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Abstract 

One response to the increasing densification of the global commons and the 

environmental stresses attendant with this densification is the protected area, perhaps best 

represented in the Canadian context by the national park. Studies of the many issues 

concerning protected areas are relatively numerous, but there are few which adopt either 

a cultural theoretical or political economy approach. Even fewer examine accounting, 

auditing, and accountability in this context. This gap in the literature is in need of 

addressing if there is to be a filler understanding of the protected areas phenomenon and 

the human dimensions associated with these spatial and temporal organizations and 

conceptualizations. 

Adopting the work of French sociologist and anthropologist Pierre Bourdieu and 

others, this study focuses on accounting, auditing, and accountability in Canada's 

national parks system. Specifically, it uses Bourdieu's insights in the areas of social 

relations and language to reconceptualize the manner in which the accounts provided by 

protected areas "stewards, users, and evaluators" are understood. In the context of 

Canada's national parks, these stewards, users, and evaluators and their respective 

accounts include (1) Parks Canada and its annual, corporate, and state of the parks 

reports, (2) the Banff-Bow Valley Study and its roundfable dialogue, and (3)  the Auditor 

General of Canada and its mtionalparkr audits. 

iii 



Supplemented with primary and secondary interview data, this study's 

examination of these accounts illuminates the production, dissemination, and 

consumption of national parks discourses of conduct, and how those discourses play a 

role in the maintenance of existing practices and relations in both Canada and Canada' s 

national parks. The study also illuminates the "contest" that is going on in Canada's 

national parks, and how that contest is not one between "protection7' and "use7', as the 

common sense would suggest, but rather between a dominant (white, first-world, and 

corporatist) group of social actors and a dominated or marginalized group of social actors 

(the poor and indigenous peoples). The study W h e r  links these discourses to the two 

projects of ecological modernization and economic globalization and their dialectically- 

related material and symbolic, and production and consumption-oriented, manifestations. 

Numerous theoretical and practical implications of the use of this study's specific 

'power-based" framework are provided as are a number of theoretical, empirical and 

contextual limitations. Finally, as a means of providing a foundation for both &re 

inquiry and popular understanding, the study offers a number of directions for future 

research and an easily understood and "digestible" summary, the latter being offered in 

the form of a "fairy tale7'. 
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1. Chapter One: Introduction 

. ..it's refreshing to see Parks Canada starting to talk about partnerships with 
business. For too long it ignored local business and catered to campers and 
hikers. (Banff business owner) 

1.1 Intuitions 

My first visit to BanffNational Park took place some time in the mid-1960s. 

Even now I remember how quiet the town of Banff was and how rustic it looked. Small 

log buildings and gabled houses hid among tall conifers on quiet, shady streets. There 

seemed to be more offices than there were shops and finding a place to eat was difficult, 

for there were few restaurants and those that existed were too expensive for my family's 

budget. We liked the laid-back nature of the town-apparently just as did the hippies 

hanging out on the front lawn of the museum-and enjoyed coming in to it for camping 

supplies and gas for the car, though the later was, according to my Dad "way over- 

priced". But we really came to Banff for the park itself, the solitude it offered, its piney 

scents, and the sounds of the birds and the wind whistling through the trees, sounds pre- 

empted only by the crackle of spruce resin in the fire pit and the occasional report of a 

woodchopper's axe. 

Banffis quite a different place now. It's bigger and busier. Many of the little 

houses are gone, replaced by grand log and stone hotels and impressive and ostentatious 

houses. Shiny new malls and boutiques abound and everyone seems to be a little more 

fashionable, especially the many tourists seen wandering around. Progress I try to tell 

myself Dollars for Alberta's economy I say. But somehow I can't convince myself that 

what is happening there is really so good. In fact, I have quite the opposite feeling. I 

think that something is actually going quite wrong. While immediately I ask myself if 

I'm just xenophobic-like those one hears in Banffcommenting about "the Japanese 



tourists"4r simply just jealous-because I can't afford Boss or Polo or Gucci-but the 

answer to these questions is always no. No, for me there's just something wrong with the 

way Banff has been commodified, packaged and sold, whilst its residents, human and 

non-human, have had their communities and "sense of place" undermined and 

subordinated to "economic growth and prosperity", a purpose whose followers so often 

appear to me to be ruthless, myopic and discriminatory. 

1.2 Problems 

That this undermining of the non-human community has occurred is evident in a 

series of reports and studies that have recently been released. There is the report of the 

I l-member Panel on the Ecological Integrity of Canada's National Parks, who recently 

said that Canada's: 

. . .national parks are under threat, fkom stresses originating both inside and 
outside the parks. Unless action is taken now, deterioration across the whole 
system will continue. (Parks Canada Agency 2000% p. v) 

There is also the report of the BanfSBow Valley Task Force, who suggest in respect of 

BanfYNational Park, Canada's oldest and one of its biggest parks, that: 

. . .there is not one m e r  of P a d Y  Paru that has not felt the effects of human 
use.. . [and the current] growth in visitor numbers and development threatens the 
mountain environment. If allowed to continue, it will cause serious and 
irreversible harm.. . (Banff-Bow Valley Study 1996, p. 4) 

And there is Canada's Auditor General, who notes that: 

... the ecological integrity of 30 national parks is impaired; and in 13 national 
parks this trend has increased over recent years. In addition, 22 parks have been 
identified as having severe or major environmental impacts fiom external sources. 
(Auditor General of Canada, 1998, 8 28.343) 

Indeed, these reports suggest that the problems in Canada's national parks are many. 

Ranging from the ecosystemic to the aesthetic, fiom the political to the social, and 

attributable to everything from the tourism and transportation activities going on inside of 



parks to the many activities going on outside of them, these problems and causes are 

worth looking at in a little more detail. 

1.2.1 Ecological and Biophysical Issues 

The general internal and external threats to parks have been categorized by the 

Panel on the Ecological Integrity of Canada's National Parks as stemming fiom habitat 

loss, habitat fiagmentation, losses of large carnivores, air pollution, pesticides, exotic 

species, and over-use (Parks Canada Agency 2000a, pp. 6-7). This panel points to 

specific examples of the effects of these threats: in eastern Canada there is the loss of 

Carolinian forests to farmland or towns; further west it is evident that native tall-grass 

and mixed-grass communities have all but disappeared; throughout and at each end of the 

country coastal marshes have been drained or filled; and the boreal forest, the core of 

Canada's northern landscape, has been reduced by two-thirds (ibid.). Such habitat loss 

has repercussions for both the parks themselves and for the spaces needed to complete 

Canada's underrepresented national parks system. 

Inside parks, numerous species-salamanders, flying squirrels, grizzly bears and 

m o r e a r e  under stress due to the fiagrnentation of habitat. For instance, &om Ontario 

eastward wolves are gone fiom all national parks except Pukaskwa and La Mauricie 

(Parks Canada Agency 2000% p. 6). Perhaps more noteworthy in this respect are the 

problems occurring in Banff. There the montane forest region in the Bow river valley has 

been broken up by a townsite, a major highway, and a national rail line. This region, 

which is located almost exclusively around the townsite of Banff, is critical feeding 

habitat for elk, deer, bighorn sheep, and some moose (Dearden & Mitchell 1998, p. 4 10). 

However, it is concerning the region's coyotes, wolves, bears, and c,ougars that the main 

problem arises, for it is these species that depend on unimpeded movement for adequate 

food and reproductive viability (Corbett 1994). 



Habitat fkagmentation in Banff Park extends beyond the montane region, 

however, because of the fences constructed along the Trans-Canada highway. Those 

fences were erected to reduce wildlife mortality, but they now act as major physical 

barriers to movement. The response to this new problem has been to put overpasses in 

place for wildlife, but these are proving to have only have a limited effect, since they are 

small, making them both difficult to locate, and, for certain large mammals such as 

wolves and cougars, making them seem unsafe. Constructing larger or more numerous 

structures, or burying or moving the highway, seems like a logical solution, but this 

would involve significant cost. This problem has yet to apply to the rail line, which is 

unfenced, and which has only the problem of wildlife mortality (roughly 35 large animals 

are killed each year on the tracks) (Dearden & Mitchell 1998, p. 412). 

There are other problems, such as acid rain, which is affecting brook trout in 

Kejimkujik National Park and which is believed to be having hamhi  effects in Georgian 

Bay Islands and La Mauricie national parks. Toxaphene, an endocrine disrupting 

pesticide, has also been found in zooplankton and trout in BanffPark; mercury is 

reducing the nesting and hatching success of loons in Kejimkujik; and DDT is being 

blamed for reduced fiog populations and species loss in several parks along the northern 

edge of Lake Erie. Exotic species are also causing problems. Garlic mustard is invading 

the Carolinian forests of Point Pelee, native rough fescue is being edged out by non- 

native vegetation in Riding Mountain, and moose and hares are altering habitat and 

vegetation regimes in Gros Morne. 

And there are problems related to development, which has been proceeding apace, 

particularly in Banff. There one finds three ski resorts, forty hotels, a 27-hole golf 

course, large convention facilities with hundreds of rooms, and three-story shopping 

malls (Corbett 1994). These developments are argued to be only responses to the 

growing need. Indeed the need is growing: Canada's national parks currently receive 14 



million visitors per year, a figure that is expected to double in only 15 years. And so it is 

that shopping space in Banff, a park which receives a third of these visitors, almost 

doubled between 1986 and 1994, with the result that there is now three times more 

shopping space per person in Banffthan there is in Toronto (Dearden & Mitchell 1998, p. 

410). And so it is that more than $500 million in development permits have been issued 

in the park since 1980 (Corbett 1994). And so it is that development in Banff has been 

greater than the combined development in Yellowstoney Grand Canyon, Yosemite, and 

the Great Smoky Mountain national parks in the US, making Banff "the most developed 

national park in North Americayy (Dearden & Mitchell (1998, p. 410). And the pressure 

continues, as just outside there is the rapidly growing town of Canmore, a center which 

now has around 9,000 people, but which is expected to grow to around 20,000 by the 

year 20 10 (Urquhart 1998). There is as well the rapidly growing city of Calgary nearby, 

a city that contains nearly 900,000 people. 

These external pressures are becoming more significant. For example, forestry 

clear-cuts bound some parks (e.g., Yoho Park Pacific Rim), farms others (e-g., Riding 

Mountain, Pt. Pelee), and mines (possibly) yet others (the approved Cheviot mine on the 

edge of Jasper is on hold due to low coal prices). Hunters too wait for errant animals on 

many park perimeters (e.g., Kooteney, Riding Mountain) and trawlers harvest to the 

edges of marine conservation areas. And there are the manufacturing plants, power 

utilities, and domestic sources of air and water emissions that affect all, even the most 

northerly, parks. Thus the problems must not be solely attributed to tourism, recreation, 

service and transportation inside parks, rather they need to be attributed to something 

much larger, really to modem, complex society itselc its practices and its culture. 



1.2.2 Aesthetic Resource Issues 

One is drawn to comment not just upon the threats to ecological integrity in parks, 

but also threats to "aesthetic integrity7'. Admittedly, this is an area where there is a good 

deal of room for debate (exactly what constitutes beauty anyway?), but one would 

probably agree that there are indeed threats to the "pristine", that "wild" state for which 

Canada's national parks are internationally known. One would probably agree that a 

pristine state is obviated by townsites (e.g., B d ,  Wakesiu) and hamlets (e.g., Field, 

Lake Louise), and even ski hills (e.g., Lake Louise, Mt. Norquay, Marmot Basin, 

Sunshine) and golf courses (e.g., Riding Mountain, Banff). One would probably also 

agree that there are more subtle threats to the pristine, such as roadways and railways, 

cutlines, gravel pits, maintenance compounds, parking lots, malls, advertisements, 

sewage lagoons, tour buses, gas stations, and, of course, garbage (evident in every 

townsite alley and ski hill parking lot, particularly after the daily crowd has left). 

But these are only the visual threats. There are also a number of rather 

unaesthetic aromatic phenomena to be increasingly found in Canada's parks: the smell of 

old deep-Wer grease emanating fiom restaurant fans, odours escaping ftom overused 

latrines and garbage cans, and exhaust trailing from poorly tuned automobiles, trucks and 

buses. There is too the aural, noise pollution emanating fiom the ubiquitous trains, cars 

and trucks in Banff Park, boats on Lake Mimewanka (Banff), Maligne (Jasper) and Clear 

Lake @ding Mountain), and bars and night clubs and their more boisterous patrons, 

again in Banff. 

1.2.3 Society and Community Issues 

In addition to these ecological and aesthetic problems one may also find a host of 

social problems in (and many more around) Canada's national parks, though these are at 

present limited to the permanently inhabited andfor more heavily visited parks such as 



Banff, Jasper and Point Pelee. It is in places such as these that one reads about or can 

encounter alcohol and drug abuse, sexually transmitted diseases, homelessness, 

unemployment, vandalism, assault, domestic abuse, and malnutrition. In fact all of these 

problems can be found together in one park, Banff(cf, Bachusky 10/19/1998), which 

may not be surprising given that its townsite can have as many as 17,500 people in the 

summer (permanent and visiting combined). A high proportion of these people are either 

young, transient, seasonal workers or wealthy older tourists, a potentially antagonistic 

mix that is made only worse by the fact that Banff's main industry, tourism, offers mostly 

low paying jobs with next to no benefits. Even consemation officers fear this potential, 

and its worse product, violent crime, which is why many have begun lobbying to cany 

handguns. 

1.3 Responses 

Ifthe risks to parks integrity are indeed "real", as Canada's Auditor General 

(1996, ch. 3 1) suggests, then one would expect that there will be efforts to protect or 

restore this integrity or that these are underway. Indeed these have already begun. At the 

national level new legislation in the form of an amendment to the National Parks Act 

(2000) and an Act to Establish the Parks Canada Agency (1998) was passed. This 

legislation gives precedence to the concept of ecological integrity in parks planning and 

management. Also at the national level, groups of scientists, consultants and Standing 

Senate Committees have been asked to visit Canada's parks and comment upon them. At 

the local level, and as a result of these national interventions, steps have been taken to 

free-up wildlife comdors in BadTPark and slow development in, and the population 

growth of, the town of Banff. 

Yet there are signs that what is now a well-established pattern is continuing. 

Currently, a $45 million "meeting facility", originally proposed with a bowling alley and 



movie theater, is undenvay at Lake Louise in Banff. The environmental assessment for a 

proposed three-story hotel at Stom Mountain Pass in Banffis not being shown to the 

public. The "need to reside" clause, the requirement that one must have a legitimae 

reason to live in a national park (e.g., work), continues to go unenforced. 

And there are signs that the established pattern will continue. Consider the 

recommendations of the 11-member Panel on the Ecological Integrity of Canada's 

National Parks and the 5-member Banff-Bow Valley Task Force. Basically they say that 

there is a need for Parks Canada to: (1) rationalize in the sense of improving zoning, 

assessment, planning, management, and accountability in Parks, (2) involve, educate and 

better control the general public and other partners, and (3) be given more resources. 

That is, the experts are basically saying that there is a need for better management, lighter 

and fewer footprints, and more money, all very tall orders. 

The problem concerns finding. Parks Canada has, like many other federal 

programs, seen its budget continually shrink since the "1970s heydays". On a per park 

basis, on a per visitor basis, or in absolute terms (and adjusted for inflation), the dollars 

have continued to diminish. Looking at the figures, one can see that, for example, the 

budget was cut by $98 million, or 25%, between 1994 and 1999. This all begs the 

question as to where the money will come4fbn for improved "zoning, assessment, 

planning, management, and accountability" and greater "involvement, education and 

control of the general public and its partners". There is also the problem of powerfbl 

challenges being raised against the findings of the experts. These come from elected 

politicians (e.g., Banff's mayor, the Canadian Heritage opposition critic) and fiom groups 

such as the Association for Mountain Parks Protection and Enjoyment and the Banff 

Heritage Corporation. There is too, at least for me, the problem with the way that certain 

other groups have been excluded fiom the debates, particularly Canada's First Nations 

and both the Canadian and international poor. 



So, how does one move forward and deal with all of the internal and external 

factors affecting Canada's national parks, which, it should be pointed out, comprise 

250,000 sq.km. of land spread across the 10,000,000 sq.lun. Canadian land base? How 

does one deal with contradictory scientific findings (cf, Kunelius 1011 5/99), and so much 

rhetoric and emotion (e.g., cf. Legault 12/20/98, Lakrifz 01/25/99, Pierce, B. 06/11/98)? 

How to move forward in a seemingly unending period of fiscal constraint? How to move 

forward when entrenched mind-sets are positioned behind the helms of power? And how 

to move forward when it is that tampering with Canada's parks is tantamount to 

tampering with the identity of nearly every Canadian? Will improved accounts help? 

Will recommendations for better management in a period of downsizing help? And what 

is Parks Canada saying to the Canadian public about these things? Is the organization 

itself providing an adequate account of the problems? 

1.4 Questions 

Up to this point, I have discussed, in a rather intuitive fashion, my concerns about 

a nearby national park, a discussion that is justifiable because that park, Ban., is close to 

me in both physical (objective) and spiritual (subjective) terns. I have identified a 

number of problems facing this park, and Canada's national parks in general, problems 

that I have labeled as "ecological", "aesthetic", and "social". And I have further 

, suggested that despite the fact that these problems are being acknowledged, that does not 

mean that they are being, or even can be, given the circumstances, addressed. This leads 

me to wonder how, in Parks Canada's accounts, these problems are being represented 

(legitimatedjde-legitimated), where they are indeed being represented. To put it more 

broadly, how is the contest in this field being played out in these accounts? It also leads 

me to wonder how, again in Parks Canada's accounts, non-dorninant interests, such as the 

poor and aboriginal people, are being represented (legitimated/de-legitimated), again 



where they are indeed being represented. These two important questions, I think, are in 

need of answering. Again: 

(1) how is the contest in the Canadian national parks field being played out in 
parks accounts, and 

(2) how are non-dominant interests, such as the poor and aboriginal people, being 
represented (legitimated/de-legitimated) (where they are indeed being 
represented)? 

I use the term account here to denote the nanatives or stories told by those in the 

field, but I also use it because of its connotation of responsibility and connection to the 

idea of accountability: the narratives and stories I'm interested in are the ones provided 

by the party most responsible for its actions in the parks field, the parks' "steward", Parks 

Canada. Yet I'm also interested in other players in the field, namely the members of the 

tourism and services industry, environmentalists and other "stakeholders7', the parks' 

"users" who were all represented, as it turns out, at the Banff-Bow Valley Roundtable. 

And I'm interested in the narratives and stories provided by the party responsible for the 

evaluation or audit of the field, the party most "interested in disinterestedness", Canada's 

Auditor General. 

Consequently I look to Parks Canada's most important accounts, its AmaZ and 

Coporate Reports and its State of the Pmks Reports, to see what Parks says about the 

issues, problems, and solutions, to see in essence what Parks says about itself. I also look 

to the accounts provided at the BmfiBow Valley Roundfable, for it is there that one 

expects to see alternative interpretations of the many issues, problems, and solutions 

facing parks. Finally, I also look to the accounts provided by members of the Ofice of 

the Auditor General, for it is they who are expected to be impartial, uninvolved, and 

independent. They are the ones who are expected to identify and sort out any 

contradictory interpretations and ensure that Parks Canada is accountable. The Auditor 

General is expected, that is, to account for accountability in the parks field. 



There are, then, numerous levels of interpretation to  be considered. At the first 

level is the person who tells a story about the reality she or he sees. Such an 

interpretation is found in the Annual, Corporate, and State of the Parks Reports issued by 

Parks Canada. Such an interpretation is also heard in the delivery of a tourism or First 

Nations representative at a roundtable forum. At the second-level is the reader of these 

reports or the audience member at the roundtable. The federal auditor who examines the 

reports for their veracity or accuracy (i.e., "fatness") also interprets at this level. At the 

third-level of interpretation is the reader of the auditor's report, the final arbiter or 

"auditor of the auditor", which is partly where my interpretation will be. Yet there is a 

fourth level of interpretation. Attendant with the need for "reflexivity", with the need to 

"turn the sociologist's gaze upon him or herself' (Bourdieu 1992), it is necessary for me 

at some point to ask: How does my social location, my "species of capital" (economic, 

cultural and symbolic), affect my interpretation of this field? How might I be importing 

my relationship to the object of study into my analysis of that object? 

1.5 Objectives 

In light of the need to help solve what appears to be a rather intractable problem in 

Canada's national parks, I see a need to examine the many accounts (interpretations) and 

many levels of interpretation (accounting) found in parks. Such an examination will 

highlight the cultural and historical specificity of the things we call parks and the way we 

understand them. To do otherwise, to ignore this specificity, is to not only deny the 

real--our social locations-and the inevitable-change, it is also to allow the dominant 

interpretation (which is clearly not working) to go unchallenged. In the end, there are 

only interpretations, and to forget this is to preclude and foreclose important possibilities, 

which will in turn mean that parks, and more broadly "nature" and "the environment", 



will continue to lapse into crisis. To formally state the main objectives guiding this 

research, therefore, I see a need: 

(1) to examine the many accounts (interpretations) and many levels of 
interpretation (accounting) found in parks, 

(2) to acknowledge and discuss the cultural and historical specificity of the things 
we call parks and the way we understand them, 

(3) to challenge the dominant interpretation, and, ultimately, 
(4) to help solve an intractable problem in Canada's national parks. 

1.6 Outline of the Study 

For rigour-a criterion used in the evaluation of the academic thesis, it is 

necessary to thoroughly address each of the areas raised above. Two of these are 

"protected areas7' and "the account", which I combine in a chapter entitled "protected 

areas accounting". In that chapter I look at language, the currency of the account, 

accountability, and audit. I also revisit the idea of independence and codification in that 

chapter, as these are central to an understanding of "accounting". The second part of the 

chapter I devote to parks and protected areas and how they are currently understood. I 

also consider those things that appear most important to parks and protected areas 

commentators, in order to try and flesh out or at least identify the assumptions that 

underpin these individuals' understandings and appeals. I then once again consider 

codification and independence, and "scientific and economic rationalization", in the 

context of the parks and protected areas field. I do this by invoking what is referred to as 

the "ecological modernization thesis". 

In chapter three I argue for the need for a protected areas sociology, based on the 

arguments of the preceding chapter. This I base on the work of sociologist Pierre 

Bourdieu and cultural geographer David Harvey. As Bourdieu's work has not previously 

been brought to bear in this area, I discuss his workin some depth, outlining his 

assumptions, assertions and concepts. This discussion will clarify the notions of "social 



reproduction", "obscure intuition" and "equity", the latter two of which I have suggested 

are occluded by "codification". I then look at Harvey's notions of the dialectic, 

geographical materialism, and the social construction of nature to explain how it might be 

that protected areas codzj?cation occludes these things. 

In chapter four I paint a broad picture of the context of Canada's national parks in 

order to support my assertion that globalization and commodification might be affecting 

that  country,,^ national parks management and practice and the accounts found in them. I 

do this by basically laying out a theory of globalization, based on a twin-dialectic of 

subject/object and production/consumption. I also explore the implications of 

globalization on democracy and discuss globalization's manifestation in the New Public 

Management, a reform that is no stranger in Canada's public sector. 

Chapter five lays out the research methodology and method used in this study. I . 

lay out Bourdieu's methodological prescriptions and techniques and explore how these 

might apply to the study at hand. That is, as I go through his methodology I ask and then 

answer "What data would be required here in light of a Bourdieusian approach to 

protected areas accounting?" I also consider some of the critiques levied at his work, as a 

means of anticipating the limitations of my analyses. 

Chapters six, seven, and eight contain the analyses sections of the research thesis. 

Each of these chapters looks at, respectively, "accountability of the stewards" and their 

Annual, Corporate, and State of the Parks accounts, "accountability of the users" and 

their BanfSBow Valley Roundtable, multi-stakeholder accounts, and "accountability of 

the evaluatorsy' and their Parks Canada accounts. Following Bourdieu's praxeological 

method, I fbrther focus within these chapters on three thematic areas, the objective (etic), 

the subjective (emic), and the reflexive (biases). The ultimate aim af these chapters is to 

examine how the contest between three dominant forms of "rationalism" in this field, the 



economic, scientific, and legal, is being played out in the field's accounts, and how these 

forms obscure other forms, namely those associated with the poor and aboriginal people. 

Chapter nine provides a summary and general discussion of these analyses. It 

also lays out the implications, practical and theoretical, which follow &om the study. The 

chapter closes with directions for fbture inquiry and a new "myth" concerning what is 

happening in Canada's national parks. 



2. Chapter Two: Accounting for Protected Areas 

In this chapter, I explore the idea of a "protected areas accounting". I do this by 

examining in two separate parts the ideas "accounting" and "protected areas". In the first 

part of the chapter I also review, fiom both a practical and a more philosophical point-of- 

view, a number of "accounting sub-themes", namely, the account, language, 

accountability and audit. In the second part of the chapter I then examine the idea of 

parks and protected areas. I do this in a similar manner, by first considering their 

character and function ftom a pragmatic point-of-view, and then moving on to 

problematize the way one thinks about these phenomena. I go on in the third and closing 

part of the chapter to suggest the need for an expanded understanding of the nature and 

role of the protected areas account and protected areas accounting. 

2.1 Accounting Sub-Themes 

2.1.1 The Account 

Accounting, according to the Concise Oxford Dictiona7y (1 999, is the "process 

of keeping or verifying accounts". This definition is probably acceptable to most, 

including those who practice the institutionalized ritual or technique of accounting, that 

is, with accountants, those "professional keepers or inspectors of accounts" (ibid.). Yet 

this definition must be seen as deficient in at least two respects: first, this definition 

underplays the breadth of the actual practices involved in theprocess of accounting and, 

second, this definition unnecessarily limits the meaning of the term account. 

First, accounting goes beyond simply the keeping or venfymg of accounts, it also 

very much involves the communication of information about those accounts. Why else 

would one keep or verify an account if one did not wish to ultimately do something with 



it? This is important because communication, the presentation and re-presentation of our 

(perceived) social realities, is key in the creation and constitution of our social worlds. 

This is to say that through communication the accountant, like any other social actor7 is 

involved-however subtly-in the organization, reprodudion and transformation of the 

social world simply through her or his act of communication (Hines 1988). 

Second, there is a problem in the way the above definition narrows the meaning 

of the word account. An account, for Oxford and probably most people, seems to be 

something one can collect or hold. Indeed, in looking at a list of the amounts owing from 

a company's customers, i.e., its "accounts receivableyy, one does see something to collect. 

Yet, even in its most limited form the account is still an account broadly defined. That is, 

every account is part of a story or narrative. This is because accounting numbers, 

however neutral or benign they seem, give visibility to particular definitions of reality 

(Chua 1986). Their nature is such and they are structured in such a way as to actively tell 

a story (Boland & Schultze 1996). They tell the reader what is important about a given 

reality and how that reality might have changed. Further, by omission, accounting 

numbers also suggest to the reader what is not important. In the financial account, for 

example, that telling, through the highlighting of revenue or income, focuses the reader's 

attention on economic surplus. What the reader's attention is drawn away from, through 

the absence of information about worker satisfaction or the social and environmental 

costs stemming fkom company operations or the use of the company's products, are 

issues of social and environmental justice. Indeed, in most financial accounting stories or 

narratives, issues of social and environmental justice are simply not part of the story's 

'plot" or LLtheme7'. They are seldom even ever among the cast of "characters". 

All of this is to say that accounting, even where it is limited to the financial or 

managerial form of account, is a type of story-telling, and that the account, whether it is 

comprised of mostly numbers or words is always in some sense a narrative. But these 



stories or narratives should not be seen as benign or without social effect. To see how 

this is so, we need to begin by remembering that an account is comprised of language, 

which itself should not be seen as benign or without social effect. 

2.1.2 Language 

Language, as it is widely known, is a tool of understanding and means of 

communication. Yet it is more than this; as philosophers have for some time pointed out 

it is also very much a social and cultural practice, a mode of power, and a means by 

which social relations are reproduced and transformed (Bourdieu 1991). It is through 

these other "non-instrumentalist" views of language that we begin to see how an account 

or a form of accounting can have a social effect. 

Language is a social and mIturaZpractice first, and most obviously, because the 

meaningful use of language always involves people. Much less obviously, perhaps, 

language also needs to be seen as a social and cultural practice because for any 

communicative exchange to be effective language needs to be "culturally-anchored" or 

linked in some way to the language users' cultural context. This cultural anchoring is 

evident in, for example, an exchange of the statement "I love you". For such a statement 

to be effective in say signaling one's intentions to marry, the notion of love must be 

understood by both parties to be an important prerequisite for eternal union. To say "I 

love you" to one whose prerequisite for eternal union is primarily the approbation of 

family and community and not love would have quite a different and, perhaps for one of 

the parties, quite a devastating effect. 

Language must also be regarded as a mode ojpower. This is because it is through 

language that a good deal of the relations of power work (Clegg 1989). For example, 

take the statement "I find you guilty". As many a court defendant will attest, it is through 

this statement, this use of language, that the state's legitimate right to use physical 



violence really commences. This is not to say that power inheres in language, rather that 

language mediates power relations. The power depends on who is involved. It depends, 

more accurately, on the authority with which the statement is issued. For example, where 

the statement 9 find you guilty" is issued by a judge, who has a great deal of cultural and 

symbolic "capital" (Bourdieu 1986), there is great reason for the defendant to be 

concerned. Where the statement is issued by say an elevator attendant on the way to the 

courtroom there is less reason for the defendant to be concerned. What is important here 

is that the statement acts as a vehicle or conduit of power in one case but not the other- 

even though the statement on the surface may appear identical in both cases. 

This brings us to a fourth characteristic or finction of language: its role in the 

reproduction of social relations. This stems from the fact that language is critical in the 

way that social actors make sense of or understand their realities, which is to say that 

language is findamental to every social actor's "matrix of appreciation and perception7' 

or "cognitive structure7' (Bourdieu 1991). It is fkom these language-based cognitive 

structures that the explanations, justifications and rationalizations for unequal social 

relations, and the policies that perpetuate them, are issued. This is not really news to 

anyone, for we all know that our shared understandings of morality, the public good, and 

Right, and the policy directions emanating &om these understandings, are the products of 

discussion, debate and dialogue, that is, language use. 

