily available to al1 committee members, 

cornmittee staff, appropriate ministry personnel, members, the media, 

and other interested parties. 

Hill and Knowlton should ascertain on a case-by-case basis the value O 

making the presentation a "media event" in order to further highlight 

the pressure group's message. 

Hill and Knowlton should ensure that the client integrate activities 

related to the parliamentary committee with any existing goveniment 

relations prclgrams of the organization. 

Hill and KnowIton should ensure that its clients read and provide a 

written response to a cornmittee's final report. 
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Appendix A 

Standing Cornmittees of the BC Legislature 36m Parliament. 

Aboriginal Mairs 

Justice, Constitutional Affairs and Intergovernmental Relations 

Education, Culture and Mdticulturalism 

Economic Development, Science, Labour, Training and Technology 

Environment and Tourism 

Finance and Government Services 

Health and Social Services 

Agriculture and Fisheries 

Forests, Energy, Mïnes and Petroleum Resources 

Transportation, Municipal Affairs and Housing 

Women's Equality 

Public Accounts 

Parliamentary Reform, Ethical Conduct, Standing Orders and Private 
Bills 

Crown Corporations 

Legislative ICnitiatives 



Appendix B Interview Questions 

Questions asked during i n t e ~ e w s  with pressure group representatives 

1. Why did your organization d e  a presentation to the parliamentary 
committee? 

2. What were your expectations regarding the outcornes of the process? 

3. What intemal discussions took place regarding drafting the 
presentation? 

4. What resources were employed by your organization in preparing and 
making the submission? 

5. How closely did you organization monitor the public hearings? 

6. Did you leam about new positions or information £rom other 
presentations? 

7. Did you develop or enhance relationships with other groups or 
individuals as a result of the committee process 

8. Did you read or respond to the committee's report@)? 

9. Do you believe that the committee recognized the views of your 
organization? 

10.Did you circulate your presentation to your members and other 
organizations? 

11. Was it worthwhile making the presentation? 



Appendix C Interview Subjects 

Public Servants 

Alison Nicholson, Senior Policy Analyst Forests Renewal BC 
Grant Thompson, Acting Director Food Industry Branch, Ministry of 
Agriculture and Fisheries 

Chns Norman, Information Science and Technology Office 

Elected Members 

Katherine Whïttered, BC Liberal MLA North Vancouver 

Rick Kasper, NDP MLA Malahat Juan de Fuca 

Elizabeth Cull, Former BC Finance Minister 

Pressure Groups Representatives 

Murray Mollard, Director of Policy, B C Civil Liberties Association 

Glen Lucas, General Manager, BC Fnut Growers Association 

Darrell Evans, President, BC Freedom of Information Association 

Andrew Wynn-Wliams, Director of Poiicy and Communications BC 
Chamber of Commerce 

Others 

Craig James, Clerk of Cornmittees of the BC Legislature 

Scott Shotwell, US Lobbyist 