But the role of language in the reproduction of social relations also stems fiom 

language' s "taken-for-grantedness" or "implicitness". Language helps reproduce the 

social world in part because people are unaware of or forget the fact that language helps 

reproduce the social world. In fact, the real efficacy of language could lie here, in its 

seeming benignity, mundaneness, and insignificance. 

A classic example of how language functions to unconsciously reproduce social 

relations is evident in the case of jokes or anecdotes which reproduce stereotypical ideas 



about particular groups in society. Jokes which invoke the idea of the "dumb blonde", 

"lazy Mexican", or "drunk Indian" may on the surface be seen as harmless, or perhaps 

simply as matters of "bad taste". Yet their role is not at all benign; these narratives are 

critical in the reproduction of intolerance (i.e., sexism, racism, heterosexism, etc.). One 

may think overt acts of violence are at the root of systemic discrimination, but these acts 

are primarily only effects. The causes, it turns out, are to be found in the subtle language- 

based ways of understanding these groups, in the very discourses used to represent them. 

These are the issues of "political correctness", which may seem unimportant and trite 

because of this subtleness, but they are hardly so. Perhaps we all intuitively understand 

this, at least that would explain why issues of political correctness strike such a nerve 

particularly amongst those most satisfied with the current order of things. 

Finally, language must also be seen as a means by which existing social relations 

are fr@omed, as language users may at times come to "speak a will to power", to 

capitalize upon language's "emancipatory" potential to "demystify" or illuminate unjust 

material conditions and the need for changes in those conditions. It is in respect of 

language's transfornative potential that Bourdieu, for example, transposes economic 

language into the cultural and symbolic spheres, in hopes of "turning the weapons of the 

dominant group against itself' (Bourdieu 1998% p. 40). His is a metaphor of the market, 

one wherein the participants are as intent on exchanging 'kultural goods'' as they are 

exchanging economic goods, one wherein benefits come not just fkom the accumulation 

of economic capital, but also fiom the accumulation of "symbolic capital". The use of 

this metaphor and this language is purposehlly designed to undermine the hegemony of 

the economists' metaphor of the "market", which pays insufficient attention to the role of 

trust, sharing, and other social acts (Granovetter 1985). 

Of course language users may also capitalize upon language's other potential, its 

oppressive "hegemonic" potential, its ability to hrther sediment or exacerbate unequal 



social relations. That potential is demonstrated in detail by Ha11 (1988) in his analysis of 

Britain's "Thatcher years7' (1979-1990). The authoritarian policies which characterized 

this period would not have been implemented, according to Hall, were it not for 

Thatcher's innovative and skilled use of populist discourse and "common sense7' 

language. Closer to home, similar arguments are found in Lisac's (1 995) and Laird' s 

(1998) analyses of the populist Alberta provincial premier Ralph Klein and his rise to 

power. Much, these authors think, of KIeinys ovenvhelming popularity and publicIy- 

sanctioned reduction of provincial budgets (in agriculture, education, social services, 

health, justice, and municipal affairs) can be attributed to his appeals to the "common 

sense': to seeing government as a "business", to seeing provincial debt as equivalent to 

"household credit card debt", and to seeing low taxes as "necessary for globalization". 

Even in situations where language users are not interested in demystifying 

existing social structures or fiuther sedimenting unequal social relations, language's 

transformative potential may still be at work This is because language is just another 

form of "more general social practices of distinction" (Myles 1999, Bourdieu 1984), that 

is, language may be used as a means of gaining social advantage. Just as social actors 

attempt to accumulate economic capital by offering up their products or labour on the 

economic market, they may also attempt to accumulate cultural or symbolic capital by 

offering up on the "linguistic market" language that is unusual, rare, or sought after. 

Such is the case, in part, with corporate environmental reports. By producing 

information on the environmental effects of company operations and the use of the 

company products, companies earn a certain amount of cultural and symbolic capital. 

They come to be seen as good or better corporate citizens. Yet one of the effects of 

producing even the most singularly public-relations-oriented environmental report is to 

legitimize environmental reporting, which in turn both legitimizes environmental concern 

and raises an awareness of the way corporations affect the environment (Gray et al.'s 



(1996) "information inductance'). The point here is that even where change or 

transformation is not intended (which is arguably often the case with those who prepare 

such reports), because of our attempts to always try and profit fiom a "sense of 

dist inction", change or transformation may ultimately occur. 

2.1.3 Re-examining the Account 

What has been said up to this point about language holds true also for any 

account, even those narrowly defined in financial terms. First, the keeping, verifying and 

provision of even the financial account is culturally-anchored. To be sure, financia1 

accounting has little meaning for those who have no current interest in or use for money, 

such as is the case with many members of the Huaorani people in Ecuador, the 

Yanomami people in Venezuela, the Penan people in Malaysia, and a multitude of others. 

Second, even the financial account, or perhaps more accurately the summary of 

the financial account, is a mode of transmitting power. As any manager in a corporation 

knows, the monthly, quarterly, etc. accounting report is a mechanism by which economic, 

cultural and symbolic capital is easily won and lost. It has, in a large sense, power over 

managers. But again, the power does not inhere in the actual report, rather the report 

(language) mediates the power between the company's managers and its owners. 

Finally, even the financial account is also a means of reproducing or transforming 

existing social relations. Concerning the former, the reproduction of social relations, 

financial accounting naturalizes or sediments a common sense understanding of the role 

of the corporation. By ritualistically and ubiquitously highlighting surplus value, that is, 

net income and retained earnings, accountants (un)consciously reproduce the idea that the 

corporation's only end is the creation of economic surplus. What is not reproduced and 

what is marginalized by current accounting conventions, for example, are the social and 

environmental costs resulting fiom the production of this surplus, those "externalities" or 



"market imperfections" which may easily outweigh any social benefits produced 

(classically demonstrated in the case of Hooker Chemical and its pollution of Love 

Canal). It is just this selectivity that enables Schweiker (1993, p. 232) to say that the 

giving of an account has a moral character. 

Concerning the socially-transformative role of accounting, one can see that 

financial accounts can also play a role in change and transformation. Related to the 

further sedimentation of social relations, for example, Neu (1999) describes how 

accounting techniques were critical in turning the indigenous people of Canada into a 

governable population. Without accounting, and its seemingly objective and harmless 

numbers, the indigenous people of Canada could not have been known and, ultimately, 

dominated. Related to the emancipatory potential of language, or at least the unintended 

consequences of the drive to "profit fiom a sense of distinction", are again corporate 

environmental reports. One must surmise given their large number that they have had 

some transformative effect on corporate practices. 

But again by limiting an examination of an organization's accounts to its financial 

accounts one may be perpetuating a false distinction. As I have tried to emphasize, both 

the financial and the more general form of account tell stories, both have their main 

characters, and both move us through time and space highlighting those things the author 

deems important and downplaying or disregarding those things the author deems 

unimportant. It is for this reason necessary to see formal accounting and accountability 

systems as embedded in or part of more general accounts and systems of accountability 

(Willmott 1996). In Boland & Schultt's (1996) words, the computational, calculative or 

"paradigmatic" face of accounting must be seen as part of the meaning-making, and 

identity-forming, "namativized" face of accounting. 

Given these similarities and this embeddedness one is naturally led to question 

why one would want to maintain a distinction between the paradigmatic and the narrative 



account anyway: Does the distinction serve a particular practical purpose? Does it only 

serve an ideological purpose? Does it serve to make accounting "work'? Or does it only 

serve, as Bourdieu (1992) would suggest, to make the account and accounting 

"instruments, rather than objects, of analysis", "sociaZproducfs of a historical work of 

construction" of the (dominant) academic and practitioner communities (Bourdieu & 

Wacquant 1992, pp. 242,244)? For the time being I would like to keep the definition of 

the account and accounting open and flexible. This way, I think, we will be able to better 

see the limitations and potential of protected areas accounts, protected areas accounting 

and protected areas accountabilify, the latter being a subject to which I now turn. 

2.1.4 Accountability 

One finds in the accounting literature a seeming consensus on the idea of 

accountability. This notion it appears concerns the discourse of conduct (a term 

bomowed fkom Day & Klein (1987)). What is somewhat ambiguous in the literature 

though is the extent to which this discourse is either provided voluntarily or mandatorily 

required. At the less obligatory end of things, for example, are Munro & Hatherly 

(1993), who define accountability as "a willingness and ability to explain and justify 

one's acts to self and others" @. 369). Then there is Czarniawska-Joerges (1996) who 

sees accountability as involving the "justification of deviations from the structure of 

normality and explanations of codormity to it" @p. 307-308). And there is Willmott 

(1996), for whom accountability is a "rendering intelligible of some aspect of our lives7' 

(p. 23). In contrast are those who see accountability as implying some degree of 

obligation. For example, there is Gray et al. (1996), for whom accountability means "the 

duty to provide an account or a reckoning of those actions for which one is responsible" 

(p. 45). Sinclair (1995) suggests that accountability involves a relationship "in which 

people are required to explain and take responsibility for their actions7' (p. 22 1). And 



there is also Boland & Schultz (1996), who rely on Garfinkel's (1967), understanding: 

accountability is simply "the giving and demanding of reasons for conduct" (p. 64). 

This ambiguity concerning volunt arisdobligation is probably best explained by 

the fact that accounting commentators themselves have differing interests and aesthetic 

preferences. For some the most interesting accounting "storiesy' are those that have been 

traditionally mandated, for others the most interesting stories are those that are new, yet 

others look at stories still yet to be imagined. Of the former, for example, there are those 

working strictly within the "economics paradigm". These individuals (cf., Ball & Brown 

1968, Watts & Zimmerman 1990) tend to focus primarily on such things as balance 

sheets and income statements, truly mandated discourses of conduct. Still concerned 

with mandated discourses of conduct but working inside of a "political economy 

paradigma' are those interested in the role these discourses play in the "macro conflict" 

between different classes (Chua 1986) and the (un)conscious mystification of underlying 

social practices and relations (cf , Tinker 1980, Tinker et al. 1982, Cooper & Sherer 1984, 

Tinker & Niemark 1987). Yet again there are those working within the "cultural 

paradigm". This group (d, Hopwood 1983, Preston 1986, Czamiawska-Joerges 1994), 

borrowing fiom the work of ethnographers and ethnomethodologists, is interested in 

individual-level, face-to-face accounts, interpersonal interactions which apriori assume 

both a mandate to account for one's actions (Myles 1999) and some degree of honesty in 

the "presentation of self' (Goffman 1959) or some degree of validity in the social agent's 

"speech claims" (Habermas 1984). 

For others the most interesting accounting "stories" are those that are voluntarily 

offered. For example, there are those working within the "legitimation paradigm", (cf , 

Richardson 1987, Neu 199 1, Neu et al. 1998). These commentators concern themselves 

with accounting stories which may serve a legitimation or "impression management" 

function, as may often be the case with voluntarily disclosed reports or commentaries on 



the social and environmental effects of corporate business practices. There are also those 

working within the "imaginary paradigm" (cf, Guthrie & Matthews 1985, Gray 1992, 

Rubenstein 1994, Gray et al. 1995, Owen et al. 1997). These commentators, while 

interested in voluntary discourses of conduct, consider new and yet to be seen forms of 

accounting, alternative and, ultimately, mandated ways of increasing organizational 

transparency and information "inductance". Theirs is a concern with reform, subtle shifts 

which will reconstruct organizations and improve both organization-stakeholder and 

organization-natural environment relationships. 

To add to this variability in the way accounting commentators conceptualize and 

study accountability and accountability relationships there is also a great deal of 

variability in the actors involved in the accountability relationship. This variability must 

also be considered. Take for example the case of accountability in large public sector 

organizations. There one may be obliged to simultaneously provide an account to 

organizational superiors (organizational accountability), other government departments 

(legal accountability), members of a group or community (moral accountability), 

professional bodies or associations (professional accountability), and members of greater 

society (public accountability) (Day & Klein 1987). 

Even inside of these parties there is variability. For instance the public itself is 

multifarious and often materially, culturally, and politically diverse. Further, there is 

individual heterogeneity among members of the public, that is, individual members of the 

public itself often have multiple and at times conflicting personal identities and interests, 

or "hybridities" (Bhabha 1994). In fact, it is because of all of this heterogeneity that 

governments in the West have been structured in such a way as to allow for the 

representation of "polyvocality" through democratic and electoral means. This 

structuring has resulted in a need to clearly distinguish between those who are non- 

elected (administrators) and those who are elected (political official~). This segregation 



has resulted in yet two more conceptual forms of accountability: maMgmu2 and 

political. Non-elected members of government, it is thought, are managerially 

accountable, that is "answerable for carrying out agreed tasks7', while elected members 

are politically accountable, that is "answerable to the people" (Day & KLein 1987, p. 27). 

2.1.5 Audit 

It is in respect of the inherent complexity of the accountability context that the 

need for audit arises. Audit is most simply a method of checking and verifying the 

account, a method that lends some closure to the accountability relationship. It is an 

evaluative practice like assessment or inspection; however, unlike assessment or 

inspection audit tends to be more formal or "ritualisticy7 (Pentland 1993). One could say 

in fact that audit is an institutionalized form of evaluation (Power 1997). Further, it is a 

reflection of audit's institutionalized and ritualistic nature that enables the identification 

of four audit ingredients, namely "independence from the matter being audited, technical 

work in the form of evidence gathering and the examination of documentation, the 

expression of a view based on this evidence, and a clearly defined object of the audit 

process" (ibid., p. 5). 

Concerning these ingredients, a number of interesting questions can be asked 

here. First, given that auditors, like any social actors, have differing interests and 

aesthetic preferences, one needs to ask: is "independence from the matter being audited" 

really possible? Or, to echo Buurdieu (1998), "is a disinterested act possible" in the 

context of audit? Second, and specific to public sector audit, how can one be sure one 

has "a clearly defined object of the audit process7' when that object may not necessarily 

be an agency or department but rather a programme, one that is itself governed by a 

vague and loosely-defined mandate? 



In relation to the first question, is a disinterested act possible?, a number of 

commentators have suggested that in the context of audit the answer is clearly "no". 

Humprey & Moizer (1990), for example, problematize the notion of auditor 

independence by examining the way the provision of management advisory services to 

clients compromises independence. Kirkham (1992), in the same vein, sees the 

increasing reliance on such services as establishing troubling dependencies. More 

interesting; perhaps, Sikka & Willmott (1995a, 1995b) see the auditing profession as 

striving to deflect and neutralize criticism aimed at exposing the deeply problematic 

character of auditing. 

In the context of state audit there is also Power (1997) who sees state auditors as 

actively participating in the social construction of the values of the accountability system 

in which they act. Radcliffe (2000) sees the formally rationalistic principle of 

independence as inextricably intertwined with the substantively rationalistic personal and 

political practices that characterize the everyday lives of state auditors. In the context of 

Canada's federal government there is also Sutherland (1986), who sees the state audit 

function as becoming fundamentally political, despite the state auditor's pretence of 

rationality and reason and perceived ability to readily identify the "public interest". 

Finally, there is Gendron et al. (1999) who investigate independence in the context of 

state audit in the Canadian province of Alberta. Embracing the petformance- 

accountability framework of New Public Management (discussed below), the provincial 

auditor is seen by these authors as militating against both accountability and democracy 

(in the Westminster sense). 

These latter two studies force us to return to Day & Klein's (1987) notion of 

political accountability, that is, the obligation to be "answerable to the people" (p. 27). 

Naturally, one needs to ask, "answerable to the people, but for what?' In Canada, that 

"what" is "value for money", for it is "value for money" that guides the practices of 



Canada's supreme audit institution, the Auditor General of Canada (Auditor General Act 

1977). But again as the Sutherland and Gendron et al. studies suggest, one cannot be so 

certain that this evaluative mandate is being approached with "independencey7 or 

"disinteresty7, forcing us to enquire into this whole idea of value for money. 

Value for money (VFM) auditing focuses on three basic elements: efficiency, 

economy, and effectiveness (the three "Es') (CCAF 1996). The first, efficiency, is about 

ensuring that a maximum output is obtained from the resources devoted, or conversely, 

that a minimum level of resources are devoted to a given level of output (Glynn 1985, p. 

29). The second, economy, concerns "acquiring resources of an appropriate quality for 

the minimum cost7' (ibid.). The third, effectiveness, is about ensuring "that the output 

fiom any given activity is achieving the desired results" (ibid.). From this it becomes 

apparent that evaluating programs in the context of comprehensive or VFM auditing is 

indeed complex, if not characterized by "conflict and contradictiony', as Humphrey & 

Moizer (1990, p. 235) might suggest. 

By putting effectiveness into the equation, there is an added need to focus on the 

degree to which programme outcomes match programme objectives (Pollitt 1990, p. 59). 

Since programme objectives are typically formulated in the political or policy arena and 

since they are often unclear, this makes the effectiveness component of comprehensive 

audit implicitly political. Yet, the (market/ NPM/ VFM/ comprehensive audit) 

framework (cf, Osbome & Gaebler 1993) within which effectiveness audit resides is 

socially- and politically-naive: the world is not inhabited by self-interested individuals as 

the model might suggest; power does play an important role in the social world; and 

democracy is neither necessarily a product of nor attendant with the market (Barber 

1995). This means that effectiveness audit may be "unable to cope yvith political 

characteristics" (McSweeny & Sherer 1990, p. 299). 



What is needed for effectiveness audit to adequately cope with political 

characteristics is not "formal rationality7' and "instrumental reasony' (Habermas 1984), 

which work so well to enhance efficiency and economy, but rather "substantive 

rationalityy7 and "practical reason", which are rooted in democratic, "distortion-free" 

dialogue. By putting effectiveness into the comprehensive audit equation, the managerial 

inherently becomes the political, in terms of both obligations and discourses of conduct, 

i.e., accountability. This is especially the case in situations where comprehensive audit is 

conducted on programmes characterized by vaguely understood goals and outcomes, or 

"high uncertainty of outcome" and "high uncertainty of cause and effecty' (McSweeny & 

Sherer 1990, p. 303), such as is the case in policing, education, healthcare, and 

environmental stewardship, the latter of which of course includes the establishment and 

administration of protected areas. 

The implications of subsuming the political within a managerial framework, of 

highlighting formal rationality and downplaying equally important substantive rationality 

(Radcliffe 1997), are both theoretical and practical. For the comprehensive audit 

practitioner wishing to maintain political independence there is a need to consider how 

political the seemingly managerial often is, how, by making organizational members 

more "answerable for tasks", one can be making organizational members less 

"answerable to the people". Similarly for those concerned with theory, there is the 

possibility that an apolitical treatment of managerial accountability (e.g. Day & Klein 

1987) may obscure more reaiity than it illuminates. This is to suggest, just as I have done 

above with respect to the account and accounting, that the conceptual separation of 

managerial and political accountability may have ideological and material effects of 

which those in the field of audit and academe may not be aware. One of these effects 

may be to make the notions of "audit" and "accountability" "instruments rather than 

objects of analysis7'. It follows &om this that there is a both need to examine that 



"essential element in the operationalization of the audit programme, interpretation" 

(Radcliffe 1998, p. 406) and a need to examine the relation between the "technicality of 

[protected area] audits and the multiplicity of   symbolic^' resources which give order and 

rationality to [such] audits" (Power 1995, p. 3 18) 

2.1.6 Accounting Sub-Themes: Summary 

I began this part of the chapter by expanding the definition of accounting to 

include as part of the accounting process the communication of information. I also 

expanded the definition of the account to go beyond mere labels and categories to include 

the idea of the story or narrative. By next looking at language, the currency of this story 

or narrative, we saw that the account may act in multiple ways: as a tool of 

understanding, as a conduit of power, and as a means of social reproduction or 

transformation. Where there is a need for accountability, the third sub-theme in this part 

of the chapter, we saw that too there will probably be numerous and different 

commentaries on, and numerous and heterogeneous audiences for, accountability. It is 

against this diversity that the need for fonnal verification and assessment arises, that is, 

audit. Yet we saw too that even this function may be contestable and uncertain, as public 

sector auditors may be forced to divide their attention among such disparate things as 

efficiency, economy, and effectiveness, as is the case in Canada. More troubling is that 

they may also be guided by a model that is socially- and politically-naive. Further, there 

is the probability that true independence or disinterest may be lacking. All of this is to 

say that in any consideration of a protected areas account, accounting, accountability 

and/or audit (the four "A') there is a need to remain open to the ideas of contest, social 

reproduction and transformation, power, and (un)intended consequences. 



2.2 Parks and Protected Areas 

Before moving on to examine these four "As" in an empirical setting, it is still 

necessary to look at the idea of parks and protected areas, the second of the chapter's two 

topic areas. We need to look at their purpose, their problems, and their pre-eminent 

social actors. Consequently, the discussion shifts here in order to consider the general 

understandings regarding these spaces, the normative appeals regarding their 

management and direction, and the epistemological stances, or research lenses, used in 

their analysis. It is also necessary to consider two other ideas, "environmental 

management" and "ecological modernization", which turn out to be key in protected 

areas philosophy, politics, and practice. 

2.2.1 Understandings 

In terms of general  understanding^'^ concerning parks and protected areas, there 

has been a shift over the years from a focus on the problems occumng inside the 

boundaries of these spaces to a concern with both internal and external problems. There 

has been a shift, that is, toward a more holistic understanding of these spaces. For 

instance, in the earlier parks and protected areas literature Marsh (1972a) suggests that 

one usefil response to a proposed and controversial development in one Canadian 

protected area (BanffNational Park) is to relocate the resort in question to a point outside 

the park. Sax (1985) later challenges this sort of reasoning by saying that the problems 

that parks generally face are not coextensive with park boundaries. Phillips (1998) 

agrees, and suggests that there is "no place for inward-looking island approaches7' (p. 16). 

Rather, he says, connections and links to the world outside are what should occupy our 

thinking. Indeed this has begun to happen, as work under UNESCO's Man and the 

Biosphere Program (Wilson 1991) and the recent initiative to establish a "Yellowstone- 



to-Yukon" habitat comdor spanning Canada and the US (Locke 1998, Kutschke 1999) 

demonstrates. 

There has also been an evolution in the understanding of the degree of complexity 

surrounding protected areas issues, as the growing importance of political and social 

issues in the literature shows. Nelson (1973) and Nelson et al. (1978) detail much of this 

complexity, but are less explicit concerning political factors than are later commentators. 

Harvey et al. (1980), while seeing a need to strengthen the political support for a parks 

agency (i.e., Parks Canada), also downplay the political nature of protected areas 

management. Later, however, Freemuth (1989) openly suggests park administrators need 

to have "a lively understanding of politics" (p. 285). Sanderson & Bird (1998) are even 

more explicit, implicating the debt crisis, privatization, economic liberalization, domestic 

stmcturd adjustment, and political democratization as key factors in protected areas 

management, particularly in less-indu strialized countries. Redford et 'al. (1 998) similarly 

question the legitimacy of the forces of industry and the role these forces play in land and 

protected areas degradation. 

Social issues have also become more prominent in the literature. While Nelson 

(1973) and Harvey et al. (1 980) note the importance of public communication and social 

impact assessment, they do not place these and other social issues as centrally as do West 

(1991), Kemf (1993), Ghimire & Pimbert (1997), and Stevens (1997) in the later 

literature. West, for example, focuses attention on how resident peoples in developing 

countries have been displaced or blocked fkom traditional uses of park resources and left 

to suffer in severe deprivation. Likewise, Stevens alerts us to the possibility that 

conservation and protected areas establishment can become "a new kind of colonialism in 

which outsiders profit fiom indigenous peoples and their homelands" @. 289). 

Finally, there have been numerous commentaries pointing to the changing nature 

of the purpose of protected areas. Bella (1987), for example, draws attention to the fact 



that while Canada's parks were created for profit, they are becoming more prominent in 

terms of their ecological protection function. Lowry (1994) makes a similar observation 

in his comparison of the Canadian and American national parks systems. Canadian 

administrators, he says, "increasingly emphasize long-term preservation of natural 

resources" (p. 2)' making it now one of the important mandates of Canadian parks, a 

point with which Dearden & Mitchell (1998) agree. 

2.2.2 Appeals 

Parks and protected areas are viewed as potentially offering many benefits, 

ranging fiom the maintenance of ecological processes, to the preservation of traditional 

lifestyles, to the protection of national identity (for a list see McNeely 1995, p. 2). 

However, how they have been expected to do this has changed over time. In the 

Canadian context, the earlier literature suggests that decision-making control of parks and 

protected areas is best placed in the hands of a central authority (e.g. Marsh 1972b, 

Dearden 1985). This "top-down" emphasis eventually shifked toward an emphasis on 

more participatory models of decision-making (Moffat & Moffat 1980), and then finally 

toward examinations of how to best institute local control. Such discussions on local 

control and "co-management7' have been situated in both the Canadian (e.g. Lawson 

1985, East 1991, Seale 1995, Momson 1997) and international (e.g. Wells et aI. 1992, 

McNeely 1995, Kramer & van Schaik 1997) contexts. 

The literature now also makes more fiequent reference to the importance of 

"traditionaly' or "aboriginal" values and perspectives. Bella (1 987), for instance, appeals 

to the importance of considering "values that are more fbndamental and significant than 

those involved in economic development" @. 162). Seale (1995), in the context of the 

Canadian north, and Morrison (1993)' in the context of Canadian protected areas in 

general, see a need to "appreciate the traditions and values of local peoplesyy. Kramer & 



van Schaik (1997) see a need for the integration of "different perspectives7' and Stevens 

(1997) suggests that "spiritual beliefs, stewardship attitudes, and ethics that limit resource 

use and levels of consumption need to be recognized and supported" @. 7). 

Even more notable of late are fundamental challenges to the assumptions that 

underlie parks and protected areas discussions. While some literature continues to treat 

the (far from scientific) terms biodiversity, ecolo@caI integrity, and sustuinable 

development in an unproblematic manner (e.g. Finkelstein 1 992, Phillips 1 994, TUCN 

1996, Reid 1997, Furze et al. 1997), other commentaries aim to challenge received 

wisdom on these topics. Notable within the more mainstream literature is Sanderson & 

Redford (1997), who examine some of the above terms; Brandon (1997), who questions a 

number of assumptions concerning method, use, incentives, management, technology, 

and poverty mitigation; and Kramer & van Schaik (1997), who point to the unrecognized 

ways in which non-locals findamentally contribute to large-scale conversions and 

exploitation. Some commentators now go so far as to suggest that exclusive reliance on 

protected areas is "doomed" (Phillips 1998, p. 3) or that strictly protected areas should 

not even exist (e.g. Wilson 1991, p. 7, Pimbert 1993, Janzen 1994 Wood 1995). 

2.2.3 Approaches 

A good deal of the changes in the literature concerning how parks and protected 

areas are understood, and how some parks and protected areas elements are seen as 

desirable and others not, is a result of the changing nature of the epistemological stances 

adopted by protected areas commentators. While an environmental management 

approach still predominates, as typified in Harvey et al. (1980), Graham (1989), McNeely 

(1995), Phillips (1994, 1998), and Reid (1997), other perspectives we emerging in the 

literature. Notably, these include what I call the "business/liberal reformist", "political 

economy", and "cultural theoretical" approaches. I would like to identie and discuss 



examples of these epistemological approaches and, following this, I wo~ld like to 

elaborate on how two of these approaches, the "environmental managementy7 and 

"businesdliberal reformist" approaches, resonate with the increasingly predominant, first- 

world, corporatist, inherently limiting and contradictory discourse of "ecological 

modernization7'. 

The "business" or "liberal reformist" approach concerns itself with the use of 

business techniques and market-oriented reforms. Advocates of this approach make 

appeals to the need for "marketing" (e.g., Masselink 1985, Frisby 1989, Robinson et al. 

19941, "strategies" and "strategizing" (e.g., Lowry 1994, Middleton 1994), "partnerships" 

(e.g., Mott 1989, Wright & Rodal 1993, McNeely 1995), and the measurement of 

"results", whether in terms of numbers of visitors, visitor spending (Mott 1989), or "cost 

per visitor hour" (Masselink 1985). A superlative example of the business approach can 

be found in Howard & Magretta (1995). In this Haward Business Review celebration of 

the success of the Nature Conservancy, the reader hears the Conservancy's John Sawhill 

discuss his organization's "global", "results-oriented" work. And it is in discourses just 

as this that one sees the need to agree that indeed there may well be a general global 

increase in the use of business models and acceptance of business culture (Seabrook 

1998). 

The second of the new, emerging ways of understanding protected areas, the 

"political economy" approach, is best characterized by an historical concern with 

interests, with who has best stood to gain fkom any particular social, economic and 

political configuration. In the Canadian context, Doem & Conway (1994) and Harrison 

(1996) adopt this perspective in their general commentaries on Canadian environmental 

and parks policy, respectively. Even more representative of the political economy 

approach yet still specific to parks and protected areas is Bella (1987), who looks at the 

pattern of resource exploitation, commercialization, boundary erosion, and 



federdprovincial jurisdictional conflicts in Canada' s national parks. Coming fkom the 

same perspective, and taking an even more historical focus, is Weiser (1 999, whose 

work raises an awareness of the role of under-paid (Mennonite and Japanese) labour in 

the construction of Canada's national parks" infrastructure. At the international level, the 

political economy perspective is also apparent in the recent work of Sanderson & 

Redford (1 997), Brandon (1997) and Sanderson & B W (1 998). 

Finally, the third approach, the "cultural theoretical" approach, highlights the 

variable nature of social actors' interpretive or symbolic frameworks or "ways of seeingyy. 

The cultural analyst in a parks and protected areas context, as Ivakhiv (1998) suggests, 

examines the "representations, discursive and rhetorical ploys, and strategic alliances 

formed in the process of articulating environmental politicsy' @. 14). Thus, how ccnature", 

"wilderness", etc. are socially constructed zind how these constructions change over time 

become the points of focus in this approach.' Notable in this regard are Wilson (1991), 

Hanson (1996), Hannberger (1998), and Rast (1998). 

There are firther those who are concerned about how these social constructions 

affect the distribution of material resources in society, which is to say that the "cultural 

theoretical" and "political economy" approaches have been combined in the literature. 

Best representing this little used approach is David Harvey (1996) (see also Wilson 

1991). What is most interesting about Harvey's synthesis of these two views is that it 

leads one to a very novel yet controversial conclusion about parks and protected areas: 

according to his logic, they need to be seen as "essential-ideological-ingredients" in the 

unequal distribution of material resources in society. To filly understand his argument, 

It is not surprising this approach is hardly supported in enviromentd advocacy circles, as this 

perspective implicitly challenges m o d  authority, (mistakenly) appears to slip into ontological 

relativism, and may be perceived to be in alignment with capitalist discourse (Cronon 1996). 



one needs to first consider the nature of global economic relations, the notion of the 

dialectic, and even some basic physics, which are topics that are well beyond the scope of 

this chapter. However, we can, within the scope of this chapter, gain some basic insight 

into Harvey's contention by looking at parks and protected areas in view of 

"environmental management" and "ecological modernization", and the significant, 

(un)intended effects which might well flow fiom the practice of this discipline and 

adherence to this thesis. 

2.2.4 Ecological Modernization and Environmental Management 

While some authors see protected areas in a critical light, that is, as highly 

vulnerable to the effects of global capital (Sanderson & Redford 1997), as projects of 

ecologically-questionable value (Wilson 1991; Pimbert 1993), or as commodity-centers 

(Bella 1987), most see protected areas through the lens of environmental management 

and most Locate protected areas within the thesis of ecological modernization. That 

thesis2 has three central characteristics. First, there is the idea that economic activity 

systematically produces environmental harm (Harvey 1996); secondly, that economic 

growth and development can be reconciled with the resolution of ecological problems 

(Hajer 1996); and thirdly, that the world's global resources should be managed in a more 

rational and efficient (Gouldson & Murphy 1996) way. Related to each of these themes 

' Ecological modemhtion, as a general discourse, is rooted in the early conservation movement 

(see Hays 1 987). It began to have its first noticeable effect around 1984, the date of the 

Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development's (OECD) Conference on 

Environment and Economics (Dryzek 1997, Hajer 1996). Ecological modernization as a social 

andpolicy theoy, in contrast, was probably first articulated by Huber (1982 cf. Mol 1996, p. 3 12) 

and Janicke (1986/1990 cf. Christoff 1996, p. 480). 



is the attendant notion of economic rationalization, which is attained through the reform 

of fiscal structures and through the "economizing" of the environment-that is, through 

the placing of economic values on nature (Mol1996, Gouldson & Murphy 1996). 

It is in this attendant notion of economic rationalization that ecological 

modernization has affinities with both neoliberal discourse and the discourse of 

pragmatism. In relation to neoliberal discourse, it is understood by advocates of 

ecological modernization that the way to enhance environmental quality is to appeal to 

voluntary action and market mechanisms. In relation to the discourse of pragmatism, 

advocates of ecological modernization typically resolve themselves to the inevitability of 

the current capitalist system. This resolve is in turn manifest in the micro-level linguistic 

techniques that its advocates use. Besides hearing advocates appeal to "the need to be 

practical", they can also be seen shielding themselves fkom serious critique (esp. by 

turning critique on those who critique), excluding alternatives (that are "radical'), 

naturalizing dichotomies (e.g., jobs versus the environment, reform versus radical 

environmentalism), and trying to constitute the author@) as a cornerstone(s) of rationality 

(see Faber & O'Connor 1989; Prasad & Elmes 1999). 

Yet it is also in this attendant notion of economic rationalization that ecological 

modernization has affinities with the "imaginary" approach to the discourse of conduct 

mentioned earlier, that is, with those accounting commentators (cf , Guthrie & Matthews 

1985, Gray 1992, Rubenstein 1994, Gray et al. 1995, Owen et al. 1997) who are both 

interested in voluntary discourses of conduct and new and yet to be seen forms of 

(reformist) accounting. Their preference for alternative ways of increasing organizational 

transparency and information "inductance" and their aversion to substantive critique of 

economic institutions in fact resonates so strongly with economic rationalization and 

ecological modernization that one may be compelled to trace at length discursive 



connections and parallels and speculate on the "limits to environmental accounting" (see 

Everett & Neu 2000). 

Yet ecological modernization's theme of rational management also constitutes 

itself in terms of techno-scientific rationality (Harvey 1996) and institutional, procedural 

innovation (Hajer 1996). It is relation to these forms of rationality that environmental 

management, itself a techno- and state-centric approach, most closely accords with 

ecological modernization. And, as I mentioned before, it is within the field of 

environmental management that most parks and protected area commentators can be 

situated. 

Environmental management is something that state agencies "do7' (Bryant & 

Wilson 1998, p. 322). This is because, as was mentioned earlier, states are the key actors 

in the provision of public goods such as the environment and its associated resources. 

Behind this "doing" are four main assumptions. First, the environment is thought to be 

divisible into discrete entities, and so separate plans are drawn up to deal with, and 

agencies are established to manage, these entities. Second, since management is the role 

of the state, there is an associated belief that management needs to be imposed (by force 

if necessary) in "top-down" fashion, on people living in or visiting the defined territory. 

This of course implies that managers are in some sense rational actors and that other now 

increasingly important actors, such as "grassroots" groups, transnational corporations 

(TNCs), international financial institutions (IFIs) and environmental non-governmental 

organizations (ENGOs) are perhaps not as rational or simply of relatively little 

importance. Third, the participation of "experts" trained in positivist science is seen as 

critical in both problem definition and policy formulation and implementation. Finally, 

there is a strong sense that problems are amenable to technological resolution and that a 

substantial modification of the broader political, economic, and social forces is seldom 

required. 



2.2.5 Consequences 

In principle, one would expect that ecological modernization, through proactive 

and preventative strategies, practices and policies, as well as through institutional 

arrangements and regulatory practices, would contribute to the maintenance of the health 

of the planet (Harvey 1996). Similarly with environmental management. Unfortunately, 

however, there are "weak7' and "strong" variants of every discourse and most 

commentators (Harvey 1996; 1998, Hajer 1995, 1996; Christoff 1996; Dryzek 1997; Mol 

1996) generally agree that the "weak", or what is termed here thefirst-world corporatist 

view, currently predominates in the case of ecological modernization. As a "state- 

centric" and "technocratic" approach, environmental management similarly qualifies as a 

"weak" form. 

For Harvey, the dominance of a first-world corporatist view is problematic insofar 

as ecological modernization (like environmental management) justifies the continuation 

of certain unjust and oppressive social relationships. It does this by privileging first- 

world "rationality" and first-world "global" solutions. The former has the effect of 

lessening the force of moral arguments (Harvey 1998, p. 338) and the later has the effect 

of erasing local needs. As Shiva (1995) comments, while appeals to the global may refer 

to universal interests, it is usually transnational capital and first-world governments that 

stand to benefit: 

The global does not represent the universal human interest, it represents a 
particular local and parochial interest which has been globalized through the 
scope of its reach.. .The World Bank is not really a Bank that serves the interests 
of all the world's communities. It is a Bank where decisions are based on voting 
power weighted by the economic and political power of donors.. .The "global" of 
today reflects a modem version of the global reach of the handfbl of British 
merchant adventurers who as the East India Company, and later as the British 
Empire, raided and looted large areas of the world. Over the past 500 years of 
colonialism, whenever this global reach has been threatened by resistance, the 



language of opposition has been co-opted, redefined, and used to legitimize future 
control. (p. 150) 

Attendant with this privileging of first-world rationality and "global" solutions is 

a silencing of concern over the role global capitalism and first-world consumption plays 

in Majority-world poverty and the oppressive relationships poor people endure there. 

This is not to say that those working fiom within these discourses advocate unjust and 

oppressive social relationships. On the contrary, the intentions of the majority of these 

commentato'rs are noble and laudable. Rather, what this does suggest is that those 

working from within these discourses simply misrecognize the consequences of their 

discourses, making the advocates of ecological modernization and environmental 

management complicit in the continuation of first-world colonialism and global injustice. 

I would like to turn once again to the parks and protected areas literature to provide a few 

examples of "privileging". 

2.2.5. I Privileging Rationality 

In terms of scienhpc rationality, one senses fiom the literature that indeed the 

environment can be broken down into discrete units. As evidence of this, for example, 

one hears that "there are 141,091,932 hectares of Category V protected areas on Earth" 

(Phillips 1998), that "15 of 69 ecoregions in the Parks in Peril protection program now 

have more than 10 percent of their areas protected" (Sayre et al. 1998), and that 

"protected areas now consist of a network of 8500 sites in 120 countries" (Lusigi in 

McNeely 1995, p. 19). Attendant with this reduction, division and categorization of the 

environment, that one also often hears calls for more or better scientific research (e.g., 

McNeely 1995, p. 7; for a contrary view see Goodland in Redford & Padoch 1992). 

In terms of economic rationality, one also senses fiom the literature that indeed 

monetary values can be put on the environment and that industry might be the 



environment's "friend". For example, the Nature Conservancy is wont to point out that it 

has an estimated $1 billion in protected area "assets" (comprising 8,143,000 acres) 

(Howard & Magretta 1995). In terms of who constitutes the environment's new fiiend, 

we hear that: 

. . .we [as partners in international conservation] not only need to work more 
closely with business and industry, we need to adopt a more businesslike and 
democratic [sic] methods of getting things done. We should take a hard look at 
the way we run our affairs in order to improve our efficiency and productivity. 
(von Droste in McNeely 1995, p. 60) 

In terms of idhrtiomZ rationality, another facet of rational management, one 

hears fiom the International Union for the Conservation of Nature (IUCN), for example, 

that "the concept of national parks has spread" and that "parks and reserves7' have 

become "vital components among every country's environmental assets7' (Phillips 1994). 

Here too there are appeals fiom parks and protected areas commentators to educate 

people, whether they be landowners, tourists, indigenous people, even corporations. 

Concerning this latter group, Seale (in McNeely 1995) suggests that "the intention in 

dealing with [corporate landholding] partners is not to request finding for protected area 

purposes, but to communicate and educate as well as request action to manage the 

corporate lands that they control in an ecologically -sensitive way" (p. 247). 

2.2.5.2 Privilegsig Global Solutions 

Similarly, one hears that global solutions for the biodiversity conservation 

problem are indeed being proposed, if not being put into place. Through such global 

organizations and mechanisms as the Global Environment Facility (GEF), the Global 

Biodiversity Strategy, the United Nations Environment Program (UWP), the Convention 

on Biological Diversity, the World Resources Institute (WRI), and the NCN's 

Commission on National Parks and Protected Areas, plans are being prepared to help 



governments focus on "priorities7' (Phillips 1994). One also hears of an "institutional 

hierarchy" within which one can find the "true crown jewels of the global system", the 

"World Heritage and Ramsar Sites and Biosphere Reserves" (Barborak in McNeely 1995, 

p. 34). 

This need for and legitimacy of global solutions has, according to Sachs (1999), 

an origin. It is he says to be found on the cover of Time magazine's first issue of 1989. 

There one sees Planet Earth, photographed from outer space, the: 

. . .blue planet, a gloriously shining sphere floating in the darkness of the 
universe.. .nothing is more striking than the boundaries that set the luminous earth 
off against the dark outer space. The closed circle of its boundaries reveal Planet 
Earth in its finiteness. They offer visual proof of the belief that there are, 
ultimately, limits to its canying capacity. In the photograph, the earth, once 
considered by us as so immense, looks almost fhgile, susceptible to being 
crushed under an excess of burdens. @. viii) 

It is with this photo that the earth first became an object of management and it is with this 

photo that the people of the industrial world finally grasped the idea of the border- 

crossing and global impacts of industrial pollution. The ozone hole, acid rain, and global 

warming finally became issues of a planetary scale, issues, that is, in need of global 

solutions. 

2.2.5.3 Protected Areas for People 

It would be rare, at least at the international level, to see a recent account or 

discussion of parks and protected areas absent some mention of poor andlor indigenous 

people. They are mentioned in the Caracas National Parks Congress mandate (Phillips 

1998). They are the subject of specific chapters in the Nature Conservancy's (1998) 

"arks in Peril". They are integral to McNeely's (1995) partnerships, Phillip's (1998) 

"working landscapesy', and Pimbert & Pretty's (1997) public participation. Indigenous 

interests are important in parks and protected areas, in Canada (Lawson 1985; East 1991; 



Momson 1993, 1997) in Australia, (Furze et al. 1997: 127-145) and elsewhere (West & 

Brechin 199 1 ; Redford & Padoch 1992; Wells & Brandon 1992; Kramer & van Schaik 

1997, p. 6). Indigenous people have been so central to discussion in fact that the "myth" 

of the ecologically noble savage can now even be safely said to be "debunked" (Brandon 

1997, p. 106). Yet one cannot quite say that where these people are discussed they are 

given quite the same degree of respect and consideration that is afforded the international 

consenration expert for, in fact, indigenous and poor people are never allowed to speak. 

Rather, in most of the literature (e.g., West & Brechin 199 1; Redford & Padoch 1992; 

Wells & Brandon 1992; Kramer & van Schaik 1997: 6), indigenous people are always 

qoken for. 

Similarly, the problems facing parks and protected areas are discussed ad 

nauseum, yet certain questions, such as "why are people so poor?", "why is so much 

forest removal occurring?", and "why is there so much pressure fiom tourism?", are 

seldom asked. So indicative of this literature and its failure to ask these questions is it 

that when a commentator does mention things such as the "debt crisis, privatization, and 

economic liberalization", as do Sanderson & Bird (1998, p. 441), the commentary 

immediately looks out-of-place, alien, unnatural, even radcal. Even more unusual is 

again Sanderson & Bird's (ibid.) consideration of parks and protected areas as "social 

constructions" @. 442) and their talk of the "discourse" of conservation (p. 444). Perhaps 

most significantly, almost never does one see a challenge to the term 'Be", as in "we 

must protect bio-diversity" or "we must establish nature reserves". Who is this "we"? Is 

it "we" as in the local "we"? Or is it "we" as in the U.S. government and USAID "we" 

(Sanderson & Bird 1998, p. 446)? 



2.2.5.4 Organic Intellechrols for Capital 

By failing to adequately consider the context in which their discussions take place 

and by failing to recognize the potential consequences of these discourses, the advocates 

of ecological modernization and environmental management become in effect "organic 

intellectuals for capital" mverett & Neu 2000). "Organic7' intellectuals are those who 

help direct "the ideas and aspirations of the class to which they organically belong" 

(Hoare & Smith 1971, p. 1). Gramsci, the originator of this term, states that direct action 

is a defining characteristic of the organic intellectual: 

The mode of being of the new intellectual can no longer consist in eloquence, 
which is an exterior and momentary mover of feelings and passions, but in active 
participation in practical life, as constructor, organiser, permanent persuader and 
not just a simple orator. (1971, p. 10) 

Sassoon (1980, p. 140) makes a similar point stating that the new organic 

intellectual "performs ideological and organisational functions based on a practical 

intervention to change the real world". It is here that the rational, global and pragmatic 

parks and protected area scholar emerges. His, or (less often) hers, is a project of limited, 

direct and practical concern: the Sumatran Rhinoceros, the Florida Panther, the Great 

Mandril; not the refugees, not the mining, forestry or oil and gas companies, and not the 

debt trap. And they do keep pragmatics in mind, as is evinced in this comment of one 

respected protected areas commentator: 

. . . social scientists must focus on adapting all aspects of their research techniques 
to the practical needs of managers [and they] need to apply their theories and 
make concrete predictions-about sustainable activities, biodiversity loss, visitor 
satisfaction, cost and benefit, and a host of other managerial concerns. (Machlis in 
McNeely 1995, pp. 54-5) 

The question is, with such a limited scope and with concern being limited to the 

"practicaly7, how can parks and protected area commentators begin to insert poor, 

indigenous and third-world peoples back into their accounts? How can they begin to 



privilege a natureas-essential-ideological-ingredient metaphor when they are busy 

measuring visitor satisfaction? Assuming, of course, there are sufficient resources to 

keep them busy doing even this. 

2.3 Protected Areas Accounting 

One of the questions raised in the previous chapter concerned what Parks Canada 

is saying to the Canadian public about such things as the fiscal constraint it is 

experiencing, the existence of entrenched mind sets in both the Parks Canada 

organization and the national parks themselves, and the many recommendations for 

change made by Canadian parks and protected areas experts. In short, I raised a concern 

over the nature of Parks' accounts. I asked: What are they saying? What should they be 

saying? and Who is in control of what is being said? 

In this chapter I argued that protected areas accountability may be much more 

problematic than it f i s t  appears. This is because protected areas accounting cannot 

simply be about conveying facts, as the common sense might suggest. And this in turn is 

because any account, or story or narrative, does more than simply convey information, it 

also acts as a conduit of power, a means by which the social world is recreated, and a 

means by which the social world is transformed. Moreover, those vested with the 

evaluation of accounts, the auditors, may be governed by vague even contradictory 

mandates (e.g., efficiency, economy, and effectiveness). They may also be guided by 

"naive" models (e.g., New Public Management). And they make lack independence or 

"disinterest", making any idea of the enforcement of the many accountabilities 

(organizational, legal, public, moral, professional, managerial, and political) problematic. 

In addition, this chapter has tried to argue that the whole notion of the protected area is 

itself problematic: there is the possibility that these spaces, these cultural artifacts, do 

more than simply protect nature, they may also (un)intentionally privilege rationality and 



(white, first-world, corporatist) global solutions at the expense of local people and local 

understanding. 

Protected areas, this is to say, may simply be another element in Western 

society's attempt to modernize and rationalize, though here the target of that 

modernization and rationalization is nature. They may even be "essential ideological 

ingredients" in the unequal distribution of material resources in society. So how does this 

modernization and rationalization of nature play out in practice? What do efficiency, 

economy and effectiveness mean in the actual evaluation of a protected area or protected 

areas system? What does a real "protected areas account" look like? What of the various 

forms of accountability in this context? Before moving on to look for answers to these 

questions there is still a need to more adequately examine the four "Asy' of protected 

areas in light of a comprehensive theoretical framework and in light of the more 

"widespread field of power and economic relations7' (Bourdieu & Wacquant 1992). 

Consequently, I turn in the following chapter to an examination of the work of 

anthropologist and sociologist Pierre Bourdieu, who offers a comprehensive "theory of 

practice7', and the work of cultural geographer David Harvey, who offers a 

complimentary, but much more specifically nature-focused "geographical materialism7'. 

A combination of the work of these two provides what I think is a comprehensive 

theoretical framework for an examination of the four "Asy' of protected areas. Following 

this, chapter four examines the more "widespread field of power and economic relationsyy 

by laying out a "theory of globalization", a theory developed fiom an interrogation of the 

twin dialectic of subject-object/production-consumption. That chapter also looks at some 

of the implications for the four "As" of protected areas that stem fiom this phenomenon. 



3. Chapter Three: A Sociology of Protected Areas 

In the previous chapter I explored the idea of a protected areas accounting 

(account, accountability and auditing). Suggesting that such an accounting would be 

inadequate unless situated within or informed by a "comprehensive theoretical 

framework", I set out in this chapter to provide such a framing. I base this fiaming on the 

idea of a protected areas "sociology", a commentary on the structure, development, and 

fhnctioning of human society in and around protected areas. The possibilities for such a 

framing are endless, for there are many great thinkers fiom whom to draw upon: Marx, 

Weber, Mannheim, Simmel, Durkheim, and Parsons are just a few who come to mind. 

Of course one is also inclined to stay "current" and so there is the need to consider the 

many excellent contemporary thinkers. This raises the problem of having to strike a 

balance between the "greatyy and the "new", a balance I think can be found in the work of 

two particular individuals, French anthropologist and sociologist Pierre Bourdieu and 

Brit is h cultural geographer David Harvey. 

Yet I borrow from Bourdieu and Harvey for a number of other reasons. Firsty 

both of these individuals work from within the "critical tradition7', meaning that both 

wish to focus on voices that have been marginalized or that cannot be heard (Alvesson & 

Willmott 1992). Second, both authors work near the intersection of modem and 

postmodern theory, meaning that not only are Bourdieu and Harvey willing to focus on 

marginalized or unheard voices (a critical modem project), they are also willing to 

consider how they may be raising themselves above those voices (a postmodern project) 

(Platt 1989). Further, neither seem too ready to dispense with modernist 

"metanauatives" or the modernist notion of "universalsyy, both of which seem to me to be 

critical in political mobilization and social change. Finally, the arguments of both 



Bourdieu and Harvey are fascinating, controversial, and yet compelling. This is to say 

that their "ways of seeing" sometimes enhance, sometimes affirm and sometimes 

challenge one's understanding of the social and physical world. 

I begin the examination of Bourdieu's and Harvey's work by examining the 

former's "theory of practice", a theory underpinned by a number of assumptions, 

assertions and concepts. Following this examination I link some of Bourdieu's ideas to 

those of Marx and Foucault, two important cornerstones in the field of social thought. I 

next look at Bourdieu's concepts of field, capital, habitus, doxa, and symbolic violence, 

as well as his notion of codification, the latter of which I think is highly important in the 

context of our four "As" of protected areas. I then move on to examine Harvey's "social 

process theory". In particular, I see his ideas of the dialectic and geographical 

materialism and his take on the social construction of nature as highly useful in any 

discussion of protected areas. I next point out some parallel interests, similarities and 

complentarities of these two theorists in order to strengthen my case for a combined 

"Bourdieusian/Harveysian" approach. I conclude the chapter by drawing out some 

implications of my protected areas sociological framework in light of the four "As" of 

protected areas. 

3.1 Bourdieu' s Theory of Practice 

3.1.1 Assumptions 

Over the years, three main assumptions have underpinned Bourdieu's work 

(Bourdieu & Wacquant 1992, pp. 12-4). First, he believes that mental schemata are 

nothing other than the embodiment of social divisions, that is, that the social and the 

cognitive are genetically linked. Thus, an analysis of objective structures logically 

carries over into an analysis of objective dispositions. Second, the correspondence 



between social and mental structures fulfills crucial political functions. This makes 

symbolic systems instruments of domination, not simply instruments of knowledge. The 

categories of perception of the social world, imposing themselves 'kith all appearances 

of objective necessity" (ibid., p. 13), decisively reinforce the conservation of the social 

order. Accepting the idea that symbolic systems are social products that constitute social 

relations Bourdieu suggests that one can within limits transform the world by 

transforming its representation (ibid., p. 14). Following &om this and related to the point 

on preconstructed facts above is Bourdieuys third main assumption: systems of 

classification are sites of struggle between individuals and groups. Social taxonomies 

(e.g., "occupationy', "race') are the result of and at stake in social power relations. It 

becomes important therefore to consider how language and, more broadly, "symbolic 

goodsy' contribute to the reproduction and transformation of structures of domination. 

These assumptions have implications for the study of protected areas accounting. 

For one, the idea that the social and the cognitive are genetically linked suggests that an 

understanding of the things we call parks is linked to, or may even be a finction of, the 

social relations that characterize them. This is to say that the "thinking about parks" does 

not occur independently of the thinker's relation to parks. Practically, one would think 

then that in a situation where there is "thinkingy' about parks, say in a scientific forum or 

ecological integrity workshop, there is a need to consider the thinker's relation to the 

parks' say whether or not that "thinker" has a vested interest in parks. Second, the idea 

that the correspondence between social and mental structures llfills crucial political 

functions raises the need to careh1ly examine parks accounts for their potential political 

function. Here one is motivated to see both the "thinking about parks" as political and 

the messages (accounts) issued by these thinkers as political. This latter point is made 

explicit in Bourdieu's third assumption, that language is critical in the reproduction and 

transformation of social structures. Not only might the messages about parks, for 



example the accounts found in parks reports, be of importance in the maintenance of 

existing social relations, those accounts might offer the potential to transform those 

relations. 

This latter consideration, that language is important in the reproduction and 

transformation of social structures, very much pulls the Bourdieusian project in line with 

that of Foucault. Foucault's concern is with "disciplinary power", and how this is 

historically rooted in systems of surveillance and normalizing judgments (Alvesson 1996, 

p. 98). This is similar to Bourdieu's conception of "symbolic power" (Bourdieu 1989), 

though symbolic power is rooted not in systems of surveillance but in the educational 

system and the family. Foucault's concern is also with language or "disco~rse'~, which is 

thought to limit, define, and normalize motives and meanings. This is similar to 

Bourdieu's preoccupation with "labels, categories, and binary pairsy', which are similarly 

thought to limit meaning, but which are also thought to limit access to capital, that is, to 

decrease the "distance from economic necessity". This is not to say these theorists are 

only interested in language; indeed both recognize the importance of non-discursive or 

material practices and structures-and the way these interact with their symbolic 

counterparts. 

One product of symbolic structures is knowledge, which Foucault sees as 

implying power, as in the service of power, through knowledge's indication of what 

constitutes the normal. Bourdieu likewise concerns himself with knowledge, but of a 

particular variety, the common sense or "doxic" variety, which also tells us what is 

normal or "legitimate". It is through the processes of classification, calculation, 

codification, etc. (Bourdieu 1990a) and it is in this telling of what is legitimate that 

knowledge affects human subjectivity and the constitution of identity. To put this in 

Foucault's terms discourses constitute the subject; in Bourdieu's symbolic (and social) 

structures constitute the "habitus". These ideas reflect the need of both to break with the 



philosophy of consciousness, with the independent subject or rational actor. They also 

imply a skepticism of cctruth", which is a social construction for Foucault (Alvesson 1996, 

p. 10 1) and a (necessary) "arbitrary" for Bourdieu. 

There are numerous critiques levied at Foucault's work (cf. ibid. pp. 105- 1 1 O), 

some of which are not particularly applicable in the case of Bourdieu. First Foucault's 

work is rarely based on the actual accounts and practices of social agents, unlike that of 

Bourdieu's, especially of late (cf Bourdieu et al. 2000). Second, Foucault is alleged to 

make certain relations and aspects of relations disappear (Alvesson 1996), such as 

gender, race, and class. This is certainly not the case with Bourdieu, though he may 

ultimately obscure them (cf McCall 1991, Moi 199 1). Third, Foucault, through his less 

than precise references to the "state", similarly fails to recognize the role of central 

agencies, which are often articulated in Bourdieu' s work (d 1988% 1998a). 

This is not to suggest that Bourdieu is a "better Foucault", in fact it may be better 

to view Bourdieu's merits in light of the project of Marx, with whom Alexander (1995) 

says Bourdieu shares important lineaments. In particular, economic necessity, the system 

of production, the market, and capital are over-arching themes for Marx and Bourdieu. 

Yet there are some differences too. For one, relationships are more important to 

Bourdieu than Marx: classes are not real classes, "corporate bodies or permanent groups 

endowed with permanent organs or representation, acronyms, etc." (1989, p. 16). Rather, 

they are socially variable entities, always only made up of those who occupy similar 

positions in the "space of positions of power or field of power" (ibid., p. 16). 

Second, there is more to domination than might be inferred fiom some Mandan 

analyses. There are also those spheres Weber alerted us to, the political, the social, the 

religious, and most importantly for Bourdieu, the cultural. The accumulation of wealth, 

in fact, needs to be seen as linked to cultural mechanisms, particularly those which 

"enable those who occupy a dominant social position to impose their world as universal, 



and hence as legitimate7' (Cronin 1996, p. 75). Third, for Bourdieu there will never be a 

breaking of class consciousness, since the dominated live in a state of "learned 

ignorance7', which is to say that the symbolic reality of dominated social actors is very 

much shaped and structured by systems of domination. While somewlrat of a dystopian 

sentiment, the idea of learned ignorance does explain why inequity, poverty, and 

suffering continues, especially in the rich countries of the world. Finally, one other point 

indicative of the merit of Bourdieu' s "neo-Manrist" reconstructionism is that for 

Bourdieu a discussion of class is itself a class issue. He alerts us to the need to consider 

our own biases toward or social relation to that which we study, that is, he asks us to be 

"reflexive7', a point to which we will return below. 

For a study of protected areas accounting, these merits are worth considering. 

What will come into a clearer focus than might be attained using a Foucauldian lens will 

be the economic standing of various parks actors or   stakeholder^^^. Highlighted too will 

be the role of the state and problems regarding state participation in parks administration. 

And in a clearer light will be the role of common sense and7 perhaps more importantly in 

the case of accounting7 the role of codification in parks administration. What will come 

into a clearer focus than might be attained using a Marxian lens will be both the 

complexity of the social actor, her or his multiple and field-specific (or intra- and extra- 

park) identities, and the rigidity with which the social actor's symbolic realities are 

structured (the learned ignorance characteristic of those actors). Highlighted too will be 

questions concerning why some commentators are interested in economic or cultural 

class issues, why others neglect these issues, and why still others seem interested yet do 

not deal seriously with them. 



3.1.2 Concepts 

With these considerations and accounting/accountability implications in mind, we 

can turn now to the concepts underpinning Bourdieu's "post-postivist sociology" 

(Wacquant 1993, p. 125), or, as Bourdieu would prefer, his "constructivist structuralismy' 

(Bourdieu 1 990a) and "social praxeology" (Bourdieu & Wacquant 1 992, p. 1 1). The 

product of much empirical research and reff ection, these concepts or temporary 

constructs (ibid., p. 161) include among othersfiekf, capital, hahabitus, d m  and synzbofic 

violence. The coverage will also touch upon Bourdieu7s idea of codz~cation, a hallmark 

of modernity that has direct bearing on the four "As" of protected areas. 

3.1.2.1 Field 

Fields, according to Bourdieu, are "networks of social relations, structured 

systems of social positions within which struggles or maneuvers take place over 

resources, stakes and accessy' (Bourdieu 1990b). Fields can be thought of as a kind of 

market or game (jeu) since, in a field, we have stakes (enjeux), an investment (illusio), 

and we also have trump cards (Bourdieu & Wacquant 1992, p. 98). Fields are occupied 

by the dominant and the dominated, two sets of actors who attempt to usurp, exclude and 

establish monopoly over the mechanisms of the field's reproduction and the type of 

power effective in it (ibid., p. 106). Yet fields are also always relational, dynamic social 

microcosms. They are contingent and ever changing, implying that to think of a field one 

needs to think relationally or dialectically (ibid., p. 96) . 

The fact that they are sites of struggles and endless change makes fields different 

than "systemsyy, for systems "postulate common function, internal cohesion, and self- 

regulationyy (ibid., p. 103). And the fact that they are relational m&s the notion of field 

different than realist representations "which lead us to reduce the effect of the 

environment to the effect of direct action as actualized during an interaction7' (ibid., p. 



97). When one comes to think in terms of field, then, one comes to focus on the totality 

of relevant actors (DiMaggio & Powell 1983, p. 149), not on simply what occurs "within 

the organization" or "within the group". For example, in trying to understand a multi- 

stakeholder collaboration or "r~undtable'~ process convened to resolve park conflicts one 

needs to look beyond the visible actors and visible manifestations of the process to the 

behind-the-scenes actors and activities. Further, when one comes to think in terms of 

field, one comes to focus on power, domination and class, making Bourdieu's field 

somewhat different than the notion of field appearing in Anglo-American organization 

(i.e., institutional and population ecology) theory (cf ibid.). One might then suggest as 

does Drummond (1998) that the organization is best seen as a sub-field, or as embedded 

in a field, as enclosed in a social universe with its own laws of functioning. The 

organization, like a field, is a space in which a game takes place, a field of relations 

between individuals who are competing for personal advantage. 

Fields may be viewed either in tenns of "restricted production" or in terms of 

"generalized", "widespread", or "large-scale7' production (Bourdieu 1985). A field of 

restricted production is a system producing cultural goods objectively destined for a 

public of producers of cultural goods (ibid., p. 17). In such fields, cultural "capital" 

(explained below) tends to be predominant and evaluation of production is conducted 

according to criteria internal to the field. As an example of a restricted field one might 

consider the field of parks management, a field wherein parks managers evaluate parks 

according to field-specific criteria, such "ecological integrity" or "ecosystem health". In 

contrast, generalized fields of production have a less direct influence on producers since 

these fields are organized with a view to the production of cultural goods destined for 

non-producers of cultural goods, "the public at large" (ibid.). Indeed parks also have a 

generalized field of production., that being the field of tourism, a field wherein tourism 

managers produce cultural goods such as "outdoor experiences" for the paying customer. 



In addition to the different types of production found in the two fields, there is a 

tendency for the widespread field to influence or colonize the restricted field, though all 

fields differ in the degree to which this occurs. Where significant colonization has 

occurred, the restricted field can said to be heteronomous (i.e., lacks autonomy). In such 

fields one typically sees success as measured by non-field-specific indices, such as 

income. Where significant colonization has not occurred, the restricted field is said to be 

autonomous. In such fields success is measured according to the criteria of legitimacy 

specific to that field (since production in these fields is primarily for other producers). 

What is interesting about autonomous fields is that there is a tendency for "the 

economy of practices [to be] based.. .on a systematic inversion of the findamental 

principle of all ordinary economies, that of business, that of power, and even that of 

institutionalized cultural authority" (Bourdieu 1983, p. 320). In fact, in a perfectly 

autonomous field the economic world is turned upside-down, there is a refbsal of the 

commercial, there is an anti-economy, in economic terms, governed by charisma, 

aesthetic intention, and an interest in disinterestedness. Yet even perfectly autonomous 

fields are affected by the laws of the field which encompasses it, those laws being 

economic and political profit (ibid., p. 320). In the case of parks and protected areas that 

"refusal of the commercial" is apparent: Canada's national parks, while being thought of 

by most as a "symbol of Canada", have been and still are managed as primarily economic 

resources, that is, as "parks for profity', to use Bella's (1987) term. 

Agents within the restricted field (e-g., artists, philosophers, intellectuals, writers, 

etc.) may be unaware of the degree to which colonization is occumng, for their efforts 

are occupied by the struggle to obtain advantage through the accumulation of symbolic 

capital in their respective fields. Thus one sees, for example, members of the legal 

profession trying to derive a cultural profit of distinction-not an economic profit-by 

demonstrating the "best" debating style and using the most persuasive or eloquent 



arguments. Similarly in the field of politics professional producers of political discourses 

compete with other cultural producers, not for economic profit, but for the profit one 

derives fiom gaining control over the power invested in the state (Cronin 1996, p. 72). 

One might witness efforts to derive a cultural profit of distinction in parks also, as park 

scientists compete to develop the best and most informative "ecological integrity", 

"ecosystem health", and "stress/responsey' indicators. Much capital will go to the person 

or persons who develop the ecological integrity model. 

This "misrecognition" of the true nature of the relations underlying the field and 

its reproduction is evident in the fact that it is taboo to utter in public this true nature, to 

discuss, one could say, the contradictions inherent in the field. To do so is "sacrilege par 

excellence, the unforgivable sin which all the censorships constituting the field seek to 

repressy7 (Bourdieu 1983, p. 3 54). Misrecognition is evident in the case of academia 

where one finds debates centering not on the material foundations of the academic 

institution (i.e., the budget, the source of the budget, etc.) but rather on field-specific 

topics, such as what constitutes knowledge, what the newest research methods are, what 

the most prestigious conference is, or what qualifies as a top journal. Similarly, one 

might see it as "sacrilege par excellence" to discuss the material, profit-oriented 

foundations of Canada's national parks, finding it easier instead to center debates on 

"ecological outlook" or "the best directions for further research". 

These ideas of the restricted and widespread field, misrecognition, and 

colonization are used productively in Oakes et al.'s (1998) study of change in a Canadian 

public sector organization charged with the administration of one province's museums 

and cultural heritage sites. Merging institutional theory and Bourdieu7s framework, these 

authors consider business planning as an institutional force, a "pedagogic actiony7, a 

process which simultaneously promotes a vision of what is to be valued and what is to be 

excluded as unthinkable. Focusing on the shifting categories, legitimate naming, and 



lessons used by agents, the authors consider the effects of the introduction of a new 

official language, that of business, effects which include the agents' own devaluation of 

capital and subsequent loss of control. 

3.1.2.2. Capital 

Above, fields were defined as networks of social relations within which struggles 

take place over resources, stakes and access. Here the definition will be changed slightly 

to suggest that the struggles are not so much over resources, stakes and access, but rather 

over "capital" (Bourdieu in Eagleton 1992). This capital may, according to Bourdieu, be 

of any of a number of different forms or "species", the most obvious being economic. 

This form of capital consists of nothing more than monetary and material wealth, 

commodities and physical resources (e.g., land), those targets of Mamas "primitive 

accumulationy' and "naked possessiony' (Marx 1 867/1976, p. 873). This is to say that 

economic capital is distinctively material. 

A second form of capital, cullurarl capital, breaks with the idea that capital must 

necessarily be material to be valuable. Certain things it seems are still very much worth 

accumulating, even if they are less tangible. These include knowledge, skill, taste, 

lifestyle, and qualifications (Bourdieu 199 1). This intangibility means that there are 

different manifestations of cultural capital, one of which is embodied. Embodied cultural 

capital is a product of "knowledge, skill, taste, lifestyle, and qualifications" (Bourdieu 

1986, p. 244). The manifestation here is in "long-lasting dispositions of the mind and 

body" (ibid., p. 243), for instance, in muscular physiques, suntans, language skills, bodily 

comportment ("hexis'), or a personal familiarity with works of art. In contrast, 

objectified cultural capital is seen not in the mind or body but in "cultural goods", such as 

pictures, books, dictionaries, instruments, machines, and, especially, writing (ibid., p. 

243). One should note here that the possession of embodied capital is a precondition for 



the profitable appropriation of objectified capital or, to put this another way, profits fkom 

objectified capital "can only be obtained in proportion to the extent of the holder's 

embodied capital" (ibid., p. 247). 

Finally, institutionaZized or certified capital inheres in neither the mind nor the 

body, but rather as the name implies in the institution or the certificate. This 

manifestation, which implies "officially recognized, guaranteed competence.. . confers 

entirely original properties on the cultural capital which it is presumed to guarantee" 

(ibid., p. 243). Unlike the other forms of cultural capital, this manifestation involves a 

"pefiormative magic of the power of instituting7', an imposition of recognition through 

"social alchemy and ritual". A good example here is the academic qualification, a 

certificate of cultural competence which separates the "last successfbl candidate fiom the 

first unsuccess~l one7' (ibid., p. 248). 

Because it is usually obtained in a less straightforward manner than economic 

capital, i.e., through education and the family, cultural capital can be said to be a more 

disguised form of capital and a form whose transmission is more risky (ibid., p. 253). It 

is this disguise that leads to the "misrecognition" of the "cultural arbitrariness" or 

socially-constructed nature of our world. It is this disguise that also makes cultural 

capital more enduring and less convertible and susceptible to attrition than economic 

capital. Here there is a resonance with the institutional theorists' (e.g., DiMaggio & 

Powell 1983) idea of "nonnative and mimetic isomorphism", and the subtle force and 

enduring effects of these two types of social force. 

There are four other forms of capital to consider. The first is linguistic capital, a 

subset of cultural capital. An embodied form, linguistic capital is acquired primarily 

through the family (the "mother tongue') and is manifest in and measured through 

linguistic style. This style is evident in one's ability to demonstrate competence in the 

use of magisterial, scholarly, or bourgeois language, in one's ability to decipher and 



manipulate the complex structures of that language (l3ourdieu & Passeron 1977, pp. 72-3, 

108-10). Another variant form of capital is social capital. Social capital can be defined 

as the powers and the resources that stem fiom networks of relationships. It is "the 

totality of the resources that may be called upon by sole virtue of being one of a network 

of durable social relations.. .not simply connections, but the added value which 

membership in a group brings" (Bourdieu in Wacquant 1987, p. 69). Here one can point 

to manners, bearingy and pronunciation as they relate to membership in a prestigious 

group (Bourdieu 1986, p. 256). Yet another form ispoZiticaI capital, which appears to be 

a variant of social capital. In reference to this form, Bourdieu mentions the social 

networks of the political party and the union and draws attention to the importance of 

patrimony in those networks (Bourdieu & Wacquant 1992, p. 119). 

However the f o m  that most preoccupies Bourdieu is the composite form of 

capital, spholic capital. Symbolic capital arises out of the other forms of capital, but 

only when the arbitrariness of the possession and accumulation of these other forms is 

misrecognized (Bourdieu & Wacquant 1992, p. 119). That is, the other forms of capital 

are converted to symbolic capital the instant they are deemed legitimate. This is why 

symbolic capital may well be the most valuable form, for it is only in the form of 

symbolic capital that the ultimate basis of power-wealth--can exert power and exert it 

durably (Bourdieu 1977a). Symbolic capital is found in the form of prestige, renown, 

reputation and personal authority (Cronin 1996). Symbolic capital gives one "the power 

to consecrate" (Bourdieu 1989, p. 23) and impose both the legitimate vision of the world 

and the way "in which social fields are organized as particular hierarchies of positions 

and capital" (Meisenhelder 1997, p. 169). 

Unlike cultural capital, which might be misrecognized, the "true nature" or 

cultural arbitrariness of symbolic capital is by definition always misrecognized. As a 

result, the social credit confemed by the socially accepted or socially concealed uses of 



this type of capital is also always misrecognized. One example here concerns the repute 

that accrues to businesses that grant funds for environmental stewardship or community 

development projects, projects that bear their names. This repute, the legitimacy of these 

actors, is rnisrecognized, it is not seen for what it is, which is capital. 

We can see from this that there are many forms of capital, and that each form is 

manifest in a different "currencyy' (e.g., dollars, qualifications, or physical objects) 

(Bourdieu 1985). Bourdieu also suggests that each form has a different degree of 

liquidity, convertibility and susceptibility to attrition. On the one hand there is cultural 

and linguistic capital, which is acquired only slowly through the processes of formal 

schooling and family education (Bourdieu & Passeron 1977, p. 93). On the other is 

economic capital, which, where it can be won, can be won and lost much more quickly. 

It should be noted too that all of the foms of capital are interconnected (Bourdieu & 

Wacquant 1992, p. 160), though they are not pluralistically distributed. Where one 

typically finds that individuals have a good deal of one type of capital (e-g., economic) 

one will tend to find that they also have relatively large amounts of other types of capital 

(e.g., linguistic, symbolic). This is not always the case, for the distribution of economic 

capital can be symmetric and opposite the distribution of cultural capital (Bourdieu 

1977b, p. 501). Such is the case with avant-garde artists or academics in the university, 

who often have a good deai of cultural capital but relatively little economic capital (for a 

diagrammatic representation of these and other "social positions7' see Bourdieu 1998b, p. 

5). 

Even more important to note is that while individuals try to maximize their 

possession of their preferred form of capital, they tend to have an interest in the 

reproduction of those conditions most conducive to that preferred form: 

. . .the different sections must tend to invest the capital which they may transmit in 
the market that is capable of guaranteeing for it the best yield.. .Those sections 



which are richest in cultural capital are more inclined to invest in their children's 
education at the same time as in cultural practices liable to maintain and increase 
their specific rarity; those sections which are richest in economic capital set aside 
cultural and educational investments to the benefit of economic investments. 
(Bourdieu 1977b, p. 502) 

As a result, individuals often work to discredit "the form of capital upon which the force 

of their opponents rests and often try to valorize the species of capital they preferentially 

possess or support7' (Bourdieu & Wacquant 1992, p. 99). 

In the field of protected areas and the practice of protected areas accounting this 

idea of capital may have direct applicability. For instance, one could look at Canada's 

national parks public participation forums in terns of the capital possessed by the various 

participants. Some of these participants will be wealthy in terns of economic capital, 

some in terms of cultural capital, and some in terms of social, linguistic or symbolic 

capital. Some may be rich in terms of all of these forms while others may lack capital 

entirely. Moreover, the possession of some forms of capital may be misrecognized, 

despite the fact that those who posses these forms will be actively trying to reproduce the 

conditions most conducive to their accumulation. In terms of protected areas accounting, 

the notion of capital alerts us to who has the "the power to consecrate and impose both 

the legitimate vision of the world', and to what it is that is being consecrated. 

It is important to mention too that Bourdieu's notion of capital allows him to 

develop a fairly complete notion of class. Breaking with the Marxian notion of class 

based on the amount of an individual's property or position in economic markets (i.e., 

economic capital), Bourdieu adds Weber's notion of the status group (making status more 

or less equivalent to cultural and symbolic capital). This addition allows for a more 

comprehensive examination of social stratification and '%lass" antagonisms by allowing 

"class difference" to account for gender, race, or other differences. This in turn facilitates 

the search for "unity within difference", though it may also constrain explorations into 

these specific forms of social life (McCall 1992). 



Having thoroughly examined the notion of capital, we can now better understand 

Bourdieu's suggestion that "the distributions of agents in social space [as distinct from 

geographic space] are dependent upon the volume and structure of capital they possess" 

(1989, p. 17). Of course this distribution is never static, as the field is always in a state of 

flux. Colonization from the widespread field, individual experience, unforseen events, 

and the constant struggle over what is to be valued or not valued in the field all keep the 

social space alive and dynamic. What is truly interesting-and contentious-about this 

conception of the social world i s  that not only is one's position in social space dependent 

upon the (always changing) capital one possesses, but one's identity is also dependent 

upon one's accumulated capital. To understand this connection between social space, 

capital and individual identity, it is necessary to consider the third leg of Bourdieu's 

conceptual three-legged stool, the "habitus". 

3.1-2.3 Habitus 

Habitus is the "durably inculcated system of structured, structuring dispositions" 

found within a field (Bourdieu 1990b, p. 52). Habitus is embodied or deposited within 

individual social actors. It is "the social inscribed in the body.. .a feel for or sense of the 

"social game'. . .the source of most practices.. .a tendency to generate regulated 

behaviours apart from any reference to rules" (Bourdieu 1962, p. 1 1 1). Habitus exists in 

the form of mental and corporeal schemata, a matrix of perception, appreciation, and 

action (Bourdieu & Wacquant 1992, pp. 16, 18). In short, habitus is culture, and like 

culture, it pervades or saturates social processes (Foster 1986, p. 105). 

Like a field, habitus is not static or eternal, because habitus is a combination of 

the social actor's deeply-ingrained identity and his or her less-fixed, occupational identity 

(Meisenhelder 1997). For example, one's habitus may be comprised of a deep "white, 

first-world, male" identity and a less-fixed "park warden" identity. The habitus is also 



always changing because the experiences to which habitus is constantly subjected are 

many and varied, most are reinforcing, but many are modifying (Bourdieu & Wacquant 

1992, p. 133). Our "white, first-world, male park warden" for this reason is not a static 

actor, but a changing one. Finally, habitus changes because the character of the field 

changes, and because the kinds and proportions of and struggles over capital in the field 

change. Thus our park warden's actual identity may change simply as a result of the field 

changing .from, say, a field wherein production is for producers (e.g., the promotion of 

ecological integrity) to, say, a field wherein production is for non-producers (e.g., the 

promotion of visitor attractions). 

While society may be "in the individual as the habitus" (Meisenhelder (1997, p. 

180), it should be clear that habitus is also constitutive of the field, because habitus works 

in a dialectic fashion, as an infinite yet strictly limited generative capacity, as 

determinism and fieedom, as conditioning and creativity, and as consciousness and the 

unconscious (Bourdieu 1990b, p. 55). As Bourdieu notes: "the field, as a structured 

space, tends to structure the habitus, while the habitus tends to structure the perceptions 

of the field" (Bourdieu 1988b, p. 784). Further, habitus may be manifest in different 

ways: as a unifying cultural code (the "collective habitus'), an internalized cultural code 

(the "dispositional habitus'), or as the practice of a characteristic style ("manifest 

habitus') (Nash 1990, p. 434). One could pause here to consider the parks account, 

whether the annual report or the agency position paper, as a manifestation of a "parks 

habitus". 

These ideas of "the field structuring the habitus" and "unifying and internalized 

cultural codes'' surface in Oakes et al.'s (1998) organizational research. While business 

plans were advocated as a way to control spending and to introduce~"accountability" into 

that organization's operations, business plans also changed the distribution and relative 

weight of the forms of capital (eom cultural to economic). This change in the field's 



capital in turn changed the identities, i.e., habitus, of those in the field. The codes 

intrinsic to the museum curator (who traditionally produced for other producers) were 

slowly and unconsciously substituted for codes intrinsic to the entrepreneur (a producer 

who produces for consumers). 

It should be apparent here that in saying tcunconsciously" habitus implies a degree 

of social determinism. That is, Bourdieu's is far from a "rational" actor. In fact, 

findamental to Bourdieu's approach is a challenge to methodological individualism and 

the notion of the free and independent subject: "meanings and consequences of action are 

not transparent to the actors themselves.. . habitus is that part of practices which remain 

obscure in the eyes of their own producers" (1977, pp. 72-87). Yet Bourdieu appears as 

convinced that social agents are not objects guided by rules or codes. Reacting to the 

structuralist tradition that dominated the post-war years and the writings of Levi-Strauss 

and Piaget he is clear that the social agent pursues strategies, that social agents do weigh 

their "interests" prior to any action. It is just that these strategies are always in some way 

constrained. Habitus in this sense is Bourdieu's attempt to overturn, or at least reconcile, 

the subj ect/object duality. 

The concept of habitus not only reflects Bourdieu' s concern with this duality, it 

also reflects his concern with linking the local and the global, or the micro and macro, 

which is for Bourdieu yet another false antimony. The habitus then is intended to 

provided the mediating link between social structure (the macro) and individual action 

(the micro). Yet there is an even more micro-level in Bourdieu's conceptual scheme, and 

this pertains to the building blocks of habitus: the postulates and axioms, or, even more 

findamentally, the binary oppositions, labels, and categories we use to understand or lend 

meaning to the world. It is at this level that the roots of the processof "social alchemy" 

or "social magic" can be found, for it is here that one finds the origin of "that which goes 



without saying, which requires no inculcating" (Bourdieu & Wacquant 1992, p. 168). It 

is here that one finds the roots of common sense, or "doxa". 

3.1.2.4 Doxa and Symbolic Violence 

Where the question of legitimacy does not arise, where symbolic struggles are not 

fought, one finds the doxic society, a society wherein "the established cosmological and 

political order is perceived not as arbitrary, i.e., as one possible order among others, but 

as a self-evident and natural order" (Bourdieu 1977% p. 166). In a doxic society "what is 

essential goes without saying because it comes without saying: the tradition is silent, not 

least about itself as a tradition" (ibid., p. 167). Such societies are rare, if they even exist, 

and so questions of legitimacy are often seen to be raised. There are, to put it in 

Bourdieu's terms, challenges to the common sense, to doxa. These come in the form of 

heterodox discourses. Such discourses, for example those of members of the 

environmental movement, spawn efforts to defend doxa, efforts that result in the 

appearance of orthodox discourses, such as are featured in the speeches and writings of 

"anti-environmentali sts". 

For Bourdieu, where doxa or common sense produces an unequal distribution of 

personal capital and a legitimation of such production we find "symbolic violence" 

(Bourdieu in Eagleton 1992, p. 113). Symbolic violence can do what political and police 

violence can do, it only does it more efficiently (Bourdieu & Wacquant 1992, p. 166). 

This is because symbolic violence is an act of cognition and misrecognition that "lies 

beyond-or beneath-the controls of consciousness and will" (Bourdieu in Eagleton 

1992, p. 1 13). Symbolic violence is implacably exerted through the order of things, 

through the logic of practice, through complicity and interior defeat, suggesting that the 

symbolically dominated conspire and commit isolated treasons against themselves 

(Bourdieu 1 990b, pp. 1 66-7). 



As an example of symbolic violence, one can look at children in remote, rural 

areas who try to become literate not in their own language or dialect, but in the language 

or dialect of the members of the ruling group (i.e., urban politicians, administrators, and 

professionals). Even though it is unlikely that these children will ever become as 

eloquent in or confident using the dominant mode of expression as others, they typically 

believe that it is in their own self-interest to do so. Yet another example of symbolic 

violence can be found in the large corporation, where work is highly structured--one 

works eight hours a day, five days a week, fifty or so weeks a year-and where 

remuneration is highly unequal--executives earn orders of magnitude more money for, 

perhaps, only a proportion more effort and responsibility. Yet worworces by and large 

accept this; they are complicit in this structure and this inequity, adhering as they do to 

the (Protestant) ethic of work and the (American) myth of "merit". This ethic endorses, 

even lends a moral stature to, hard work and toil, and this myth tells of opportunity and 

mobility (Prasad 1997). The myth also has its career legends: Henry Ford, Lee Iacocca, 

Donald Trump, Steve Jobs, and Bill Gates (ibid.). What this ethic does not endorse is a 

healthy and safe workplace, or time with family, fiends and community. What this myth 

does not speak of are the constraints on career mobility imposed by not having the 

necessary linguistic, social, political and/or cultural capital. Imposing themselves as self- 

evident and universal, work and pay structures in the modem corporation are in this sense 

doxic structures, sites of symbolic violence. 

Finally, as an example in the context of the protected area, one might consider the 

participation of environmentalists in the multi-stakeholder collaboration or roundtable 

process as a form of complicity. While the environmentalist may subscribe to the idea of 

a winlwin solution, a solution in which everyone gains, she may in fact be complicit in a 

zero-sum game, a solution in which only one party, not the environmentalist, benefits. 

Symbolic violence may also operate through the protected areas account, again say in the 



case of the annual report or agency position paper. In such reports there may be a 

promulgation or reproduction of the common sense, of myths, the primary effect of which 

is to maintain a situation wherein less dominant actors have unequal access to one or 

more of the various forms of capital. 

3.1.2.5 Language and the Linguistic Market 

To understand the process by which symbolic violence is carried out, a key 

question of "how", one needs to understand language and the role it plays in the social 

world. Such an understanding begins by viewing language not as a mere tool of 

understanding or means of communication (Bourdieu & Wacquant 1992, p. 141) but 

rather, and building on Wittgenstein's and Nietzsche's concern with the pragmatic 

aspects of language, by viewing language as a fonn of social action or practice 

intrinsically linked to a group's way of life (Snook 1990, p. 177). Yet language, that 

immense repository of naturalized preconstructions (Bourdieu & Wacquant 1992, p. 

241), is more than even this, it is also a medium of power (Goke-Pariola 1993). 

Any consideration of self-contained language or language divorced from its 

circumstances is misguided, Bourdieu says. Such is the case with Saussure's distinction 

between languelanguage as a self-sufficient system of signs-and parole-the situated 

realization of language (Thompson 199 1). As Bourdieu sees it: 

Without an understanding of the entire structure of objective relationships that 
define positions in this field, of the specific forms of censorship each imposes, 
and without knowledge of the trajectories and linguistic dispositions of those who 
occupy these positions, it is impossible to filly explicate processes of 
communication-why something is said or not said, by whom, what is meant, 
what is understood, and, most importantly, with what social effects. (Bourdieu & 
Wacquant 1992, p. 150) 

This moves Bourdieu's view of language beyond that of even the "extra-linguisticy7 view 

of the "socio" or "systemic7' linguists, such as Halliday (Goke-Pariola 1993), toward that 



of the "critical discourse analysts" (e.g. Fairclough 1992; Mumby & Clair 1997; Van 

Dijk 1993), a group who shares Bourdieu's concern with the sociological aspects and 

social efficacy of language (Collins 1998, p. 730). 

To link the social and the linguistic Bourdieu again adopts the metaphor of the 

market, a linguistic market, a "system of relations of force which determine the price of 

linguistic products" (Bourdieu in Wacquant 1989, p. 47). In this market, individual 

discursive choices are made according to whether or not the choices may yield a material 

or symbolic profit (Bourdieu 1991, p. 66). Much ofthis potential to yield a profit is 

based in turn on how much linguistic capital the individual possesses. That is, linguistic 

choices are very much a finction of the linguistic habitus, that "competence at once 

technical and social" (Bourdieu in Wacquant 1989, p. 47). Each individual, having a 

basic understanding of both the market and his or her own capital, has an idea of what he . 

or she may gain fiom that market. This is another way of explaining how it is that social 

actors are complicit in their own domination. They do not passively submit or fteely 

adhere to values (Goke-Pariola 1993, p. 225), rather they anticipate the price that their 

discourse will fetch, an anticipation that contributes to the shape and content of the 

discourse. 

At the conjuncture of the linguistic market and the linguistic habitus one finds a 

conjuncture of motivated exchange and symbolic power (Peterson 1993), linguistic 

expressions and discourse that are never neutral, but always,reflective of the social 

structures that they both express and help to create (Goke-Pariola 1993, p. 222). This 

power-laden conception of language forces us to consider both the authority or legitimacy 

with which language is backed and the effects or consequences that language may have 

(Bourdieu in Eagleton 1992, p. 11 1). Regarding the former, we arereminded that the 

authority to speak always comes fiom outside; the skeptron must first be handed to the 

orator before the speech can be delivered (Bourdieu 1991, pp. 109, 193). Regarding the 



latter, legitimacy, we must be aware that once that authority has been granted, where that 

right to speak has been recognized, the spokesperson is allowed to name, produce or 

appropriate a certain vision of the world (Snook 1990, p. 177). The legitimated 

spokesperson, that "imposter endowed with the skeptrony', is given control over the 

process of representation, over establishing what constitutes common sense, over 

establishing the structure of the world (Bourdieu 1991, pp. 105, 109, 236) 

There are three important implications of focusing on the linguistic market, 

linguistic habitus, and their interaction (discourse). The first is that we are forced to view 

interpersonal relations as only apparently interpersonal, to see that linguistic 

communalism, the idea that everyone participates in language as they enjoy the sun, the 

air, or water, is only an illusion (Bourdieu & Wacquant 1992, pp. 144, 146). Such 

interpersonal relations may be indicative of the relations found in the national parks 

public participation forum or, perhaps, in the multi-stakeholder collaboration or 

roundtable process convened to resolve specific park issues. 

Another implication concerns marginalized groups. We need, as Deetz (1 996) 

suggests, to see groups as acquiring: 

. . . a type of autonomy in a language game not of their own choosing. In accepting 
the state of "othef' they have little self-definition, and the game is stacked @. 
192). 

This might again be evident in the parks forum or collaboration, where "stakeholders" 

representing specific "interests" are advised and indeed assumed to have autonomy. 

They may have the right to "state their interestsy', to "hold caucusy', or to "ratify" a 

document. They may not, however, have the right, or even the opportunity, to choose 

their own 'preferred language gameyy. 

The third implication lies in the emancipatory potential of language, the 

possibility that individuals may, through "provoked and accompanied self-analysis" 



(Bourdieu et al. 2000), linguistically reconstruct self and world, no matter how stacked 

the game, how dominated or monopolized the linguistic market, or how embedded in 

class pronunciation and "articulatory style" social class might be (Bourdieu & Wacquant 

1992, pp. 146, 149). In the struggle and competition over language there is always a 

transfornative potential in points of discord, breakdown, and conflict, in the "important 

loci of the production of meaningyy (Hanks 1993, p. 146). Indeed, it is the illocutionary 

force and consequent transformative potential of language that motivate Bourdieu to 

transpose economic language into the cultural and symbolic spheres, to in effect turn the 

weapons of the dominant group against itself (Bourdieu 1998% p. 40). It is for this 

reason that the parks account must be studied not just for a dominant habitus, or 

complicity, or myths, but also for points of discord, breakdown, and conflict. To do 

otherwise would be to foreclose possible insight into change, resistance, and agency. 

3.1.2.6 Codflcation 

One of the benefits of Bourdieu's general concepts, i.e., field, capital, habitus, 

doxa, and symbolic violence, is of course their universality and wide applicability. His 

concepts accord with the classic aim of the scientist: to go fiom a logic immersed in ''the 

particular case to a logic independent of the individual case" (1990, p. 83). Indeed, as I 

hope to show later, the applicability of his concepts pertains as much to the field of 

accounting as it does to any other field. But there is one concept, or, perhaps more 

correctly, one practice, that pertains in no small way to the field of accounting and that is 

codification. It is necessary to look at Bourdieu's comments on this practice (see 

Bourdieu 1990% pp. 76-86), this mode of behaviour, and consider what Bourdieu sees as 

the role of the social scientist in respect of it. 

To codify is to bring out into the open, to make visible, public, and known to all. 

It is to formalize, display, and proclaim before everyone's eyes. To take part in the 



activity of codification is to take part in a juridical activity, a symbolic ordering, a 

ratification of what are in essence practical patterns and activities. Codification implies 

both a divulgation, an unveiling in fiont of every body, and authentication, the consensus 

of everyone regarding the thing that is unveiled. A mode of behaviour deduced from 

legislative principle, codification may in fact be one of the predominant characteristics of 

modernity (Cronin 1996). In practice, codification is ubiquitous: it is involved in 

everything we read (the written word is a code, as is grammar), it is even linked to who 

we are (our names are codes) and what we can or cannot do (state bureaucracy and law 

are based on codes). 

There is great benefit in codification, great virtue proper to the form. Since it 

goes hand in hand with discipline, the normalization of practices, and a ready 

dispensation of justice, codification lessens the possibility of harm in situations pregnant 

with potential violence. By making things simple, clear and communicable, codification 

reduces the risks of collision, conflict and accident, whether between things or between 

cultures (those differing systems of dispositions that act as if guided by independent 

causal series). Codification banishes the effects of vagueness, arbitrariness and 

indeterminacy, it minimizes ambiguity, and makes possible the collective benefits of 

clarification, homogenization and predictability. By ensuring a basic minimum level of 

communication, codification helps foster a controlled consensus on meaning (a 

, homologein). This is to say that normativity is made explicit through codification, 

through such things as grammar and law. Codification truly does enable us to ensure 

constancy over and above individual variations and temporal fluctuations. 

But codification and formalization also have a downside. For one, contradictions 

spring up when logical control is taken too far. This is evident in the debates over doctor- 

assisted suicide, where one sees conformity with the formal rules of the law running up 

against the evaluations of the sense of equity. For another, the classificatory models 



which exist in the practical state, often superior to those which exist in the objective state 

(consider the superior botanical taxonomic systems of many Amazonian peoples), are 

often usurped by objective models because of the inherent complexity of and difficulty in 

properly codifying practical ones. Objective models, to be generalizable beyond the 

particular, need to be simple models. This creates problems for the non-simple, for those 

who escape classification, for "those who are neither fish nor fowl". Such "creatures 

remain indeterminant fiom the point of view of the dominant divisiony' (Bourdieu 19904 

p. 82). 

These problems of contradiction and usurpation relate to a third more general 

problem: the authentication which results fiom objective, formalistic and rationalistic 

presence may take on a life of its own, a symbolic effectiveness which Bourdieu refers to 

as a force of form or vis f m a e .  Codification involves a change of nature, an ontological 

slip or transmutation in that which is objectified. Take dance for example. Through 

objectification it becomes other than what it is to the performer, for the dancer does not 

know what s h e  is doing because the dancer is what s/he is doing. Yet dance is still 

officialized or seen as authentic by non-performers. Through the consecration of the non- 

performer it comes to be legitimate and so can be openly produced. Yet what is seen to 

be produced is not what is being produced, and, moreover, the symbolic force of what is 

thought to be produced disguises its true nature as a force. This is the vis fonnae of 

dance, the force of the official, a latent rule with ambitions to universality, a form that 

comes to be written into the effects of rationalization. Here a similar case can be made 

with respect to "effectiveness" in parks, a criterion against which Canada's national parks 

are audited. The purpose of parks may come to be equated to the effectiveness 

"attributes" (discussed in a later section), forms with ambitions to universality, forms that 

take on a life of their own. 



In terms of both "conditions of possibility" and "effects", the bifbrcation of 

technical and symbolic effectiveness, of the force of the universal and the force of the 

official, is a point of interest for Bourdieu. To what extent, he asks in his studies, are the 

"obscure intuitions of the practical sense" being shadowed by the "explicit levels of 

calculating consciousness'? What are the conditions of possibility of this shadowing, of 

codification, of legalism? What mechanisms are at its basis? And what are the social or 

"essential" effects of codification, an activity of which, one might be reminded, social 

sciences represent a particular form? Bourdieu sees these as being important questions 

for researchers in the social sciences. 

3.1.3 Summary 

It may be helpll at this point to summarize and link together the concepts and 

ideas covered above. One way of doing this is to consider the restricted field of practices 

as encompassing a cycle linking doxa, habitus, symbolic violence and capital (Figure 1). 

Doxa, comprised of language, of the axioms, postulates, categories, labels, and binary 

oppositions constitutive of the common sense, structures the habitus. This habitus is the 

generative principle of action, one that is mistakenly thought to originate "inside" the 

social agent, one that convinces the agent that all of her or his interests are "real", rather 

than illusory (which is why Bourdieu prefers the term il2usio to interests). 

In autonomous fields the actions motivated by the habitus reproduce the structure 

and amount of capital in the field. That which was not valued before continues to not be 

valued, while that which was valued before continues to be valued. Where the actions 

motivated by the habitus are rooted in doxa and where they lead to an unequal 

distribution of capital there is symbolic vioIence: the symbolic domination of the 

dominant, a domination which implies the complicity of the dominated. Where the field 

is heteronomous, such as is the case where a field is being colonized by codes and 



codification, forms and formalism, rationality and rationalism, that which is valued in the 

field changes, as the field is affected by the re- and devaluing of capital. Either way, the 

field and the capital in it provide the inputs for the "new" language and doxa, the new 

axioms, postulates, categories, labels and binary oppositions constitutive of the common 

sense. 

Figure 1: The Reproduction and Transformation of the Social Field 
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In the context of the protected area and protected areas accounting, one might 

consider the restricted field of practices as encompassing, alternately, a parks 

"roundtable" (e.g., the Banff-Bow Valley Roundtable), a park (e.g., BdNational  Park), 

and a park administration (e.g., Parks Canada and its auditors). Inside the restricted field 

there are axioms, postulates, categories, labels and binary oppositions that constitute and 

structure "Parks doxa" and a "Parks habitus". This doxa and habitus in turn convince 

social agents of their interests in parks, interests that are seen as real rather than illusory 

(i.e., iZZusio)). These social agents then set out to reproduce the conditions of production 

of certain prefemed types of capital. Even those who stand to gain less from these 



conditions may take part in this reproduction. Meanwhile, a certain degree of 

colonization may be occurring in the field. By means of "codes" (e.g., annual reports), 

"forms" (e.g., Vision Statements), and other vehicles of (scientific, economic, and 

institutional) "rationality7', this colonization changes the composition of the field (again 

that "fieldy7 might be the roundtable, the park, or Parks Canada) and, as a consequence, 

the identity or habitus of those in it. 

3.2 Harvey's Social Process Theory 

3.2.1 The Dialectic 

While Bourdieu alerts us to some important characteristics and dynamics of the 

social world, Harvey refines and deepens our understanding of the social world by adding 

what amounts to a cccross-sectional view" to the "plan view" shown above. This cross- . 

sectional view is premised on Harvey's rather unique development of the notion of the 

"dialecticy', a development derived fiom a merging of Leibniz's "correspondenceyy 

principle ("each element of the universe mirrors the universe') and the more traditional 

(primarily Marxian) understandings of this concept. This merging leads Harvey to see 

the social world, or sociaZprocess, as comprised of six basic elements or "social 

moments': power, discoursellanguage, the imaginary (behaviour/values/desires), 

instututions/rituals, material practices, and social relations. These are represented in 

Figure 2. 

This six-moment dialectic can be formulated in terms of a number of principles 

(though as Harvey says it is self-defeating to reduce the dialectic to principles). While he 

details eleven such principles (see 1996, pp. 48-68), I think four in particular warrant 

mention. 



Figure 2: Moments in the Social Process 
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(Source: Harvey 1996, pp. 78) 

First, a dialectician does not view elements, things, structures, etc. as existing 

outside of or prior to the social processes, flows, and relations that create, sustain or 

undermine them. Second, the only way we can understand the attributes of "things" is by 

understanding the contextual relationships and processes which constitute them and 

which they internalize. Thus, whether a stone is a projectile or an object of aesthetic 

contemplation depends not on the stone itself but on the spatial and temporal context of 

its consideration. The artist looking for inspiration undoubtedly sees something very 

different in a stone than a Palestinian youth facing a phalanx of Israeli soldiers. Yet it is 

not enough to simply consider a thing's "context" to filly understand it, rather one must 

consider all of the "six moments7', i.e., discourse, social relations, material practices, and 

so on. This relational or dialectical way of seeing accords with Bourdieu's own 

understanding, since terms, for Bourdieu, can "encapsulate" and communicate whole 

philosophies of the individual and of social organization (l3ourdieu & Wacquant 1999). 

A third important principle of Harvey's dialectic is that space and time do not 

precede processes; rather, space and time are constructed by processes, meaning that 

there are numerous spaces and times. There are a number of implications of such a 

"materialist7' reading, one of which is that the analyst should prioritize processes over 



things, a sense of time over a focus on space, or, as Harvey says, Becoming over Being. 

"Things" for this reason must come to be viewed as "events7' and moments of becoming. 

Related to this and again breaking with more traditional Cartesian ways of thinking is a 

fourth principle. This simply states that change, not order, is characteristic of all systems. 

3.2.2 Geographical Materialism 

In looking at our material realities, and in returning to the second principle of the 

dialectic for a moment, we can say that the "objects" of nature do not apriori have 

meaning; that is, meaning is not out there, ready to be read transparently (Laclau & 

Mouffe 1990). Rather, human actors infuse the "objects" of nature with meaning and 

with their own individual 'cvalue-loaded metaphorsy' (Hawey 1996, p. 163). In other 

words, the contemplative (or rot-so-contemplative) actor "willsy' meaning upon the 

objects of nature, making that meaning a direct reflection of the actor's "spatial and 

temporal conceptualizations and organizationyy (ibid., p. 225). These spatial and temporal 

conceptualizations and organizations, we can also say, are a fbnction of matter, because, 

as the physicists now tell us, space and time themselves are a function of matter. That is, 

space and time (or more correctly spaceltime) do not pre-exist matter. Meaning, 

consequently, must be seen to be a product, not an antecedent, of the material.3 

This "materialist" view implies a fundamental starting point in the cycle of spatial 

and social construction (Massey 1999, p. 261), whether that cycle is envisioned as a 

Bourdieusian "field" (the plan view) or in tern of Harvey's "dialectic" (the cross- 

sectional view). This view also implies an important point of entry or node for change, 

that is, the material, the substrate of change. Materialism also implies a starting point for 

understanding our "organizations" and "conceptualizations" of nature. In fact, it is in the 

Or more correctly fiom a process point-of-view, material practices. 



combination of the notions of materialism and the dialectic that Harvey proposes a 

"historical-geographical materialism" (1996), a framework that enables us to see every 

"project about nature, environment, and ecosystem as a social project, and vice versa" 

(1998, p. 336). Discourses about "nature" and the "natural", he says, should be taken as: 

. . .moments in a social process in which conflicting forms of social power struggle 
to gain command of institutions, social relations and material practices for 
particular purposes. This is not necessarily to suggest that dominant power 
structures promote one and only one discourse rather than another. Rather, it 
indicates a situation in which different conceptions of nature get evoked for quite 
different political and substantive purposes.. . (1996, pp. 173-4) 

Society's spatial and temporal organizations and conceptualizations include parks 

and protected areas (the organizations) and the "nature", "wilderness", "environment", 

etc. (the conceptualizations) within them. These organizations and conceptualizations 

can be seen for their "political and substantive purpose7', suggesting that parks and 

wilderness are also ideological ingredients in the configuration of power (1989, p. 217). 

It is here that we can reiterate the metaphor suggested in the previous chapter, the "park- 

One might go one step farther here, however, and suggest that parks and protected 

areas and the "nahue" within them are in fact essential ideological ingredients. This 

suggestion is supported by Said's (1993, p. 226) observation that imperialist discourses 

are typically marked by their representation of uncolonized spaces as "wilderness" or 

"desert". For to represent Native North Americans as savages, an important justification 

for the genocide that went on (and the cultural genocide that is going on) in North 

America (Gedicks 1993, Churchill 1992, Brantlinger 1998), it is also necessary to 

represent the land upon which these people lived (and live) as savage and hostile. As the 

European people marched west and tamed the wilderness they encountered, their military 

forces helped tame North America's "fbtureless children of the forestyy @rantlinger 

1998), bringing development and genocide together in the inseparable whole that they are 



(Bauman 1989). Indeed, as parks were established, native North Americans were often 

dispossessed of their land (see Spence 1999)? 

Here too we can add the idea that conservation biologists may be the new breed of 

ethnographer who, like their turn-of-the-century counterparts, endeavour to make 

"native" cultures intelligible, and in-so-doing make them subordinate and dominatable 

(Prasad & Prasad 2000). The "nativeyy culture here is "nature" itself, a new Other, a 

wildness beyond culture. Of course conservation biology provides important and usefbl 

insights, just as did turn-of-the-century ethnography, but it has the simultaneous effect of 

diminishing Others, indigenous peoples, those whose claim to the land is so much 

stronger than that of the Anglo-Europeans who now colonize it (Bennett & Chalopka 

1993). This diminution of Others has important implications for accountability, a point I 

will return to below. 

3.2.3 The Social Construction of Nature 

Aesthetic goods such as "nature" and "wilderness7' are very much human ideas, 

social constructions, with long complicated cultural histories (Cronon (1 996, p. 20). This 

idea that nature is a social construction is in fact widely supported in the literature (e.g., 

Altmeyer 197611995, Wadland 1982/199Sy Wilson 1991, Evemden 1992, Eder 1996, 

Cronon et al. 1996, Harvey 1996, Escobar 1997, Wall 1998, and Macnaghten & Urry 

1998). There, one can see identified and historically traced the metaphors which have 

dominated human thinking about nature. Nature, it appears, is not one thing, but many: 

4 This may not have been the case had national parks been established earlier. According to Spence 

(1999), the idea that wiIderness should be preserved sans humans only emerged around the mid- 

1800s (post-John Muir). Prior to this time, Native Americans were viewed as necessary 

"features" of a preserved wilderness. 



Benevolent Mother, Limited Storehouse, Temple (Altmeyer 1976/1995), Eden, Virtual 

Reality, Commodity, Demonic Other, Avenging Angel, Return of the Oppressed, 

Contested Terrain (Cronon et al. 1996), Mother Earth, Profit Center (Hanson 1996), 

American Europe, Place of Purity and Health, and Reminder of the Nation's Frontier Past 

(R.a~t 1998). 

While most commentators allude to why these metaphors were and are chosen, 

that is, to what purposes they serve, these commentators are less inclined to comment on 

who these metaphors best serve. As just one example, Rast (1998) discusses early (1872- 

1915) Yellowstone metaphors but neglects mentioning the role that pre-Yellowstone Park 

lands played as hunting and fishing grounds for the Blackfoot, Crow, and especially 

Shoshone peoples (for such a discussion see Stevens 1997 and Spence 1999). As I 

previously alluded, there is one commentator who does wish to comment on who the 

metaphors of nature serve, and that is David Hawey. He links ideas of nature to a 

society's underlying relations and, more importantly, to domination, injustice, and 

inequality in society. With his ideas of the dialectic and geographical materialism, we 

can now see that the social construction of nature is more than just a benign interpretivist 

concept (where it might be considered such), rather it is a crucial element in need of 

addressing. The representation of nature, wilderness, and the environment, then, must be 

seen as a site of contest over which social actors struggle for "resources, stakes and 

access", that is, capital. 

3.3 Parallel Interests, Similarities and Complementarities 

There are similarities and parallels between Bourdieu and Harvey in both 

conceptual and, given their respective notions of field and the dialectic, methodological 

terms. Fundamental among the conceptual similarities is their concern with the market's 

failure to adequately address social justice issues. Of similar importance is their concern 



with the complex ways in which dominant privileged elites legitimate themselves both 

materially and symbolically. It is against this latter concern that Bourdieu and Harvey 

have necessarily had to move away from analyses that are strictly economistic, linear and 

deterministic (i.e., cause and effect), and toward analyses that are more reflexive and 

dialectical. 

It is important to point out that even though Harvey and Bourdieu see domination 

and oppression as omnipresent in society, this does not mean that they are class theorists 

in the Marxian sense. Neither see "only two groups in society", i.e., labour and owners, 

though neither would find the neo-liberal conception of a pluralistic society, i.e., one 

varied group, accurate either. This is to say that they are both in a sense & c l d  

theorists, concerned with common experiences within diverse experiences, or "unity 

within difference". 

Combining Bourdieu's and Harvey's work results in a framework which forces 

one to consider "who defines material practices, forms and meanings of money, time, or 

spacey' (Harvey 1989, p. 226) and who has the "monopoly over the legitimate right to 

name" (Bourdieu 1 998b). This necessitates an examination of the (roundtable, park, or 

parks administration) "field" and the "social moments" within it. It also necessitates a 

consideration of the "capital" held by social actors who, it must be remembered, always 

have only "conditioned and conditional fkeedom" (Harvey 1989, p. 345). Such a "plan 

and cross-sectional" framework (see Figure 3) also forces one to consider "how" 

questions (in keeping with a dialectic approach): How are certain "coIonizing" 

discourses, of say "globalization", produced, disseminated, and inculcated? How are 

certain "permanences", such as parks and wilderness, naturalized, aestheticized, and 

essentialized? How are certain processes, such as those that enhance democracy and 

foster discussions of ethics (e.g., multi-stakeholder collaborations), subordinated, 

controlled, or precluded? Finally, one is also required to consider where one can find the 



weak links in the edifice of social reproduction, and where internal contradictions 

between and within the "social moments" become a point of leverage for change. 

Figure 3: Protected Areas Sociology Research Framework 
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In a consideration of protected areas and protected areas accounting one sees a 

need to examine in the various fields, for example, the roundtable, the park, and the parks 

administration, these "social momentsy'. One needs to look at, for instance, the language 

and discourse oc or accounts given in, these fields to see if and how these accounts 

contradict the other moments, and to see if and how these accounts may result in an 

unequal distribution of capital. One also needs to see how these accounts might be a 

lever for change, how, that is, they might be used to challenge the common sense and 

what is deemed legitimate in the respective field. 



3.4 Implications for Protected Areas Accounting 

Having constructed a protected areas sociology framework, we can now more 

adequately theorize, and ultimately investigate and understand, the four "As" (the 

account, accounting, accountability, and auditing) of protected areas. As a prelude to 

such an investigation, I would like to revisit the main ideas and concepts of Bourdieu and 

Harvey discussed in this chapter and see how they might inform an examination of the 

four "As" of protected areas. 

The market or game, that isfield, in question here is basically the protected area, 

though this concept can be used in the context of a field of accountability (e.g., a multi- 

stakeholder collaboration) or field of audit. We expect to see in such fields, according to 

Bourdieu, the dominant and the dominated, two sets of actors who attempt to usurp, 

exclude and establish monopoly over the mechanisms of the field's reproduction and the 

type of power effective in it. There may be a restricted field, wherein the evaluation of 

production is conducted according to criteria internal to the field. And there may be a 

generalized field, organized with a view to the production of cultural goods destined for 

non-producers of cultural goods, "the public at large". The restricted field may feel the 

pressures of colonization (e.g., of codification, commodification, etc.) from the 

generalized field, though these pressures might be "misrecognized". 

The protected areas, accountability or audit fields might also be characterized by 

the presence of any of a number of different forms or "species" of cqitul. There will 

likely be those with more material capital, and there will likely be those with more 

cultural capital. This cultural capital should include know1edge, skill, taste, lifestyle, and 

qualifications. It may be more "embodied7', in say long-lasting dispositions of the mind 

and body, or it may be more objectified, meaning it will be found in?pictures, books, 

dictionaries, instruments, machines, or writing. Yet too it might be found in officially 

recognized and guaranteed competence, such as is the case with the academic 



qualification. Then too there will likely be those who possess competence in the use of 

magisterial, scholarly, or bourgeois language (i.e., linguistic capital), or who possess a 

privileged position in a network of durable social relations (i.e., social capital). Or there 

will be those most fortunate enough to possess prestige, renown, reputation and personal 

authority, which will give them the power to consecrate, to impose the legitimate vision 

of the world. Such symbolic capital will have a direct bearing on the identification ofthe 

account, and its provision. Of course, there is also a good chance that there will be those 

with little if any of these forms of capital. 

What then of the social inscribed in the body, of a certain mental and corporeal 

schemata, a matrix of perception, appreciation, and action? The field of protected areas 

should also be characterized by a dominant yet changing habitus, dominant because of 

the capital dominant in the field (whatever species) and changing because the character of 

the field changes. Awareness of this dominant habitus might be limited, since the 

meanings and consequences of action are not transparent to the actors themselves, that is, 

certain practices will remain obscure in the eyes of their own producers. There should 

also be found in the field in question a good deal of doxa or common sense, and there 

should be heterodox or challenging discourses, as well as orthodox or defensive 

discourses. But will the symbolically dominated conspire and commit isolated treasons 

against themselves? Will there be doxic structures that act as sites of symbolic violence? 

According to Bourdieu, such is likely to be the case. 

To answer such questions in the protected areas field requires an examination of 

language and its role in the field, that is, it requires an examination of the protected areas 

account. In such an examination, Bourdieu would have us consider the iinguistic market, 

that system of relations of force that determine the price of linguistic products. He would 

have us consider the linguistic habitus, that competence at once technical and social. 

Moreover, in the protected areas field he would have us be concerned both with the 



authority to speak, which always comes fkom outside, and with the skeptron, which must 

fust be handed to the orator before the speech can be delivered. Who, we need to ask, is 

the legitimated spokesperson, that "imposter endowed with the skeptron" who is given 

control over the process of representation? Can we say that interpersonal relations are 

only apparently interpersonal in this field and that groups acquire a type of autonomy in a 

language game not of their own choosing? In terms of praxis in this field, what of the 

role of provoked and accompanied self-analysis? Is such an emancipatory potential of 

language present? 

Pertaining specifically to codification, Bourdieu would have us consider what it is 

that is brought out into the open, made visible, public and known to all in protected areas 

accounting, accountability and audit. He would also have us consider the risks of 

collision, conflict, and accident that are through codification being avoided, the 

arbitrariness that is being foregone, and the predictability that is being gained. Yet he 

would also have us consider the contradictions, instances where conformity with the 

formal rules of the law would run up against the evaluations of the sense of equity. He 

would have us consider instances when the objective model usurps the practical model, 

forcing some to be deemed indeterminant. And he would also have us consider the 

ontological transmutation that stems fiom objectificatioq and how the object's form 

comes to take on a life of its own, a life whose symbolic effects include a shadowing of 

the obscure intuitions of the practical sense. 

Harvey pulls the perspective on the protected area down ninety degrees and in so 

doing puts the protected areas account in even starker relief. While we might consider 

the field and its capital and the matrices of appreciation and perception of those in it, a la 

Bourdieu, Harvey asks us to think about how protected areas discourse operates in a 

dialectic fashion with these things. That discourse, it seems, is readily available for 

consideration in Canada's national parks: in its corporate reports, annual reports, State of 



the Park reports, audit reports, task force studies, and so on. Yet Harvey also unsettles 

the meaning which we attribute to protected areas, for this meaning is a function of 

protected areas, not an antecedent of them. Moreover, Harvey asks us to consider the 

metaphors found in the accounts, for these metaphors play a role in society's underlying 

relations and, more importantly, in the domination, injustice, and inequality found in 

society. 

One might reasonably ask at this point why it is necessary to view protected areas 

accounting, accountability and auditing through the lenses of Bourdieu and Harvey. 

Why, that is, should one look at this sub-field of environmental accounting and auditing 

through the specific concepts of fe l4  capital; habitus, language, codification, dialectic, 

materialism, and social constructionism? The basic answer is in order to break with the 

"dominant discourse" (Lehman 1999) of accountability. That dominant discourse, best 

represented in the accounting literature by Gray et al. (1995, 1996) and Owen et al. 

(1997), unnecessarily limits the scope of accountability and the questions that need to be 

asked. Not enough emphasis is given to the local, to civic institutions and their role in 

overcoming social and environmental problems, or to practical reason, around which one 

might build a model of comrnunitarian accountability (Lehrnan 1999). As I alluded to 

earlier, the dominant discourse resonates with a weak version of ecological 

modernization. This weak version may be inherently limiting, for it (un)intentionally 

privileges rationality and (white, first-world, corporatist) global solutions at the expense 

of local people and local understanding (Everett & Neu 2000). 

Yet this is not to say that Bourdieu's and Harvey's concepts are the only 

alternative concepts available for viewing protected areas accounts. Indeed, there are 

many other fiameworks available for use, fiameworks such as those derived from the 

works of Foucault and Ma- just to name two of the more foundational sociological 

thinkers. These thinkers offer more power- and language-based frameworks, the sorts of 



fi-ameworks that are sorely needed yet almost entirely absent firom the mainstream 

accountability literature. Yet even Foucault's and Marx's frameworks may have their 

weaknesses, weaknesses that I think Bourdieu's work addresses. He blends the strengths 

of the "modernist" Marx and "postmodernist" Foucault: Bourdieu talks of economic 

necessity; he focuses on the role of the common sense, codification, class, and central 

agencies; and he gives us a realistic picture of the inflexibility and multifarious nature of 

social actors. Further, he is also relational and "reflexive", as we will see below. 

Harvey too blends the strengths of the "modernist" and "postmodernist", but does 

so in an "environmental" way: he alerts us to the interconnectedness of society and 

nature, of society's meaning and nature's matter, of the symbolic (language/discourse, 

power, and the imaginary) and the material (institution building, social relations, and 

material processes). He also alerts us to the possibility that protected areas, such as 

national parks, might be essential ideological ingredients in existing social relations. 

Harvey thus lends a needed environmental focus to Bourdieu's fiamework, and so 

completes our "comprehensive theoretical framework" for the study of the four c'As" of 

protected areas. 

I would like to delve more deeply into the methodological implications of this 

twin BourdieufHarvey fiamework, to discuss exactly what it is that this framework asks 

us to examine. However, first it is necessary to carefblly examine that "widespread" or 

"more generalized field of practices" that was discussed earlier. Such a discussion takes 

us to an examination of the global field, or more specifically the field of "globalization". 

This field, characterized by certain symbolic and material practices, needs to be filly 

understood before we can move on to look at real protected areas accounts (e-g., 

roundtable participant narratives, annual reports, audit reports and auditor narratives) as 

these accounts exist in real protected areas fields (e.g., a park roundtable, the parks 



system, and park system audit). These globalization practices are the subject of the 

following chapter. 



4. Chapter Four: Context - From Globalization to 
Protected Areas Administration 

In the previous chapter I introduced a theoretical framing for a protected areas 

"sociology", or study of the structure, development, and functioning of human society in 

and around protected areas. This fkaming utilized a number of concepts fkom the work of 

Pierre Bourdieu, one of which was the notion of the hierarchically-nested field, a field 

wherein one finds a field of "restricted practice" embedded within a field of "power and 

economic relationsyy or "widespread practice7'. To the extent that protected areas, 

protected areas administration and protected areas accounting exist within the former 

there is a need to examine the field of widespread practice, that external, constitutive field 

characterized today by a phenomenon known as "globalization". 

The term globalization encompasses a broad pattern of material and symbolic 

practices, some of which are unique and some of which are merely variations on more 

traditional themes. All, however, must be acknowledged if we are to understand the 

organizational and behavioural dynamics found in restricted fields such as protected areas 

and protected areas administration. What must also be acknowledged is that 

globalization is by definition a form of colonization, for inherent to the term is the idea of 

diffusion, spread, and extension. Indeed, one can see in today's public or governmental 

sector, at least on the swface, signs of this colonization. In the areas of education, health 

care, social services and environmental protection there have been major reforms of late, 

many of which are justified by the ostensible need to "meet the demands of 

globalization" (McQuaig 1998). However, what these exact needs are and how this 

colonization actually occurs is an empirical question, both in t e n s  of specific protected 

areas and protected areas administrations, and in terms of our protected areas four "Asy'. 



4.1 Globalization: Definitions and Theory 

4.1.1 The Globalization Dialectic 

What exactly is globalization? Is it as Kenichi Ohmae (1 990, 1995) might 

suggest an "Interlinked Economy" (EE), a "rising tide that raises all boats'? Or is it as 

its detractors (e.g., McGrew et al. 1992, Barber 1995, Mander et al. 1996, Bourdieu 

1998% McQuaig 1998, Massey 1999, Sachs 1999, Shiva 1999) suggest yet another form 

of neo-liberal reconstructionism, a form fraught with contradictions and dangers? To 

answer these questions it helps to reconsider those six distinctive yet intertwined 

moments of the social process of which Harvey speaks, these again being: 

language/discourse, power, the imaginary (thought, fantasy and desire), institution 

building, material practices, and social relations (1 996, pp. 78-9). Globalization may be 

productively viewed in light of these six moments, or at least more basically as "flowing 

in, through, and around" @. 80) two even more essential moments: the symbolic 

(language, power, the imaginary) and the material (institution building, material 

practices, and social relations), the superstructure and the base, the subject and the object 

(Figure 4). 

Figure 4: Moments in the Globaiization Process 
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(Adapted fiom Harvey 1996, p. 78) 



In defining globalization it also helps to appreciate Bourdieu's assertion that the 

"true" nature of social relations is seldom "correctly" perceived or appreciated by social 

actors. Again, this is because the social actor's matrix of perception and appreciation is 

shaped by the fields that the actor regularly occupies, fields so fill of sensory data that 

the actor must rely on the "common sense" (doxa) to make sense of these fields. This 

gravitational pull towards the common sense must be considered for the common sense is 

rife with "contradictions", many of which are "misrecognized" and many of which result 

in an unjust distribution of "capital". In some cases belief in the common sense even 

results in the dominated acting in complicity in their own domination or "symbolic 

violence". 

One such contradiction pertinent in a discussion of globalization is the common 

sense notion of "economic growth" (Sachs 1999). The common sense tells us that rising 

global output must eventually "raise all boats", that is, we are led to understand via the 

symbolic/superstructure/subject moment that everyone's standard of living will increase 

with global economic growth. The contradiction is found in the material/base/object 

moment. There we see that increases in global output and growth are being accompanied 

by a growing gap between the rich and the poor (Wright 1997, Erickson & Goldthorpe 

1992). While there may be a flourishing global middle class, there is also for many a 

slippage into a deeper state of poverty and environmental catastrophe (cf. State of the 

World 2000). And just as Bourdieu would suggest, the "tme" nature of this situation (a 

result of the "debt trap" and export dependency) remains largely unacknowledged in the 

wealthy, industrialized nations. Further in these countries, where it is understood that not 

all "boats" are being raised, there is another common sense notion: that the sinking boats 

are a product of these people's corruption, sloth, ignorance, and/or over-population. In 

the poor Majority world, there is much complicity in the reproduction of this myth: 



governments gain power by appealing to the discourse of economic growth and the 

demands for accountability concerning the true consequences of this teleological end are 

few and far between. 

To suggest that contradictions and myths such as "the rising tide" are actively 

reproduced begs the question of who it is that is doing the reproducing and who it is that 

best stands to gain fiom this reproduction. Is it the "producer" who promulgates and best 

stands to gain fkom these contradictions, or is it the "consumer'? Or is it both? It turns 

out that there is a need to look not just at the symbolic and material "moments" of 

globalization, but also at its actors, at the producers and consumers "active" within these 

moments. The following examination of globalization for this reason is comprised of 

four separate parts, each representing one element in the "globalization twin dialectic". 

This dialectic is defined by and discussed in terms of two material moments-production 

and consumption-and two symbolic moments-consumerism and neo-liberalism 

(Figure 5). 

Figure 5: The Globalization Twin Dialectic 
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4.1.2 The Material Moment 

4.1.2. I New Patterns of Production 

The most notable characteristic of the production side of the globalization twin 

dialectic concerns the increased global flow of goods and services and the creation of an 

international financial market. Just one indication of this flow is seen in the fact that 

during the 1980's foreign trade in the OECD countries outpaced total production of 

manufactured goods by 4% (Lash & Uny 1994, p.2). More significant is the degree of 

foreign investment and the movement of debt and paper. During the 1980s, for example, 

foreign direct investment rapidly outpaced foreign trade (20% versus 7%) and the volume 

of bonds traded internationally grew by 300% to $460 billion. Over the same period, 

international equity markets saw trading rise &om $73 billion to $1,212 billion (ibid.). 

With these changes, traditional institutional roles have also changed. Banks now have a 

much greater role in investment, having become the largest players in securities markets. 

Their role as "debt lenders to industry" has been greatly reduced as industrial firms now 

increasingly borrow money through the issue of equities (ibid., p. 1 9). The role of 

insurance companies has also changed, as they now manage very large mobile funds. Of 

course large pension finds now also figure prominently in international financial 

markets. 

It is important to note that this growth in international finance has occurred 

independently of the vicissitudes of many industrial actors and individual nation-states. 

This is to say that the financial circuit of capital is now "de-synchronized" (ibid., p. 286), 

causing some to suggest that the financial market has become a gigantic casino. Money, 

they say, is now a kind of free-floating signifier detached from the real processes to 

which it once referred (Lash & Urry 1994, p. 292, Korten 1998% p. -17). This global 

casino has few players in proportion to the global population, suggesting that 



globalization, at least with respect to national financial markets, might be about an 

extension of the hold of a small number of dominant actors (Bourdieu 1998% p. 38). 

As the pace and intensity of global trade increases, corporate actors are 

increasingly pressured to facilitate a more profitable and efficient global movement of 

goods and capital. As a result, corporate actors expend a great deal of resources in 

lobbying for regional and global investment agreements (e.g. North American Free Trade 

Agreement [NAFTA], Asia Pacific Economic Cooperation [APEC], and the Multilateral 

Agreement on Investment FIAT]). These same actors, through various international 

organizations (e.g. International Monetary Fund @MI?], World Bank, World Trade 

Organization [WTO]), come to play a larger role in influencing regional actors and in 

settling trade disputes. 

Communication and information technologies (telephone, teleconferencing, f q  

satellite communication, video recording, word processing, desktop publishing, the 

internet, etc.) are also playing a crucial role in the new patterns of production, helping 

increase the movement of goods and capital (and corporations) across national borders 

(Britton 1991, Yearly 1996, Bourdieu 1998% Kachur & Harrison 1999). This is because 

information and communication technology has become highly advanced and, in many 

places, readily available. This technology has also fbrther enabled a major change in 

capital markets through their electronification. So advanced in fact has this technology 

become that there are now available secondary, wholly computerized markets for the 

trading of equities (e-g. the American NASDAQ or National Association of Securities 

Dealers Automated Quotation system) (Lash & Urry 1994). 

That there is fierce global competition for the control of the information and 

communications market should not be surprising. That market now-represents about one 

third of a $600 billion global service market. And it is in that market that entertainment, 

telecommunications, and information related companies are becoming increasingly more 



powerful, moving rapidly toward the top of the list of the world's "one hundred 

economies".' As an indication of the impdance of this market one need only consider 

that in the United States, a country traditionally dependent on hard goods manufacturing, 

advertising exports now rival automobile exports (ibid). 

There is, according to Lash & Urry (ibid., p. 6), even the possibility that global 

information and communication structures are displacing social structures. Soft power 

may be supplanting hard in the modern world as the economy moves from hard 

manufacturing (defense-related industrial production and consumer goods) to the soft 

service sector (soft technologies rooted in information., entertainment, and lifestyle or 

"infotainment') (Barber 1995). This move from hard to soft power parallels the move 

from an "industrial ageyy through a period of "Fordist productiony' to today's period, 

which may be characterized by "flexible accumulation" (Harvey 1989). 

Fordist production, or Fordism, Harvey says, began in 1914 when Henry Ford 

introduced his five-dollar, eight-hour day as the basis for work in his Dearbom, Michigan 

car-assembly plant. While further entrenching rationalization and the division of labour 

in the industrial mindset, it was Ford's stimulation of consumption among his workers 

that was so novel. This increase in consumption was achieved by raising workers' 

wages, which provided more disposable income. This increase in income in turn 

increased the demand for Ford's products, which in turn raised company profits. Other 

capital owners were quick to catch on to this idea, and so there resulted the emergence of 

a new type of worker, the worker/consumer, and a concern over his or her "confidence" 

in the economy. 

5 Approximately fifky of the top one hundred economies of the world are transnational corporations 

(Maader 1996, p. 16). In kct, nearly 150 countries are smaller than the largest corporations 

(Barlow 1994, p. 78). 



As a result of Fordist productivity gains, advanced capitalist states were able to 

generate greater tax revenues that enabled them-through a mix of welfare statism, 

Keynesian economic management and control over welfare relations-to take on a very 

special role in social regulation. However, this was to change in the mid-1960s, when 

industries world-wide began to suffer from a lack of effective demand, over-capacity, and 

labour surpluses. At that time a fiscal crisis emerged and globalization (which Harvey 

equates to a compression of time and space) was the logical response. Businesses began 

switching fkorn meeting current needs to future needs (a temporal intervention). They 

also began moving investment overseas and exploiting foreign labour power (a spatial 

intervention) (1 989, pp. 1 8 13). 

Paralleling these interventions, capital owners also came to learn that by 

shortening the production-consumption cycle or "product turnover" surpluses could be 

generated more rapidly. By moving away fkom "durable" products such as textiles and 

automobiles and toward "service-oriented" products such as personal financial services, 

insurance, and real estate, economic growth could be maintained. By extension this 

explains why there has been such a growth in products which are intangible, ephemeral, 

aesthetic, or cultural, and why there has been such a growth in industries such as the 

service, tourism, and "infotainment" (Barber 1995) industries (the soft sector). These 

products, which include spectacles (e.g., rock concerts and movies) and experiences (e.g., 

outdoor adventure and travel), indeed turn out to have the shortest turnover time. 

Basing his understanding less on historical analysis and more on a comparison of 

capitalist and non-capitalist societies (see Bourdieu 1977), Bourdieu similarly provides 

key insights into the nature of contemporary capitalist society. First, he observes the 

relations of material power have been acknowledged in today's capitalist society, with 

the result that economic fields have developed independent of cultural fields (as 

witnessed by, for example, the financial exchange markets mentioned above) (Cronin 



1996). Second, within these cultural fields, there are now specialist producers of 

symbolic goods, such as public relations specialists, management consultants and 

business academics. Third, in modern life, identity or habitus is now often codified, as a 

result of many domains of practice having become fixed by systems of explicit rules. 

One result of this codification is that certain practices have become less ambiguous, more 

legitimate, more public, and more predictable (ibid.) (e.g., the sale of property requires 

the use of formal contracts). A further result of this codification is Western society's 

increasing deferral to "budgets", "funding formulae", and other diverse mechanisms or 

c'technologies of govenunent" (Miller & Rose 1990; Preston, Chua, & Neu 1997). 

Yet there are two additional points that Bourdieu notes that are relevant to today's 

"new patterns of production". First, cultural, economic and symbolic power or capital is 

becoming less equally distributed in the world today. Of course, this obsentation is not 

exclusive to Bourdieu; others note that not only is the human species deeply divided by 

race, religion and wealth (Gilpin 198111992), but also that this division of wealth is 

widening, as I noted above (see Erickson & Goldthorpe 1992, Wright 1997, Fischer et al. 

1996, Massey 1997, 1999; Harvey 1998b). 

Second, economic capital, or "money power" as Harvey (1989, p. 303) calls it, is 

colonizing, or becoming increasingly legitimate in, most fields today (Bourdieu 1998% 

Oakes et al. 1998). One of the ways this legitimacy or colonization of the economic is 

achieved is through the aid of specialized producers of cultural goods, such as public 

relations specialists, management consultants and business academics (see Smith 1991, 

Rowel1 1996). In fact, these specialized producers may even be essential, since it is 

primarily they who "produce, inculcate, and disseminatey' (Bourdieu 1998a) the 

discourses which make economic capital the legitimate form of capital. 

While we will look at the implications of these new patterns of production on 

protected areas accounting again, it is worthwhile to suggest here a number of points. 



First, it is possible to conceive of parks administrations as having taken on new roles in 

the global economy. Organizational identity, structure and purpose seems less stable as 

"de-synchronization" and the move from the hard to the soft economy occurs. Second, it 

is necessary to consider the possibility that spatial and temporal interventions will affect 

protected areas administration, purpose, and thus accountability. This is because not only 

is capital looking for new markets and new consumers, it will find the fast product 

turnover characteristic of protected area visitation (e.g., ecotourism, adventure travel) 

particularly profitable. Third, there may be evidence of the development of independent 

economic fields in the context of protected areas over time, or at least their involvement 

in such fields (e.g., "protected areas equity" trades?). Also, management consultants, as 

c'specialist producers of symbolic goods", should also figure more prominently in parks 

administration, just as should "practices fixed by systems of explicit rules". Finally, to 

the degree that colonization may be occurring in protected areas one should see the 

increasing prominence of economic capital or money power. This legitimation should be 

facilitated again by those specialized producers of symbolic goods, i.e., public relations 

specialists, management consultants and business academics. 

4.1.2.2 New Patterns of Consumption 

Switching now to the consumption side of the material moment, there is the 

observation that today's consumer practices6 are characterized by a few "quintessential" 
-- 

6 I need to be clear here that those on the planet who lack adequate food, housing, healthcare and 

education can hardly be said to be given over to "a new pattern of consumption". The pattern of 

consumption dealt with here concern the economically powerful minority of the planet's 

population, that is, "the 1.1 billion people who live in affluence [and who] consume over three- 

quarters of the world's total output". The discussion is not related to the consumptive practices of 



objects, namely the fast-food restaurant-particularly McDonaldsm, the "world's greatest 

brand" Parker 1998, P. 22), the tourist, the credit card and, especially, the television 

(Britton 1991, Barber 1995, Ritzer & Liska 1997). It is these quintessential objects that 

characterize the consumer's world. 

Yet there are also practices that characterize the consumer's world and generally 

these have become less tangible and more about the use of signs and symbols (Lash & 

Uny 1994) and entertainment and fun. Indeed it is the consumption of signs and symbols 

that drives the idormation and entertainment industries, "the greatest growth area for 

consumer goods and senices" (Barber 1995). This consumption of signs and symbols 

explains why restaurants (e.g.. McDonalds@), malls (e.g., West Edmonton in Alberta, 

Canada) and hotels (e.g., Las Vegas) are more and more objects of entertainment, and 

why they have come to look more and more like amusement parks. While the consumer 

used to walk out the door with a product, now he or she consumes that product before 

leaving. 

A consumer's use of money is also now more extensive. The consumer can 

"vote7' (we are told) with his or her money for "social and environmental responsibility" 

(e-g., one can "vote" for the Body Shop or Ben & Jerry's) or for political parties (vote for 

the Republicans by supporting Pepsia or the Democrats by supporting Cokeo). The 

consumer can also select among an unprecedented (though for some inadequate) number 

of product "choices". For example, a countless number of running shoes, pick-up trucks, 

and toothpastes now confront the shopper. These sorts of choices will increase too it 

seems, as gains are made in the sciences of marketing and consumer behaviour, sciences 

-- - --- - - -  

the remaining 4.7 billion peopl-r 80 percent of the population-who sbrvive on less than a 

quarter of world output (Wackernagel & Rees 1996, p. 102). 



which allow the producer to better know what each customer wants, needs or demands, to 

better know at any given time what his or her customer's "lifestyle preference" might be. 

Among the many choices that the consumer now faces, he or she now more than 

ever also has the choice of consuming non-traditional "things", such as place, heritage, 

experience, and people. Thus, one sees the consumer choosing to "experience'" the 

African savanna, the pow-wow, the bungee jump, or the rain forest. Even critique is 

available for consumption: the anniversary of the European revolts of 1968 and the 

bicentennial of both the French and American Revolutions -all major challenges to the 

status quo-have now been commercially appropriated (Sklair 1998, p. 3 0 1). 

There are of course parallels between the consumption of an object and the 

consumption of non-traditional 'cthingsy'. First, regarding the commodification process, 

one sees that it is just as possible to replace the intrinsic or use value of an object by a 

monetary or exchange value as it is to replace the intrinsic or use value of a place, 

experience, or tradition by a monetary or exchange value (i.e., the commodification of 

place). Second, regarding commodity aesthetics, one sees that where the object or place, 

experience, or tradition is intrinsically banal, commodity aesthetics are used to 

manipulate meaning (Shunner-Smith & Hannan 1994, p. 19 1). 

Consider the commodification of and commodity aesthetics surrounding "special 

places of naturey', such as national parks (e-g., Banff, Yosemite), those landscapes that 

have come to be valued for their "scenery, views, and perceptual sensations" (Urry 1995, 

p. 175). Such places are typically not valued intrinsically as, for example, "signifiers of 

identity" for the people who once lived there (a use value), but rather they are 

7 Experience itself has changed. As a consequence of the "hegemony of vision", experience now 

increasingly depends on sight and less on touch, smell, hearing, and taste (Macnaghten & Urry 

1998, pp. 104-33). 



increasingly valued as generators of "economic revenue and return7' (exchange values). 

This is not to say that the people who once lived there are ignored, for often they are not. 

For example indigenous people in and around these places of nature are in fact often 

valued, but again only in monetary terms: their traditions, heritage and place-myths (Urry 

1995, p. 26) are "authentically" and aesthetically-packaged and sold. Witness the fact 

that tourists now have the opportunity to consume or experience "real" or "authentic" 

aboriginal tradition during Indian, Whoop-Up, Heritage or other similarly-named "days". 

4.1 -3 The Syrnboiic Moment 

It is also important to consider the "symbolic moment", that "way of seeing" or 

imagining which both influences and is influenced by the objects, practices and processes 

mentioned above. Here that symbolic moment (a combination of power, language, and 

the imaginary) will be referred to as an ideology, to highlight both what appears to be a 

"relatively coherent set of assumptions, beliefs and valuesy' (Alvesson 1991, p. 209) and 

the way these assumptions, beliefs and values are disseminated and inculcated. These 

subj ectivities or ideologies are labeled here for producers "neo-liberalism" and for 

consumers "consumerism". I begin by examining the latter. 

4.1.3. I The Ideology of Consumerim 

Ritzer (1996), working from the writings of Weber, identifies four common needs 

motivating today's consumer: the need for efficiency, calculability, predictability, and 

technological reliability. He attributes these needs to the Protestant ethic that, as Weber 

has shown, strongly influenced the attitudes and behaviour of members of Western 

society. Yet there is another fundamental characteristic of the consumer's "way of 

seeing" that Ritzer does not address, and this relates to the pursuit of hedonistic self- 

gratification. 



The consumer's pursuit of hedonistic self-gratification is not a legacy of the 

Protestant ethic but rather the Romantic ethic (Campbell 1989). Unlike the traits 

attendant with the former, hedonistic self-gratification is about the individualistic pursuit 

of aesthetic experience and search for individual ~el~realization (Hwey 1989, p. 19). 

Hedonistic self-gratification is about the unceasing search for "W, "pleasureyy, 

"enjoyment" and "satisfaction". Hedonism is about impulsiveness and greed, which, 

Barber (1995) suggests, are no longer seen as social ills but rather as prerequisites to 

good citizenship (p. 117). Finally, hedonism is about the normalization of the T', which 

explains the positive treatment afforded to the rich and greedy, the rising heroes Bill 

Gates and Michael Jordan, the corporate heroes Lee Iacocca and Donald Trump, and the 

countless executives who receive six and seven digit salaries.' 

The pervasiveness of hedonism within the global middle class today means that 

there are no longer workers or class interests, there are only consumers (Barber 1995, p. 

77), commercial substitutes for the citizen (Bourdieu 1998% p. 25). Further, these 

consumers seem unaware of the dynamic nature of their "needs7', of the fact that, as 

Rousseau long ago pointed out, the minute a need is met a new one is created (see also 

Goa 1989, pp. 11420). There seems to be little recognition for this reason that 

"progress" is always outpaced and outstripped by needs (Barber 1995, p. 40). Or it may 

be that today's @ost)consumer is aware of the dynamic nature of needs, and that, as 

Bauman (1 998) suggests, it is sati~uction itself that may be the object of desire, for the 

promise and hope of satisfaction is always more intense and alluring than the object itself 

@. 82; also Baudrillard 1988, pp. 21-2; Shuxmer-Smith & Hannan 1994). The 

8 Between 1980 and 1993 Fortune 500 company CEO compensations increased four times Wer 

than sales (Business Week 1994 cf. Korten 1998% p. 15). 



"searching, looking for, not-finding-it or more exactly not-finding-it-yet is no6" Bauman 

says, "a malaise, but the promise of bliss, perhaps it is the bliss itself' @. 83). 

The consumer7 s unceasing pursuit of desire helps explain why advertisers do not 

sell soap, but acceptance, achievement and self-worth; why they do not sell automobiles, 

but power, freedom, success (Korten 1998% p. 87) and, of course, sex. It helps explain 

why advertisers cultivate "excess and intemperance7' and feed imaginary appetites so that 

social need is replaced by "fantasy, caprice, and whim" (Harvey 1989, p. 102). 

Fetishism, the obsession with the superficial (brand, not product), can then be fed by 

producers through the carehl manipulation of images and words, again commodity 

aesthetics. Viscera and the five senses can be moved, emotions manipulated and the 

information, entertainment, and advertising "target" left helpless and seduced and 

unaware of (or unconcerned about) the advertiser's conscious act of libidinal stirring. 

In today7 s "two-thirds" (skilled working and service class) society, personality is 

increasingly invested through consumption (Lash & Uny 1994). The "locus of real 

selfiood has moved to the realms of privatized hedonis" says Langman (1998, p. 216), 

through the selection and acquisition of housing location and style, automobile brand, 

clothing fashion, sport activity, dance, and music, that is, through the acquisition and 

selection of lifestyle. The moral and cognitive focus of life, once occupied by work, is 

now occupied by consumer conduct (Bauman 1992) because lifestyle is more important 

than IiveZihood. The self is becoming more of an individuated ''I" rooted in commodified 

lifestyle products and services and less of a collective "we7' rooted in shared meaning and 

understanding. 

One could even say that it is this focus on "lifestyley7 that lies at the root of the 

"exploitation of local differentiation and the niche marketing of identity" (Hall 1992, p. 

304). Capital has come to  blur the lines between the cultural and the economic. As 

Jameson explains: 



Culture today is no longer endowed with the relative autonomy it once enjoyed.. . 
the dissolution of an autonomous sphere of culture is.. .to be imagined in terms of 
an explosion: a prodigious expansion of culture throughout the social realm, to the 
point at which everything in our social lifb-£tom economic value and state 
power to practices and to the very structure of the psyche itself--can be said to 
have become "cultural" in some original and yet untheorized sense. (1991, p. 48) 

A number of points in regards to the ideology of consumerism and protected areas 

visitation and accounting can be raised here. First, accounts could be seen to increasingly 

appeal to the consumer's need for efficiency, calculability, predictability, and 

technological reliability. These it seems are concepts that appeal to today's protected 

areas visitor. Then too there could well be appeals to the individual's need to pursue 

aesthetic experience and search for individual self-realization. That is, against the 

appeals to the Protestant rationalist we will hear appeals to the Romantic hedonist, and 

her or his unceasing search for "fun", "pleasure", "enjoymentyy and "satisfaction". 

Second, and perhaps more apparent, there will be a sense that the park visitor has become 

a consumer whose needs are to be satisfied. A promotion of the park commodity in the 

globalized world will be based not on d i i ,  base nature, but on achievement and self- 

worth, fantasy, caprice, whim and even possibly sex. The national park may become, this 

is to say, a "lifestyle choice". 

4.1.3.2 The ideoogy of Neo-liberalism 

One can also identify some quintessential ideas of today's economic (and 

attendant specialized, cultural) goods producer. In this section I look at the ideology of 

the producer, which I refer to as neoliberalism, and I offer a "neo-liberal vocabulary", 

which contains such terms as pragmatic, flexibility? realism, individual prnership, 

growth, choice, service, satisfaction, market? eflciency, &regulation, marketizatioo, 

privatization, competitiveness, democracy, progress, and science. 



Neo-liberalism can be traced back to the ideas of Adam Smith, John Locke, 

Friedrich Hayek and John Stuart Mill (Weiler 1984, Zizek 1994). Their combined work 

formed the foundation for the political philosophy known as liberali~m.~ Liberalism 

stresses utilitarian ideals (the greatest good for the greatest number), economic prosperity 

and the accommodation of capitalism (Weiler 1984). It advocates individual "freedom", 

which is attained through moral rectitude and self-discipline (ibid.). Liberalism assumes 

that there is an inherent conflict between the individual and the colIective. Therefore, 

expansion of government is always an assault on liberty, and government, even 

democratic government, is always suspect (Barber 1995, p. 237). 

Neo-liberalism is a variant of this philosophy and builds on liberalism in at least 

three ways: first, neo-liberalism is averse to the notion of ideological thinking; second, it 

makes a symbolic connection to innovativeness, and third, it is even more 

accommodative of business than is liberalism (Weiler 1984). 

For neo-liberals, traditional liberals are ideologues, which is why one often hears 

neo-liberal appeals to the "end of ideology" and "end of history" (Bourdieu 1998a, p. 

35).1° For neo-liberals, traditional liberals constantly grope for expensive federal 

government solutions when clearly those solutions will fail. Minority socio-economic 

rights are also problematic if they compromise those of the majority. In fact, the idea of 

socio-economic "rights" is problematic in the first place; it is better to be "pragmatic", 

As Held (1 992) points out, these theorists all had quite different conceptions, especially about the 

individual agent, duty, rights, and community. Adam Smith, for instance, left ample room for 

public authorities that retain responsibility for public goods such as health, welfkre, education, 

public works and the control of monopolies (Barber 1995, p. 358). As such, this discussion 

should be seen as rather simplified. 

10 See, for example, Francis Fukuyama's 1989 essay 'The End of History" (critiqued in Held 1992). 



less "doctrinaire", better to apply a utilitarian calculus which best serves the "general 

welfare". 

It is this need for a "sense of balance" that positions neo-liberals to the right of 

liberals and closer to the conservative extreme (Weiler 1984). This suggests that the 

practical, pragmatic, and economic rationalizations of neo-liberals are often nothing more 

than a dressing up of the "presuppositions of conservative thought" (Bourdieu 1998% p. 

3 0). And so the neo-liberal termsflexibility, open-min&ahess, and realism (Weiler 1 984, 

p. 370) may really be distinctively conservative terms. 

Second, concerning innovativeness, neo-liberals are loathe to rely on old 

formulas, especially if they are associated with the left (witness the "innovativeness" of 

John F. Kennedy, later Gary Hart and locally Alberta's Premier Ralph Klein (Lisac 

1995)). A positive image is clearly superior to a neutral or negative one. 'mew" 

solutions are presented in a number of policy arenas, though upon closer examination the 

proposals may be little different fkom proposals of the past. The important thing is that 

they look different, and again that they look pragmatic and non-ideological (Weiler 

1984). 

Third, entrepreneurship is manifest primarily in calls for economic re-orientation 

(the development of new industries'), in contrast to re-industrialization (the propping up 

of failing industries). Computer chips, high technology, and "going it alone" are 

preferred to steel slabs, government subsidies and labour upgrading. The entrepreneur is 

in and "bigness" is out-small really is beautikl. The new virtues are combativeness, 

sleekness, and personality. Workers are still important, but they must learn to participate 

and share responsibility. Social justice is also important but capitalism more so. 

However, what may be most important about this element of neo-liberal rhetoric is that 

by praising the entrepreneur and chiding large, inefficient organizations, neo-liberals 

have it both ways: they are fiee to criticize particular businesses and business leaders 



without having to be critical of business in general. This not only facilitates much of 

their popular appeal but, by defining what business is, it also undercuts effective critique 

of business power (Weiler 1984). 

From the above analysis one can propose some terms characteristic of a neo- 

liberal vocabulary, the language used where neo-liberals struggle to make theirs the 

legitimate view of the world. These are pragmatc,flexibiZity, realism, innovation, new, 

and enirepreneur. 

Yet there are other terms and expressions that are important. Through an 

adherence to laissez-faire doctrine, the ideas of individual self-help (Hall 1986) and self- 

reliance become important (Barlow 1994, p. 8SHdeas which stand in contradistinction 

to "co-operation", "equality", and "trust" (Lash & Uny 1994, p. 3 18). However, this is 

not to say that these later terms are not also used. Consider the ternpartnershi@, which 

is often used by business rhetoriticians, especially when the partnership (an opportunity) 

potentially involves a for-profit and a public or not-for-profit organization (Barlow 1994, 

p. 84). 

Growth is yet another important term in the neo-liberal vocabulary. In neo-liberal 

discourse, everything good is equated to economic growth, whether that is equality, 

education, a clean environment, or jobs (Kachur & Hamson 1999). This is why the 

metrics Gross National Product and Gross Domestic Product are two of the most 

consecrated terms in the science of economics (see Halstead & Cobb 1996 for a critique 

of these terms). 

Neo-liberal discourse can also be characterized by its appeals to the manifold 

liberties of choice. While choice invokes the idea of freedom, another ccuniversal" value, 

the choice that neo-liberals have in mind is consumer choice, which-has a much more 

limited meaning (see Barber 1995). Real choice implies an educated chooser, not a 

chooser whose desires have been fixed and focused by corporate marketing specialists. 



Along with the idea of consumer choice is the importance of customer service, as in 

"service excellence," and customer satisfaction. 

Neo-liberalism presupposes a radical separation between the economic and the 

social, where the social is left to one side, abandoned to social workers and sociologists, 

"as a kind of reject" (Bourdieu 1998% p. 3 1). This enables neo-liberals to better focus on 

the production of economic capital, and more importantly to makes appeals to  a social 

construction known as the mmket. It is the naturalization of the idea of a (global) market 

and the "trickle down benefits" of globalfree-trade that is one of the fbndamental 

interests of global capitalism (Sklair 1998, p. 300). 

There is too the neo-liberal's emphasis on eflciency, whether in regard to the 

accumulation and production of hard goods or the administration of education, culture, 

the penal system, employment, social welfare, or the environment (Barber 1995, p. 239). 

Efficiency, tacitly identified with financial profitability and the outcome by which it is 

measured, is becoming more and more a self-evident goal (Bourdieu 1998% p. 40). The 

pursuit of efficiency often leads to down-sizing and labour-minimizing policies where 

workers are replaced with machines (Barber 1995, p. 27). 

DereguZafioy1, privatization, and rnmketization--elements of the "DPM 

framework" (Lane 1996)-are fiuther terms characteristic of the neo-liberal lexicon. 

Neo-liberals call for the dismantling of inefficient state monopolies, to allow the "fat" of 

overindulgence to be "pared" away. However, what often happens in practice is that 

accountable and civically responsible public monopolies are eliminated and invisible 

private monopolies that are unaccountable in both theory and practice rise in their place 

(Barber 1995, p. 114). 

"Local residents and communitie~"~ argues business scholar Rosabeth Moss 

Kanter, "would be wise to enhance their global connections and rethink their strategies 

and structures to reach beyond" (1995, p. 15 1). If they don't, they will end up "stuck in 



one place". Implicit in this neo-liberal argument is the importance of conipetitiveness. 

The notion of competition is so ubiquitous in business that some (e.g., Harvey 1994 

Bourdieu 19984 pp. 42,102) have even suggested that business practice appears to be 

premised on a Hobbesian vision and a kind of social and moral Darwinism, "a struggle of 

all against all". Such an intellectual foundation supports the neo-liberal's appeals to the 

"brightest and the best", the "naturally gifted", and the "competent". Neo-liberalism as 

such may be an ideology of competence, a "cult of the winner", which serves well to 

justify the presence of its opposite, the "loser" (Bourdieu 1998a). 

Neo-liberals continuously reaffirm that economic growth, privatization, and 

economic globalization are the irreducible foundations of democracy (and peace, 

equality, human rights, a healthy environment, etc.) (Korten 1998b, p. 12), making this 

yet another key tern. Jeffrey Sachs and Milton Friedman for instance suggest that 

democratic institutions are necessary for the operation of markets, that for this reason the 

two go hand-in-hand. However, it is evident that there are flaws in their arguments: one 

need only turn to Vietnam, China, Singapore, and Indonesia to see how capitalism can be 

highly successfbl in a controlled, and undemocratic, state Parber 1995, p. 185). 

Finally, there are two more important terns to be found in the neo-liberal lexicon. 

These are rooted in neo-liberalism's historical relation to the "universal" discourses of 

progress and science (the latter of which is said to be "neutral", as is economics, the 

"scientific study of choice" (Mulkay et al. cf Yearly 1996, p. 125). Progress and science 

are part of the "logic of economic action" (ibid., p. 124) and the "great chain of Being", 

where at one end there is the economist and accountant, and at the other there is God, or 

in the place of God, the mathematician, whose "rational" mathematical models ultimately 

inspire the IMF and the World Bank Vourdieu 1998% p. 19). 

One can propose then that a neo-liberal voc%ibulary, reflective of this ascendant 

ideology (Held 1992, p. 3 8), will contain and highlight certain terms. No doubt there are 



terms not included here, and no doubt the above terns are used by those who could 

hardly be classified as neo-liberal. The suggestion here is only that economic (and their 

attendant cultural) goods producers, as a result of the demands of their "linguistic 

markets", will tend to frequently use, rely upon, and/or deify these terms. One can 

propose too that in looking at the four "As" of protected areas one will tend to see an 

increasing number and use of these terms, that is, to the degree that any protected areas 

field has been or is being colonized by neo-liberal ideology. 

4.1.4 Globalization: Fait Accompli? 

To sum up our examination of the globalization twin dialectic I would like to 

reiterate Harvey's social process thesis (1996, pp. 78-9). Again this suggests that the 

"moments" of the social process, i.e., the material and symbolic, do not work 

independently of one another. Rather, they relate dialectically in an interdependent 

fashion. Similarly with the producerlconsumer dialectic, all suggesting a four-way 

interlinking field dynamic. The symbolic presupposes the material: neo-liberalism 

provides an intellectual foundation for large-scale economic activity, and hedonism 

provides the spiritual justification for consumerism. Similarly, the material presupposes 

the symbolic: consumers need more than a stimulating message to be motivated to 

consume, they also need material wealth, and material constraints (natural disasters, 

shortage of inputs) to hinder producers' efforts to turn the world into a great marketplace. 

This twin dialectic, one can theorize, should characterize any heteronomous field, fiom a 

parks roundtable, to a parks system, to a parks audit. 

To be sure, globalization is not a simple process and the struggles over capital in 

the global field are hardly over. Globalization is not fait accompli (McQuaig 1998). 

Globalization has not yet findamentally altered the structure of international political 

relations (Gilpin 198 111992) and today's "internationalized economy" is not "open" and 



"integrated" (Hirst & Thompson 1996; Parker 1998). Truly transnational corporations 

are still rare and capital mobility has not yet produced a massive shift of investment or 

shift in employment fiom the most to the least industrialized countries. Further, for most 

transnational corporations, foreign investment is still much less important than domestic 

investment ( h o l d  & Sikka 1999). Even where trade is cross-border, it is more regional 

than "international". Seventy percent of European trade, for example, is still with other 

European countries (Bourdieu 1998a, p. 36) and strong tendencies to regionalize are 

emerging (e.g., European Union, North American Free Trade Agreement) (Massey 

1999). Perhaps most importantly, there is still only a relatively small number of people 

(about 1 billion, or less than twenty percent of the planet's population) who can be 

considered "consumers" in the Western sense. 

Nevertheless, where globalization' s discourse of inevitability has come to hide 

both the interests behind the discourse and any possible alternatives (Massey 1997, p. 9) 

and where globalization's adverse effects are being "deeply felt" and seen as a not-so- 

neutral necessity (Bourdieu & Wacquant 1999), resistance is being raised. In fact, the 

current rash of nationalisms localisms, and "militant particularisms" may itself be a 

global form of resistance to the colonization of economic capital (McGrew 1992, Hall 

1992, Barber 1995, Harvey 1996, Ignatieff 1995, Massey 1999). This emergence of 

localism as a response is itself an interesting and important phenomenon, one that should 

itself be subject to interrogation in an examination of protected areas accounting. 

Shiva (1999) provides one explanation for this globalization - localization 

dynamic. As nation-states lose their sovereignty through international arrangements such 

as trade agreements (e.g., WTO, GATT, MAI), politicians are left with few options in the 

way of rectifying domestic problems. One option, however, is always open to politicians 

and this is to single out minorities, "out groups7', "foreigners", or any visible Others and 

suggest that they are the source of the problem. This scapegoating alleviates pressure on 



elected officials, but unfortunately it also breeds dangerous sentiments among the 

domestic population. One can add on top of this people's frustration at not being able to 

move as "freely" as capital, at having to deal with structural adjustment policies, and at 

being forced to export rather than consume production. It is thus not surprising that there 

are so many parochialisms (Massey 1997, 1999), militant particularisms (Harvey 1996), 

factionalisms (Ignatieff 1995), and nationalisms (Barber 1995) in the world today. 

Indeed, it was just such a scenario that bore itself out in pre-World War XI Germany. One 

can thus suggest as does Shiva that globalization's darker side is its "doubly facistic" 

tendency: economic totalitarianism being the first "facism", and localized nationalistic 

responses borne of desperation being the second. 

4.2 Globalization: Implications 

Given that the globalization process has potentially serious adverse effects, it is 

important to focus on how globalization is affecting specific institutions, organizations, 

and groups in specific contexts. In the following sections, I would like to lay the 

foundation for an examination of one specific institution, the "national parks 

admini~tration~~, by exploring globalization's implications for the nation-state, democratic 

processes, and the distribution of public goods. I would like to begin this exploration at 

the broadest, abstract level, by offering a general critique of global capitalism based on 

the works of Hanrey and Bourdieu. ~ r o m  this level I move down to the more concrete 

level of New Public Management and its implications for protected areas administration. 

4.2.1 Global Capitalism 

In terms of a normative f?ame, Harvey is fairly explicit about what he sees as 

wrong with this global transformation; why, he says, the logic of capital is "destructive7' 

(1996, p. 113). His concern revolves around the subordination of social justice by market 



logic and the subordination of "ethic by aestheticyy. Capitalism, according to Harvey, is 

not a system that forces social actors to consider the ethical or confkont "the brute 

ugliness of the realities of lived experience for the oppressed" (1996, p. 37). Nor he says 

does it support a truly public realm, a moral economy, or emancipation and self- 

realization as a collective concern (1996, p. 125) (though its genius, he says, is that it 

tends to make us think it does (1996, p. 13 1)). Rather, capitalism disaggregates society. 

It creates a tendency on the one hand for individuals to compete with one another, while 

on the other hand it creates a tendency for society to be divided into two groups: the rich 

and the poor. Harvey finds the division of society into rich and poor particularly 

alarming, especially when different laws are applied to each group. As evidence of the 

differential application of laws, Harvey points to the staunch opposition that advanced 

capitalist countries raise whenever the orgy of conspicuous consumption within those 

countries is threatened, and to the simultaneous support for neo-Malthusian initiatives 

that might control the population of poor countries (1996, p. 144). 

Capitalism, Harvey says, has other problems. For one, it "disenchants" us fiom 

nature and fiom other human beings (1996, p. 197) (as eco-philosophers long ago pointed 

out). Capitalism also provides a discourse that "justifies homelessness, unemployment, 

increasing impoverishment, disempowerment, and the like by appeal to supposedly 

traditional values of self-reliance and entrepreneurialism7' (1989, p. 336). If this were not 

. enough, capitalism also pulls all into the grasp of the cash nexus @. 344, which subverts 

democratizing processes @. 257) and forces social actors to view each other in purely 

instrumental terns (p. 103). 

Bourdieu has similar concerns and is similarly vocal about the "tyranny of the 

market7' (1998b). He openly speaks out against the "myths of globalizationy' and the 

dismantling of public welfare in the name of private enterprise @p. 29-44). He is overtly 



critical of the discourse of neo-liberalism, a "strong discourse" (to borrow Goffman's 

term) that: 

. . .has behind it all the powers of a world of power relations which it helps to 
make as it is, in particular by orienting the economic choices of those who 
dominate economic relations and so adding its own-specifically symbolic- 
force to those power relations. @. 95) 

Neo-liberalism, Bourdieu says, is an immense political operation which aims at creating 

the conditions for the realization and operation of its own (economic) theory; "a 

programme of methodical destruction of collectives" or any other structures which 

obstruct the "logic of the pure market" (the Multilateral Agreement on Investment (MAI) 

is just one such measure that would help to create those conditions) @. 96). 

As evidence of the negative effects of the implementation "of the great neo-liberal 

utopia", Bourdieu points to the growth in the disparities in incomes both internationally 

and inside industrialized countries, the disappearance of the autonomous worlds of 

cultural production, the destruction of state institutions, and the imposition of a kind of 

"moral Darwinism" which establishes the struggle of all against all @. 102).11 

One needs also to point out that what is being advocated by neo-liberals is not 

social liberalism, but economic liberalism, which appears to be evolving into economic 

totalitarianism. It is this economic totalitarianism of which globalization detractors like 

Harvey and Bourdieu are critical, not capitalism per se. In this regard they are like 

Jacobs (1994), wanting to examine the difference between the roles, responsibilities and 

-- -- 

*' In 1960 the wealthiest 20 percent of the world's population was 30 times as rich as the least 

wealthy 20 percent. By 1990, this same group is 60 times as rich (The UNCTAD Report in 

Massey 1997, p. 8; 1999, p. 263). For more on the idea of " o p p o ~ t i e s  for mobility" and for 

figures on the growth in income disparity in industrialized countries, see  rickso on & Goldthorpe 

(1992), Wright (1997), and Fischer et al. (1996). 



purpose of society's "tradersy' and its "guardians7', and the problem of conflating the two. 

Indeed, one need not trample on the virtues of capitalism to consider the "important 

ethical and political role of the bureau in liberal democratic societies" (duGay 1996, p. 

167) and how globalization might be undermining that. As Kachur & Harrison (1999) 

observe: 

There is much in political and social liberalism that remains serviceable today and 
must not be abandoned: political equality for the individual, the rights of fieely 
chosen association, the promotion of self-determining fieedoms and authenticity, 
the opportunities for self-development, the basic legal and civil right of 
individuals. These values, for which many have fought and died, must be 
retained. @. xxviii) 

Neither does a critique of neo-liberal globalization imply a wholesale return to the 

local. While there may be a need to turn toward "revitalized, local, diversified, and at 

least partially self-sufficient economies", as Mander (1996, p. 17) suggests, this must be 

done with a great deal of caution. As Barber (1995) notes, localisms and tribalisms are 

just as likely to undermine democratic processes and the nation-state as are the ideas and 

practices of globalization. Fundamentalist or ethnic ideologies are loaded with myths and 

appeals to "roots7' and "blood" and these can easily be invoked to support exclusiveness 

or even hostility to others @. 205). 

4.2.2 Democracy and the Nation-State 

Global interconnectedness is increasing* and this is forcing us to ask pressing 

questions about the fbture of democracy and the viability of the nation-state (Held 1992). 

Consequently one has to consider how the application of a "benign" and "neutral" global 

market model might be undermining the public interest and those organizations and 

institutions associated with it. 

Democracy is a value which enables social actors to link prescriptive concerns 

(Held 1992). It is a guiding orientation, a way of relating values. Democracy is a means 



of opening a dialogue where value conflicts can be resolved @. 4 1). Yet democracy is 

hardly practiced as an ideal; today's nation-state reflects less the principles and 

procedures laid out by advocates of liberal democracy and more weak political parties 

and a lack of rights, f?eedom and equality @. 43). A global market exacerbates this 

situation by further "hollowing out" the nation-state, (Lash & Urry 1994, Kachur & 

Harrison 1999), which in turn makes the public sphere truly "diasporic" (Appadurai 

1996). 

The market depends on peace and order, but it does not depend on democracy, 

civic responsibility, or accountability (Barber 1995, p. 14). It may even be that the 

market eschews civil society and belittles democratic citizenship (ibid.). What 

corporation, after all, is more interested in seeing people in schools, churches, libraries, 

community service centers, political back rooms, volunteer houses or playing fields than 

seeing them in movie theaters, malls, automobile show-rooms or fast food restaurants? 

Democracy was a precursor to capitalism, but the two are not interdependent, capitalism 

in no way "provides for" democracy. For evidence of this one needs only look at the 

market's indifference to civil liberty in East Germany, whose civil society is nearly in 

ruins. There, the market "promised" to bring democracy. 

As mentioned before, the new economy is becoming an "economy of signs" (Lash 

& Urry 1994). Durable goods (the hard sector) have made way for services (the service 

sector), and these have made way for information and entertainment products (the soft 

sector), products that are based on symbols and signs. This move to an economy of signs 

also has implications for democracy and the nation-state. First, a move to an economy of 

signs means that products and services have become much more mobile. This mobility 

hinders the nation-state's ability to control "national" production, meaning that policy 

instruments will become less effective and revenue generation (through corporate 

taxation) more problematic (Lash & Urry 1994). Second, a move to an economy of signs 



means that products and services have become much more closely linked to the "mind" 

of the buyer. This linking makes it easier for producers to "win their customers over", in 

both market and ideological terms. Third, a move to an economy of signs means that 

consumption can be carried out in a much more private manner than ever before. This 

krther obviates the need for collective interaction and reduces the chance that collective 

influences will be brought to bear on the individual's decisions and behaviours Parber 

1995, p. 82). 

Yet, there is at least one commentator, Wagar (1996), who implicates the nation- 

state in much of the "animal cupidity'' @. 321) of capitalism mentioned above. Relying 

on the work of Ernest Gellner, Benedict Anderson, and Eric Hobsbawm, Wagar suggests 

that it is the national state system that makes the capitalist world economy possible in the 

first place. The nation-state is capitalism's political "alter ego", says Wagar @. 323), and , 

so for those interested in ending exploitation and establishing an "international working 

class", the "cultural artifact known as the nation" must be viewed as an inconvenient 

"halfway house between present-day exploitation of man by man and the coming 

classless society" (pp. 326-7). 

One can see in arguments such as this a rather different normative stance on 

globalization than can be found in say Barber (1995) or Shiva (1999), for whom 

globalization is a threat and for whom the nation-state is viewed as a potentially 

emancipatory mechanism. In fact, for authors such as Wagar, globalization appears to be 

a good thing, for it will help "capitalism mature and enter its final stage of terminal 

decay". Such a caveat on (really condemnation of) the nation-state must be viewed with 

some skepticism. While the nation-state may be more than ever "the executive 

committee" of capital (Harvey 1998b), it does not necessarily follow that there will be a 

"global terminal decayyy followed by the "natural establishment" of European institutional 

conceptions such as "the transnational party" or cbworld commonwealth" (Wagar 1996, 



pp. 330,332). One could even say that such thinking demonstrates a lack of concern for 

difference and cultural diversity, ultimately implicating global socialists in the same 

fundament a1 project adhered to by global capitalists. 

Just as there can be "too much" globalization or transnational party control, there 

can also be too much democracy. This is because pure democratic governance can 

become the "tyranny of the majority''. Pure democracy, like facism, can become 

oppressive and short-sighted as decisions come to be made and policies implemented 

solely for the benefit of the majority. Indeed it was just this understanding that motivated 

the authors of the United States Constitution to structure that country not according to 

democratic principles but rather according to republican principles (l3alfour 1997). As a 

consequence of the delegation of responsibilities by elected officials to a non-elected 

"stable, competent, and trusted" civil service, the US government as a republic is able to 

offer a more representative form of governance than would be attained through pure 

democratic rule (ibid.; see also Meier 1997). 

4.2.3 Globalization and the Public Sector 

If globalization implies an inherent erosion of democracy and the nation-state and 

a colonization of relatively autonomous fields, globalization has important implications 

for the public sector and the equitable distribution ofpublic goods. Such goods are 

"commodities, services, or other items of value which, though available to one person, 

can be supplied to others at no additional costy7 (Pearce 1984 in Goodland et al. 1989, p. 

149). Such goods include, for example, defense, policing, and lighthouses, all goods 

whose "consumption is indivisible" (Jacobs 1994, p. 74). Public goods are thus very 

difficult to properly allocate (in practice) and even more difficult to properly distribute. 

It is in part because of these allocative and distributive problems that publicly legitimated 

and empowered authorities, i.e., governments and bureaucrats, are needed. 



The public sector is about the effective and efftcient provision of public 

programmes and public goods (Lane 1996). It is also about the promotion of impartiality, 

public accountability, and individual and group justice in the form of fairness (ibid.). 

Fairness, in turn, is dependent upon, actually really all about, citizen input and 

democratic participation. The issue of concern then is whether the spread and 

legitimation of globalization discourses, ideas and practices is forcing a shift away fkom 

impartiality, accountability and justice toward efficiency and 'performance". 

It helps to understand the implications of such a shift by using a metaphor. 

Imagine a busy public beach where currently only one person is employed (due to say 

budget reductions or staff cutbacks). If the beach administrators place the emphasis on 

k justice that employee will probably be told only to stay awake and keep an eye on 

swimmers and bathers, so as to ensure their safety. If beach administrators place the 

emphasis on efficiency, however, that individual may be told to not only watch 

swimmers and bathers but also sell hot dogs, because, after all, life-guarding qpears to 

provide a lot of spare time which can be occupied doing other seemingly more 

"productivey' things. On top ofthat, the sale of hotdogs is more conducive to 

accountability, for one can more easily demonstrate a "measurable" outcome (profit) 

selling hotdogs than watching swimmers. ' 

This shift fiom an emphasis on the effective provision of public goods toward an 

emphasis on operational efficiency is occuning in many areas of the public sector.12 The 

shift, which Hague (1998) equates to a "legitimation crisis", is occuning in Britain 

12 These concerns are not exclusive to the public sector. Zirnmerman & Dart (1998), for example, 

are asking similar questions about charities in Canada. These it appears have begun to undertake 

commercial ventures in an attempt to provide semices previously suppo&d through government 

fimding. 



(Lawier & Hearn 1995, Willrnott 1995), the United States (Politt 1990), Australia (Pusey 

1991), Sweden (Czarniawska 1985), France (Peters 1994) and Canada (Savoie 1994, 

Lisac 1995, Wilson 1996, Lane 1996, Linquist 1996, Laird 1998). There, the 

"reinvention of government" (Osborne & Gaebler 1993; Bruce et al. 1997), 

"entrepreneurial governanceyy (ibid.), "economic rationalization" (Fusey 199 l), 

"bureaucratic reform" (Savoie 1994), the W M  approach" (Lane 1996), "liberation" and 

"market-driven management", and "neo-managerialism" (Terry 1998), all of which I 

refer to as the New Public Management (NPM), are raising concerns about the state's 

ability to adequately attend to issues of justice, impartiality, and accountability. 

Haque (1 998) sees a number of conceptual, normative, and attitudinal guidelines 

behind the NPM label. Conceptually, underlying many recent public sector reforms are 

the principles and strategies of business management: cost-effectiveness, value-for- 

money, market-testing, competitive tendering, and performance-based and result-oriented 

management (p. 18; see also L O  1995, OECD 1993). Normatively, there is a shift 

toward the pro-market values of competitiveness, efficiency, productivity, and 

profitability (Haque 1998, p. 18; see also Haque 1996, Kemaghan 1984 Massey 1993, 

Ventriss 1 9 89). And attitudinall y, pub1 ic sector employees are being forced to introduce 

customer-oriented attitudes in their workplaces, though courtesy campaigns, customer- 

care training, complaint-response systems, and one-stop facilities (Haque 1998, p. 18; see 

also Kaul 1996, OECD 1990, 1993,1994). 

Haque (1 998, p. 19; see also Langford 1985; Morgan & England 1988) sees two 

main problems with these reforms, the first being related to an erosion of commitment 

among members of the public service, and the second being related to diminishing 

performance of the public service. Related to eroded commitment is the issue of falling 

employee morale, which is the result of a shift ffom a focus on intrinsic rewards, derived 

from doing something "for the people" and sewing the public interest, to a focus on more 



measurable, extrinsic factors, such as salaries, title, and workplace conditions. Morale 

has also fallen as a result of the overall pejorative manner in which the public service has 

come to be increasingly viewed, which itself is attributable to "bureaucrat bashing7'. Of 

course moral is also suffering as a result of recent reductions in extrinsic rewards: in job 

security, salary and benefits, all of which are vulnerable in a period of downsizing and 

divestment. Combine this lower morale and these reduced numbers with the fact that the 

public sewice is being increasingly politicized, that is, interfered with, and one can see 

both how the public servant's ability to do a proper job is being compromised and how 

the overall legitimacy of the public service is being challenged. 

Academics in the area of public administration have looked closely at the 

differences between and among the various reform movements. One constellation of 

ideas worth looking at more closely is the highly influential "reinventing government" 

movement. This approach was first espoused in the writings of journalist David Osborne 

and lecturer-trainer Ted Gaebler (Frederickson 1996). Reinventing government stresses 

de-institutionalized government, structuring incentives, contract oversight, and 

managerial innovation. Structurally, the approach supports a realignment of power away 

from elected legislators (city councils, school boards, parliament) and toward elected 

executives (mayors, premiers, prime-ministers). Interestingly, all of this takes place with 

little recourse to political language. This is because advocates of the reinventing 

government movement, being managerial, perhaps even naive, eschew notions of politics 

and ideology (ibid.). 

Yet this is not to say the advocates of reinventing government are without an 

ideology. Indeed, their calls for reform are underpinned by an ideology, that of 

utilitarianism (ibid.). It is not surprising then that their lexicon focuses on "individual 

choice", the "market", "competition", and "customers" (rather than "citizens"). Nor is it 

surprising that the movement's advocates hold the public service up to ridicule, 



reinforcing its image as the "ugly sister", in Czamiawska's (1985) terms, thus providing a 

rationale for downsizing the civil service (Frederickson 1996). 

It might be apparent that the reinventing government movement "echoes, enlists, 

and harmonizes" (Lehman & Tinker 1987) with the ideology and discourse of neo- 

liberalism described earlier. Rhetorically2 it associates free-market, anti-government 

policy initiatives with broadly shared values (e.g., freedom, family), government 

. programs with negative values (i.e., bureaucracy, waste), and budget cuts with tax relief 

and regulation with oppression (Fox 1996). In addition., the reinventing government 

movement also very much enlists with "new patterns of consumerism'', specifically those 

patterns deemed "postmodem". As Fox (1996) asserts, the reinventing government 

phenomenon is itself a "sign detached fiom the lifeworld". 

This can be seen in Osbome & Gaebler7s (1992) book, where one hears a "strange 

mixture" of voices: there is the entertainer, the provoker of cathartic lbghter, and the 

trainer (Fox 1996, p. 258). Osborne & Gaebler' s version of the New Public Management 

is like a well-rehearsed slick speech, more rhetorical than scientific. Their version is 

metaphorical, inconsistent and contradictory (the authors assert the need to embrace both 

markets rmd community). So why has it gained such a purchase? Fox's answer is that 

public administrators have grown weary of the mainstream public administration and 

political science community's inability to explain the "demise of the demos". Thus, the 

floor is now open to all, even those public relations specialists like Osbome & Gaebler, 

with their "bizarre calculations7' and ccOrwellian linguistic manipulations" @. 261). 

Public administration, like globalization's consumer, it seems, is now entering 

poshnodem hyperspace, a suggestion that adds strength to Czarniawska-Joerges' s (1 989) 

suggestion that public sector reforms are often largely symbolic affairs. 



4.2.4 Globalization and Environmental Protection 

Most commentaries critical of NPM have emphasized the consequences of neo- 

liberal thought in the areas of education, health, welfare, public works and the control of 

monopolies. Here, I would like to examine the implications of "reinventing" another area 

of government, that of environmental protection and environmental resource 

administration. 

Many of the elements of the "natural environmentyy are examples of res mZZius, 

res communes and res publica goods (Goodland et al. 1 989). Clean air, clean water, 

fertile soil and species "bio-diversity" for instance all provide important, indivisible 

benefits for society: air for breathing, water for drinking, soil for growing, and species 

biodiversity for food, clothing, shelter, medicine and spiritual catharsis. l3 The problem 

with environmental "goods" such as these is that they are often free or undervalued, 

meaning they are subject to degradation. Take the services provided to a manufacturing 

facility by clean water for example. The water may be commandeered for use as a 

product input, in equipment-cooling, or in waste disposal. In any case the services 

provided by this good are paid for by the firm only to the extent that the water is 

monitored, metered and/or treated. Typically, water is priced very low and treated only 

to the minimum standard required by law (Szasz 1994), leaving the remaining costs or 

any pollution to be dealt with by members and future members of society. It is in 

response to these exted i t ies  and market failures that economists attempt to revalue or 

13 That species biodiversity, i.e., life-forms, is now a patentable good (see Shiva 1999) amenable to 

ownership and sale means that it is no longer truly a public good. Examples of newly (though not 

filly) privatized f m  of life include India's Neern tree, bulghar grains, ahd bhasmati rice (Shiva 

1999). 



impute prices to environmental goods and services and see that these prices are paid by 

those who benefit fiom them (see Pearce 1991). 

Yet the revaluing or imputation of prices to environmental goods is itself highly 

problematic. This is insofar as the premises underpinning valuation attempts are by no 

means absolutes. Among these premises, social actors are seen to be "self-interested" 

and "rational", a dubious assumption to be sure. Further, it is thought that non-human 

life forms can actually be "valued" on a "fiee-market" and that the needs of h r e  

generations can be accounted for through proper discount rates (Jacobs 1994). One needs 

to ask if the elements of the natural environment are "objects" intended for the sciences 

of economics and accounting or "subjects" whose value is intrinsic. One needs to also 

ask to what extent attempts at monetizing or commodifying elements of the natural 

environment will make these elements appear more and more like "objects". In this 

regard, Jacobs (1 994) sees neo-liberal approaches to environmental protection troubling. 

He suggests that: 
. . . [ifj neo-classical economists come to dominate the debate on environmental 
policy, people may begin to think in neo-classical terms. They may start to regard 
the environment simply as a bundle of goods and services, in which there ought to 
be markets to determine the appropriate levels of protection. They may begin to 
feel that it doesn't matter if poorer people do not have equal access to clean air 
and water, or at least no more than it matters already that they do not have access 
to other commodities. They may start to think the interests of future generations 
and other species should only be taken into account in so far as individuals are 
willing to pay for them in market transactions. (p. 82) 

The salient point here is that neoclassical economics discourses may be self- 

Ilfilling, that the increasingly naturalized construction of economics makes itself true, 

that it in fact creates the very conditions for the realization and the operation of the 

"theory": 
. . . [neo-classical economics] has behind it all the powers of a world of power 
relations which it helps to make as it is, in particular by orienting the economic 
choices of those who dominate economic relations and so adding its own- 
specifically symbolic-force to those power relations. (Bourdieu 1998% p. 95) 



Through these self-fblfilling discourses the citizen-cum-consumer becomes "utility 

maximizing", Wee-riding" and "self-interested" not because of some natural condition 

but because that is the way those with the legitimate form of capital, which is economic, 

interpret and label human behaviour. Their discourses constitute new identities and new 

social realities. 

4.3 Implications for Study 

In the previous chapter I introduced a theoretical framing for a protected areas 

"sociology", or study of the structure, development, and fbnctioning of human society in 

and around protected areas. The purpose of that chapter was to paint a picture of the 

"restricted field of practice". In the present chapter I expanded that picture to include the 

"field of widespread practice", an external, constitutive field here characterized by a 

phenomenon known as "globalization". One of the implications of this phenomenon for 

protected areas concems more than just an erosion of administrative capacity or 

imputation of prices to nature, it also concerns the imputation of a particular metaphor of 

nature or wilderness, that of the environmental "good" or "commodity". 

As I discussed in chapter three, nature is a social construction, a mtlange of 

metaphors and "ideas". l4 Thus, we can see national parks as ambiguous, detached, and 

ultimately romantic responses to metropolitan alienation (Wadland 1982/1995, pp. 12,14) 

(the interpretivist historian's metaphor). Alternately, we can see them as isolated worlds 

in need of protecting or saving (the environmentalist's metaphor). Then again we might 

- -- 

14 It probably needs to be made explicit here that this is not an ontologically relativist argument; 

that is, I am not saying that a park, protected area or other such space does not actually exist, 

rather I am saying that the meaning attributed to a place is historically and spatially specific-and 

tied to certain ends. 



see them as worlds in need of understanding (the scientific rationalist's metaphor) or as 

environmental "goodsy' and "commoditiesy' (the economic rationalist's metaphor). None 

of these metaphors are benign. As Harvey suggests, the metaphors of nature support 

certain practices and behaviours, or, as Bourdieu would have it, they help provide the 

conditions most conducive to the accumulation of certain forms of capital. 

It is for this reason that we need to suggest another metaphor, a "counter- 

metaphor", for protected areas such as national parks. This metaphor is not that of "park- 

as-essential-ideological-ingredient" but, rather, "park-as-essential-ingredient-of- 

globalization". Such a metaphor moves us towards seeing national parks as key elements 

in the "twin dialectic" of globalization, in the two material moments-production and 

consumption-and two symbolic moments--consumerism and neo-liberalism-which 

characterize this increasingly important phenomenon. This metaphor also moves us 

towards an examination of "contradictions" and the "colonization" of the restricted field 

of practice. 

This discussion of metaphors, contradictions, and colonization naturally points to 

the need for empirical examination. What do these metaphors really look like in 

practice? What exactly are these contradictions? And how does this colonization in fact 

occur. The four "As" of protected areas, discussed in chapter two, are important in 

answering these questions. The account, accounting, auditing and accountability, given 

their symbolic importance, their "role in bolstering certain interests" (Cooper & Sherer 

1984), and their part in reproducing and transforming social reality, may well be key 

mechanisms for the transmission of (dominant) metaphors. They may be a means by 

which colonization occurs. They may also be conduits for the imposition, reproduction, 

and legitimation of contradictions. But then, also given their importance, each of these 

four "As" may also act as sites of resistance to certain metaphors, contradictions and 

forms of colonization. Again, the question is empirical. 



Before turning to the field for an examination of metaphors, contradictions and 

colonization, however, there are still a few methodological and general research method 

issues to be resolved. The most important of these is the need to ensure that the research 

method chosen for the empirical component of this study is congruent with the study's 

theoretical component. For this reason I turn in the next chapter to a detailed 

examination of the "praxeology" of Pierre Bourdieu. 
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5. Chapter Five: Research Methodology and Method 

Social science researchers choose different "ladders" (Silverman 1993), different 

"processes of engagement" (Morgan 1983), to better see the world around them. For 

those doing critical social science research that choice often means using ladders derived 

fiom the works of "modernist" and Marxian-inspired critical theorists, such as Habermas 

and the members of the Frankfbrt School, and the "post" theorists, such as Baudrillard, 

Barthes, Derrida, Lyotard and Foucault. These theorists are chosen because their work 

not only helps critical researchers focus on voices that have been marginalized or that can 

not be heard (Alvesson & Willmott 1992), but also because it helps them be "reflexive7', 

that is, it helps them consider how they may be raising themselves above those voices 

(Platt 1989). 

Still relatively absent &om this list of choices is the work of Pierre Bourdieu, a 

French anthropologist and sociologist. This is unfortunate, for, as I hope to demonstrate 

in this chapter, Bourdieu's research ladder offers a fine "critical" yet reflexive vista fiom 

which to better view the social world. This is primarily due to the fact that Bourdieu has 

us attend to symbolic structures whilst considering their relation to both the cognitive 

structures of the individual and social structures of society. More specifically, he has us 

consider language, categorizations, and labels, and their systems of production and mode 

of consumption, as critical in the reproduction and transformation of the social realm. He 

has us consider the way the symbolic realm mediates everyday life and the global 

relations of domination between classes (Cronin 1996). For social science researchers 
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this means linking an analysis of the humdrum details of ordinary existence with both an 

analysis of language and a more general social analysis. 

However the significance and the appeal of Bourdieu's work concerns more than 

just this focus on the symbolic and this linking ofthe local and the global, it also 

concems the fact that Bourdieu's notion of power is relational or process-oriented. This 

is to say that for Bourdieu power is a finction of relations between subjects and so power 

must be seen to hnction through a multiplicity of relations, such as are found in the 

education system, the world of art, the family, and the organization. For organizational 

researchers this means seeing the organization as embedded in a "field" of relations 

(Drummond 1998), one wherein actors constantly struggle to accumulate "capital", that 

fleeting form of power whose value is always and only ever field-specific. 

For some researchers, the benefits of a Bourdieusian process of engagement may 

also relate to more emotional or aesthetic considerations. For example, some might 

appreciate the fact that Bourdieu appears on account of his relentless and publicly critical 

nature (Thompson 1991, p. 3 1, Robbins 1999) to have a genuine concern for those who 

suffer in the contemporary world, for those whose "distance from necessity" is not great 

enough (cf Bourdieu et al. 2000). Others might appreciate the fact that he offers "a 

predictive power", having been able to anticipate and detect a number of social 

tendencies and future developments in his home country of France (Robbins 1998, p. 28). 

Yet others (including myself) might simply relate to his life trajectory, a difficult yet 

revealing journey that took him fiom the working class to the halls of academe. Finally, 

some just might like the fact that he is also a challenging author, one whose work is as 

insightfbl as it often is fiustrating. 
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In an earlier chapter I explored some of this insightfblness by focusing on the 

concepts, objectives, and ideas which underpiq guide, and characterize Bourdieu's 

general analyses of "production, text, and audience5'-his look at the "mediating role of 

the institutions of culture" (Lash 1993, p. 194). In this chapter the focus shifts to the 

empirical side of Bourdieu's work. I examine his methodological prescriptions and 

techniques and I explore how these might apply to the study at hand. I also briefly 

consider the main critiques levied at his work as a means of anticipating what he might be 

less able to tell us about our protected areas four "As". To begin, I look at some concerns 

Bourdieu has about the current state of social scientific study. 

5.1 Concerns 

Bourdieu is dismayed by the dualistic nature of sociological thinking, its choice of 

focus on structure or agency, micro or macro, qualitative or quantitative Pourdieu & 

Wacquant 1992, p.178). The probIem with dualisms, with antimonies, is that exclusive 

focus on one or the other leads to logical contradictions. Consider a solely objectivist, 

"explanatory etic" reading. It "destroys part of the reality it claims to grasp" because 

what the analyst sees as practice is really only the execution of the analyst's preconceived 

model (ibid., p. 8). In fact, a solely objectivist reading, with its apriori concepts and 

methods, is as "subjective" and politically motivated as any subjectivist one @eetz 

1 996). 

Yet a solely phenomenological, "interpretive emic7' reading is also problematic. 

"Conceiving social structure as the mere aggregate of individual strategies and acts of 

classification makes it impossible to account for their resilience as well as for the 
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emergent, objective configurations these strategies perpetuate or challenge" (Bourdieu & 

Wacquant 1992, pp. 9-10). Such "social marginalism" can neither help us explain "why 

and according to what principles the work of social production of reality itself is 

produced" (ibid., 10) nor help us explain the origin of the categories that social agents use 

in their construction of the social world. There is then a need to blend etic and emic 

readings in social scientific study. 

Yet there is also the need to explicitly consider the empirical research object. 

Rather than do as the members of the dominant tradition typically do and assume that 

objects of study are "given in nature" (e.g., the profession, the organization, the protected 

area), one must assume these objects to be socially shared and historically produced. For 

to fail to consider these objects as such opens the way for simply more study of 

"derisory", empirical objects (e.g., Goffman's "face-to-face" interactions), which is itself 

problematic since such study steers valuable resources away fkom the study of objects of 

socio-political importance (e.g., social suffering) (ibid., pp. 220-1). Default to the 

"objects given in nature" only leaves the preconstructions of common sense-the 

"predicates"-ratified (ibid., p. 233) and ensures that the research-and its "subject"- 

will serve nothing more than a quintessentially conservative fbnction (ibid., p. 246). 

These predicates, or preconstructed facts "dressed up in theoretical tinsel", 

abound. Take the "popular" or the "pastoral", two notions which Bourdieu argues offer 

"a sham inversion of dominant values" that "produce the fiction of unity of the social 

world, thereby confiming the dominated in their subordination and the dominant in their 

superordination" (ibid., p. 83). One can also take the notion of the "profession", a 

dangerous folk concept which, Bourdieu suggests, "is the social product of a historical 
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work of construction of a group and of a representation of a group" (ibid., p. 242). Yet 

another notion or presupposition is the "organization", that object of the organizational 

analyst. Where the organization is seen as a natural, bounded object it becomes possible 

to speak as Chester Barnard did of a "coordinated systema' driven by a "common 

purposey7 (1938, p. 87). Such an idea obscures both the social and historic roots of 

organization and the lives of those involved in them. For Bourdieu, the effect of failing 

to question these notions, whether of the popular or pastoral or of the profession or 

organization, is to make the research object "an instrument rather than an object of 

analysis" (Bourdieu & Wacquant 1992, p. 244). 

5.2 Bourdieu's Social Praxeology 

5.2.1 Objectivity of the First Order 

Bourdieuas solution to this problem is methodological. He asks us to adopt a 

"social praxeology", a blend of the study of etic and emic, a double reading of both 

"object" and "subject". The first part of this double reading, what Bourdieu refers to as 

an "objectivity of the first order", examines the distribution of material resources, 

determinant relations, and the species of capital in a field. This reading takes as its focus 

that which can be observed, measured and mapped. It considers two prime moments: 

power analysis and relationship mapping (Wacquant 1989, p. 40; see Grenfell& James 

(1998) for examples of field analysis). Power analysis necessitates an examination of the 

field and more specifically of the position of the field vis-a-vis the field of power 

(Bourdieu & Wacquant 1992, pp. 104, 107). Power analysis necessitates an attempt to 
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establish the space of positions over which the dominant class seeks to establish a 

monopoly (Wacquant 1993, p. 134). 

In contrast, relationship mapping necessitates a study of the positions "occupied 

by the agents or institutions who compete for the legitimate form of specific authority of 

which this field is the siteyy Vourdieu & Wacquant 1992, p. 105). Relationship mapping 

necessitates an effort to uncover "the structure of the distribution of species of capital 

which tends to found and legitimize people to enter the field" (ibid., p. 107) and which 

tends to "determine the structure of individual or collective stances taken, through the 

interests and dispositions it  condition^^^ (ibid., p. 114). Relationship mapping necessitates 

asking "do actors, based on their particular capital, occupy a dominated or dominating 

position in the field?" 

5.2. I .  1 me Construction of the Research Object 

Before considering power analysis and relationship mapping in the context of our 

protected areas four "As", we need to first consider how one chooses or defines a field or 

"space of positions". The answer I think lies in Bourdieu's assertion that the researcher 

needs (in any "rigorousy' study) to focus on the origin of concepts and problems, to 

acknowledge social and linguistic constructionism, and to consider the difference 

between apriori theoretical codified knowledge and emergent practical knowledge. She 

or he, Bourdieu says, needs to co&ont the first and most pressing scientific priority, the 

"construction of the pre-constructed object" Pourdieu & Wacquant 1992, p. 229). 

In cognitive terns, the construction of the research object entails a break with 

common sense, that is, a break with the "representations shared by all" (ibid., p. 235). It 
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involves a "radical doubting" or critical discussion of the premises of any debate (ibid., 

pp. 235,237). Such radical doubting is evident in, for example, Oakes et al.3 (1998) 

study of the effects of business planning in a cultural agency. While business planning 

might be seen as a common sense response to the need for accountability, a "neutral" 

management technique, or, by some, a coercive and hierarchical tool of control, these 

authors through their radical doubt saw something quite different. They saw a 

"pedagogic practice", a complex process involving a hidden curriculum and activities that 

undermined the participants' own capital. 

Radical doubt and the struggle against using the representations shared by all may 

be facilitated by using what Bourdieu calls a "square-tableay, a chart of the pertinent 

properties of a set of agents or institutions (Bourdieu & Wacquant 1992, p. 230). To 

create such a table, one identifies the properties necessary to characterize a field's agents 

or institutions and lays these out in rows. Next one devotes columns to identifiable traits. 

The columns that contain structurally or finctionally equivalent traits are then eliminated, 

leaving all those traits that discriminate between different agents or institutions. This 

technique results in the construction of social spaces, which reveal themselves in the form 

of highly abstract, objective relations. This technique ultimately provides objects of 

interest and a whole series of supremely naive questions (ibid., p. 23 1). Using this 

approach in his study of France's Grande Ecoles (elite graduate schools), Bourdieu was 

able to closely examine this institution's position within both a network of opposition and 

competition with other institutions of higher learning and within the field of power to 

which these schools grant access. 
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5.2.1.2 Tibe Canadian National Parks Field 

I looked at these ideas in the context of Canada's protected areas. What emerged 

as an object of interest was not the "protected area" broadly defined but, rather, the 

wilderness or nature protected area, probably best represented in Canada by the national 

park or national wilderness reserve. What emerged as the "agents" and the "institutions" 

of interest were three levels of government-the "Stewards"-a combination of four 

classes fkom industry and the general public-the "Users"-a broad group containing 

scientists, environmentalists and citizens-the "Evaluators7'-and one additional but, as 

will become more clear later on, indefinable group-the "Other". These agents and 

institutions differed according to two particular properties and identifiable traits: 

"purpose in parks" and "typelamount of capital". Derived fkom an examination of a 

number of sources, inter alia (in the Canadian national context) Nelson (1973), Nelson et 

al. (1978), Harvey et al. (1980), Lothian (1981), Bella (1987), Wilson (1991), Lowry 

(1994), Waiser (1995), Hildebrandt (1995), and Dearden & Mitchell (1998) and (more 

locally) Corbett (1994), Sandford (1994) and Hanson (1996), these actors and a tentative 

qualification of their traits are shown in Table 1. 

Yet it is not enough to narrow the research object at hand only to the level of "the 

national park". Rather the field needs to be further limited t o  what I see as the 'Yield of 

accountability in national parks", since accountability (as a discourse of conduct) i s - o r  

should be- central in understanding how the contest in Canada's national parks field is 

being played out, and how non-dominant interests, such as the poor and aboriginal 

people, are being represented (to reiterate this study's two research questions). In fact it 



Table 1 
SquarcTable of Pertinent Actors and Properties 

TRAITS AND Purpose in Parks Type/Amount of Capital 
PROPERTIES: 

INSTITUTIONS AND 
ACTORS: 

Stewards 
Government (International) Protection S ymbolic/Medium 

Government (Federal) Protection/%$$ S ymbolic/High 
Government (Provincial) $$$/Protection S ymbolic/Medium 

Users 
Industry (External) d a  Economic/Medium 
Industry (Internal) $$$ Economic/High 

Citizens (Upper Income) Distinction Economic/High & CulturalfHigh 
Citizens (Middle Income) Enjoyment Economic/Medium & 

CulturaVMedium 

Evaluators 
Scientists Understanding Syrnbolichiigh 

Environmentalists Protection S ymbolic/Medium 
Citizens (All Income) Identity Economic/Medium 

Other ? ? ? CulturaVLow & Econornic/Low 

is probably best to even W h e r  narrow the field to three "sub-fields of accountability": 

the Field of Accountability of the Stewards (Parks Canada), the Field of Accountability 

of the Users (and other park "stakeholders"), and the Field of Accountability of the 

Stewards' Stewards (the Evaluators) (Canada's Office of the Auditor General). 

Each of these sub-fields is witness to various accounts some more important, 

some less so, some written, and some verbal. Accounts that I think are of particular 

importance in the Field of Stewardship are Parks Canada's 'Xnmcal Reports", 

"Corporate PIm'',  and "State of the Parks Reports ". In the Field of Use I think the 
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Banff-Bow Valley Roundtable was the scene of some important account giving, and so it 

is worthwhile to look at this "multistakeholder collaboration" (Westley & Vredenbug 

1997, Hood et al. 1993, Wood & Gray 1991) and some of the linguistic goods traded in 

and produced by it, particularly the Roundtable's "Meeting Minutes" and ''Vision 

Statement ". Finally, in the Field of Evaluation there are the important Auditor General's 

"Parks Canada Audit Reports", which are in essence "discourses on discourses on 

conduct". These accounts and sites of accounting all offer the potential to shed light on 

my research object. They will for this reason be the subjects, in the following three 

chapters, of "objectivations of the first order". 

5.2.2 Objectivity of the Second Order 

Yet objectivations of the first order or "social physics" readings say little about 

the will of the agents in the field, and so it is necessary to also look at the social 

phenomenology of society, to adopt, that is, a perspective of "objectivity of the second 

order". Such objectivity involves coming to tenns with that which cannot so easily be 

measured, namely, the social actor's symbolic templates of practical activities, mundane 

knowledge, subjective meaning, and practical competency (Bourdieu & Wacquant 1992, 

pp. 7-9). Such objectivity, which can also be viewed as an analytical moment known as 

disposition analysis (Wacquant 1989, p. 40), focuses on the categories of perception and 

appreciation and the lived experiences of social agents (ibid., p. 11). 

To conduct disposition analysis, one attends to the habitus of agents, "the 

different systems of dispositions they have acquired by internalizing a determinate type 

of social and economic condition, and which find in a definite trajectory within the field 
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under consideration a more or less favourable opportunity to become actualized 

(Bourdieu & Wacquant 1992, p. 105). One might also suggest that disposition analysis 

can be conducted by examining the structuring components of the habitus, that is, by 

examining the language and discourse of social agents, and by examining the struggles 

over these components. While Bourdieu is by no means a fan of Barthes' mythic 

analyses or Demda's deconstruction (he has uncharitably referred to the work of these 

two as "aestheticist entertainment" Pourdieu & Wacquant 1992, p. 154)), I think 

discourse, speech and other textual analyses might be insightful techniques for 

investigating and understanding habitus. 

Drummond (1998), in his effort to link the social theories of Bourdieu and 

Ricoeur and show their applicability in the context of organization, makes the novel 

suggestion that habitus should be seen as comprised of "narratives". This is because 

narratives, or stories, are the things of culture. For organizational researchers, this 

suggestion provides not only an opening for an investigation of "organizational habitus" 

(through an investigation of organizational narratives), but also a more general link 

between Bourdieu's theory and the concepts of organizational culture, leadership, 

conflict, and change. These, Dnunmond says, can be usefblly rewritten as organizational 

habitus (culture), enacted habitus (leadership), the imposition and resistance of habitus 

(conflict), and the destruction and replacement of habitus (change). On the surface it 

would perhaps not be unreasonable to see habitus as alternatively comprised of the 

account, given the apparent parallels between it and the "narrative", and so it may be that 

the above mentioned accounts and sites of accounting are good sources for not only 
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understanding relationships and power (and perhaps for aestheticist entertainment), but 

also for understanding habitus. 

Consequently, after each of the following three chapter's "objectivations of the 

fvst order.' I will conduct an investigation of "symbolic templates of practical activities, 

mundane knowledge, subjective meaning, and practical competency", that is, I will 

conduct emic readings or "objectivations of the second order". This of course presents a 

problem in the Fields of Stewardship and Use because the dispositions to be examined 

and the voices to be heard there are extensive; there are tens of millions of "users" and 

even at the management level the stewards (Parks Canada) are large in number and 

highly diverse. So multiple are these voices in fact that it seems only reasonable to find 

an official voice, an official disposition, in order to conduct an emic reading of these 

fields. Fortunately, in the Field of Stewardship such an official voice does exist for Parks 

Canada has taken it upon itself to provide official Parks Canada accounts as part of an 

accountability strategy. I will look at three of its key accountability documents, these 

being the Annual, Corporate, and State of the Parks Reporis. (Given time and cost 

limitations there are two'official accountability documents I will not examine, and these 

include the more park-specific Mrmngement PZm and newly-developed Human 

Resources Reports). 

However, unlike in the Field of Stewardship, there is no official voice or official 

habitus in the Field of Use. There are simply too many users and sites of use. Thus it is 

necessary to examine a more context-specific habitus of members of this field. Nicely 

representative, I think, of the polyvocality of one such context (the author's nearby Banff 
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National Park) is again the Banff-B ow Valley Roundtable, that mult istakeholder 

collaboration or instance of 

. . .polyphony.. . [ofl a world of mutually illuminating consciousness, a world of 
coupled human philosophical orientations. @akhtin 1973 cf Hazen 1994, p. 4 10) 

More specifically representative of these voices are once again the Roundtable's 

"Meeting Minutes " (Roundtable Minutes 1 996) and, as secondary interview data, the 

voices appearing in Jamal's (1997) comprehensive roundfable stufy. 

Conducting an objectivation in the second order is less problematic in the case of 

the third sub-field, the Field of Evaluation. This is because that field contains far fewer 

actors, in fact so few that one can even approach that field using a true phenomenological 

or ethnographic approach. The subject of Part Two of the third analytical chapter, I will 

examine the "symbolic templates of practical activities, mundane knowledge, subjective 

meaning, and practical competency" of a number of important auditors involved in the 

Auditor General's Parks Canada Audits. I will do this by examining and reporting on 

five semistructured or open format infewiews I conducted in and around the headquarters 

of the Office of the Auditor General in the summer of 2000. These were based on "active 

and methodical listening" and were meant to be a "spiritual exercise intended to obtain a 

forgethlness of self and a true transformation of the view we take of others" (Bourdieu 

1996, p. 24). 



5 2 . 3  Objectivity of the Third Order? 

5.2.3.1 Methodoogical Polythesim 

The blended etic/emic, praxeological approach has motivated Bourdieu to employ 

over the years both quantitative and qualitative research techniques (Bourdieu & 

Wacquant 1992, pp. 7-1 1). A reliance on praxeology has also led Bourdieu to criticize 

those who rely exclusively on or the other of what is a false antimony. Methodological 

polytheism, Bourdieu says, is entirely permissible; one may adopt any or "all the 

techniques that are relevant and practically usable" (Bourdieu & Wacquant 1992, pp. 30, 

227), whether those techniques are "hard" or whether they are (E3ourdieu 

1988b, p. 781). Bourdieu's research motto truly is that "the only thing that is forbidden is 

to forbid" (Bourdieu & Wacquant 1992, p. 227). This polytheism is acceptable because, 

according to Bourdieu, all research is a construction and the product of formidable 

abstraction (ibid., p. 226). Facts and values are intrinsically joined, just as are empirical 

knowledge, politics, and morals (ibid., p. 49). For this reason, there is no point relying on 

a cultural routine or adhering to methodological indictments-unless of course one is 

simply trying to appease "monomaniacs" or rigid adherents of one or another method 

(ibid., p. 226). 

It is not surprising then to see that research underpinned by a Bourdieusian 

methodology relies just as much on statistics Pourdieu 1988a) as on case studies 

(Bourdieu et d. 2000), as much on quantitative techniques, such as cornbinatorial 

optimization (e-g., Anheier et al. 1995) and correspondence analysis (e.g., Bourdieu 

1988a), as on qualitative techniques, such as interviews (Bourdieu 1996, Bourdieu et al. 

2000), participant observation (e.g., Bourdieu 1977a), and document analysis (e.g., 
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Bourdieu 1984). In the field of organizational study, this polytheism is certainly evident 

in Oakes et d.'s (1998) study of organizational control and change. These authors rely 

on document analysis, interviews, organizational observation, the presentation of findings 

to interview respondents ("provoked and accompanied self-analysis"), and reflexivity. 

As way of a caveat, however, this is certainly not to say that Bourdieu is willing 

to let "anything go" in the way of research or that he is unwilling or unable to distinguish 

between purely impressionistic musing and rigorous interpretive work. While Bourdieu 

may see science as a product of changing social and political conditions (Robbins 1999), 

he is still like Sokal(1998, p. 5) a believer in the canons of good science. This is why 

Bourdieu insists that scientific rigor (not to be confhsed with scientific rigidity) is always 

the one key principle and that "relativistic epistemological laissez faire" is entirely 

unacceptable (Bourdieu & Wacquant 1992, p. 3 0). 

5.2.3.2 Relational Analysis, Reflxivity ond the Role of the Researcher 

In terns of method, one of Bourdieu's main contributions undoubtedly comes 

fkom his emphasis on relational analysis and the primacy of relations in research, his 

rewriting of epistemology as the "politics of science" (Bourdieu & Wacquant 1992 pp. 

15, 47). Relational analysis is based on the idea that things, states, and substances are not 

the stuff of social reality, that "what exist in the social world are relations-not 

interactions" (l3ourdieu & Wacquant 1992, p. 95). Relational analysis requires that: 

. . . the first precept of method.. . is to resist by all means available our primary 
inclination to think the social world in a substantialist manner.. . one must speak 
relationally.. . [though] it is easier to think in terms of realities that can be touched 
with the finger.. . (Bourdieu & Wacquant 1992, p. 228) 
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According to Taylor (1993, p. 52), this attempt to get us to break with a 

monological consciousness stems fiom the prescriptions of Heidegger, Merleau-Ponty, 

and Wittgenstein, who see that there is frequently a dialogical level to actions, that acts 

are not all monological, and that the agent is in fact an integrated, nonindividual. It is this 

relational, dialogical approach that enables B ourdieu to grasp particularity (the unique) 

within generality (the universal) and generality within particularity (Bourdieu & 

Wacquant 1992, p. 75). It is this approach that also forces the researcher to concern her 

or himself with a number of different focal terms, terms such as "reciprocity, autonomy, 

homology, interaction, correspondence, value, interest, and legitimacyy7 (Grenfell & 

James 1998, p. 157; see also these authors for examples of relational thinking, pp. 162-8). 

Another of Bourdieu's main methodological contributions comes fiom his 

emphasis on "reflexivity", on the need to consider one's relation to the research object. 

Not to be confused with the phenomenological, textual, or postmodern use of the term 

(Bourdieu & Wacquant 1992, p. 3 7), Bourdieu's call for reflexivity is a call to 

acknowledge the way in which the researcher's knowledge about the world influences 

research claims (Cicourel 1993, p. 112). As it stands, many researchers simply become 

the "toys of social forces" in their practice of social science (Bourdieu & Wacquant 1992, 

p. 183). To avoid becoming such toys, researchers should turn the instruments of science 

upon themselves, "upon the objectifying gaze of sociology" (Bourdieu & Wacquant 

1992, pp. 36,214). 

Specifically, Bourdieu recommends that the researcher attempt to address and 

overcome three key filters or biases at each stage of the research process. These biases 

are social, field, and intellectualist. The first, social bias arises fiom the social origins 
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and coordinates of the individual researcher (Bourdieu & Wacquant 1992, p. 39). What, 

one needs to ask, might the influences be of being a woman, a person of colour, or a 

person of privilege? The second, field bias, arises from the position the researcher 

occupies in the microcosm of the academic field (ibid.). Does a reduction in discretion 

result fiom being in a high position in the research hierarchy? And the third, 

intellectualist bias, arises fiorn the collapsing of practical logic, a collapsing which 

"entices the researcher to construe the world as a spectacle, as a set of significations to be 

interpreted rather than as concrete problems to be solved practically" (ibid.). One asks 

here, would charges of "elitismy' be justifiable? 

E these biases are not acknowledged and addressed, there is less chance that the 

researcher will have sufficient knowledge of the institutional constraints in which she or 

he is enmeshed and even less chance that the researcher's use for his or her object will 

have much in common with the needs of non-scholars (Bourdieu & Wacquant 1992, p. 

70). Consequently, "what must be objectivized is not (only) the individual.. .but the 

position she occupies in academic space" (ibid., p. 71). The position of the researcher 

must be subjected to the same critical analysis as that of the constructed object at hand, 

that is, the "objectivizing distance must be objectivized", theorized within the limits of 

knowledge itself (ibid., pp. 41-2). This is clearly different fkom merely reflecting on 

one's fieldwork, "through intimate confession, or by using the fist person to emphasize 

empathy or difference" (Bourdieu & Wacquant 1992, p. 203). Such reflections, 

according to Bourdieu, often only give "ammunition to the people who utilize against 

sociology the most elementary weapon there is-relativism; such reflections allow them 

to say "after all, this is only the opinion of a so-and-so, of the daughter of a teacher, etc., 
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inspired by resentment, jealousy, etc." (ibid.). In this regard, Bourdieu is hndamentally 

anti-narcissistic and positions himself against self-fascinated observation (for examples 

of Bourdieusian reflexivity, see &enfell& James 1 998, pp. 126-48). 

One can suggest that Bourdieu's aversion to self-fascinated observation stems 

fiom his belief that intellectuals occupy the dominated pole ofthe field of power, that is, 

"the left wing of the righty' (Bourdieu & Wacquant 1992, p. 192). Just as objectivity is an 

aesthetic value in some academic fields, self-fascinated observation may be in another. 

Either way it is critical for the researcher to objectivate the adhesions which give research 

objects interest in the first place (ibid., p. 253). The researcher thus needs to examine the 

pretensions to a regal position which make social science a "weapon in the struggles 

internal to the field rather than an instrument of knowledge of these struggles" (ibid., p. 

254). He or she needs to question the disloyalty of setting oneself up as an observer of a 

game he or she is still playing (ibid., p. 254). Deetz (1996) concurs: theory and method 

are always founded upon particular "conceptions of social good and preferred ways of 

living" (p. 204), and so there is a need for reflexivity. Such reflexivity may help de- 

fatalize dominated groups-women, the poor, the colonized, stigmatized minorities, etc. 

It may help the researcher be part of a symbolic revolution that questions: 

. . .the very foundations of the production and reproduction of symbolic capital 
and, in particular, the dialectic of pretension and distinction which is at the root of 
the production and consumption of cultural goods as signs of distinction 
(Bourdieu & Wacquant 1992, p. 174). 

5.2.3.3 Critical Hermeneutics mtd Bmthes ' Mythology 

One might suggest at this point that what Bourdieu is implying is that there is a 

need to "objectivate in the third order". Such an objectivation, I think, entails reading the 
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etic and emic readings together and then relating this third reading to the subject position 

of the researcher. Since Bourdieu appears rather silent on this "third order" (c.E, 

Bourdieu & Wacquant 1992), beyond, that is, discussing the three biases mentioned 

above, I found it necessary to examine ways of being reflexive that are sympathetic to 

Bourdieu's general project. Here I saw strong potential in Barthes' "mythology" and 

Phillips & Brown's (1993), Prasad's (1996), and Preston et al.'s (1996) "critical 

hermeneutics". 

While I will describe in greater detail these techniques in the following chapter, 

critical hermeneutics and mythology involve three basic moments: (1) the 

denotative/informationaWtextual; (2) the connotativelinterpretive/contextual; and (3) the 

mythic/explanatory/intertextud. This latter moment has important implications for 

authorship, whether of protected areas accounts, or accounts of those accounts (e.g., 

audit, social scientific research). Again, I will specifically elaborate upon and use this 

approach in the following chapter, which looks at accountability in the Field of 

Stewardship. This chapter will also take as its foci the "field ofwidespread practices" 

(i.e., globalization) and "colonization" by that field. 

A second possible "sympathetic way of being reflexive" can be derived fiom the 

work of Oakes et al. (1998). These authors examine an organization in light of 

Bourdieu's notions of field, capital, habitus and symbolic violence, but more importantly . 
they also examine the organization in light of Bourdieu' s notion of "pedagogy". Their 

reading of business-planning-as-pedagogic-action motivates my seeing the 

multistakeholder collaboration as a scholastic market, a forum of leaming wherein there 

is an implicit or "hidden curriculum", supervision in learning, and exclusion fiom this 
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learning, particularly self-exclusion--a choice between duplication of "certain linguistic 

and cultural capital which the system presupposes and consecrates" (Bourdieu & 

Passeron 1977, p. 99) and the acceptance of exclusion. What I hope to show in looking 

in this manner at accountability in the Field of Use is that the researcher's or 

commentator's perspective does matter, that she  is necessarily part of that of which slhe 

speaks. I further raise the important issues mentioned earlier of "codification" and 

"contradiction". 

5.3 Limitations 

In a previous chapter I identified and discussed what I think are Bourdieu's most 

important assumptions, concepts and labels. In this chapter I outlined Bourdieu's 

concerns and what I think are the most important elements of Bourdieu's research 

methodology: his praxeology, his relational view, and his consideration of the role of the 

researcher and the construction of the research object. I have also attempted to link all of 

these things to the current research project at hand, and I have fbrther suggested the need 

to elaborate on Bourdieu's notion of reflexivity, which is central in any "objectivation of 

the third order". At this point, Iwould like to consider a number of limitations that 

emerge fiom Bourdieu's work, for it will be as a result of these limitations that one is 

precluded fiom seeing the entirety of the social world. 

First, there is an implied social determinism in Bourdieu's work (Jenkins 1992), 

an idea that his social agents have little free will, that their actions are strictly guided by 

social structures, rules, and codes. Such an allegation is natural, if only because of 

Bourdieu's own habitus, his inculcation in an academic field in which structuralist 
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philosophy and the work of Levi Strauss was once very much in vogue. It is even more 

natural when one considers that for Bourdieu relations of domination are deeply 

entrenched, sometimes even etched into a bodily "hexis", and that social agents are only 

ever quasi-aware of this. 

Yet Bourdieu's work does not rule out agency, consciousness, or change. One 

indication of this comes in the way of Bourdieu's (Bourdieu et al. 2000) recent detailed 

study of social suflering, which focuses on the narratives of the field's social actors. In 

that study the will and consciousness, or "practical knowledge and reason", of these 

actors" truly emerges. So too does their (limited) agency. In addition to Bourdieu's 

explicit concern with agency, his theory has been shown to be effective at demonstrating 

change in an organizational field. Again, to look at the Oakes et al. (1998) study, we can 

see that Bourdieu's conceptualization not only accounts for change, it can also help 

explain it. For these authors, Bourdieu7s world is not deterministic; there is agency, but 

that depends on the agent's "realistic" expectations and the agent's knowledge of her or 

his world. 

More problematic is that Bourdieu7s work is alleged to be tautological. To the 

extent that agents me guided by their habitus and that this habitus is unconscious, 

Bourdieu's theory is unfalsifiable (Griller 1996). After all, how does one prove or 

disprove such a thing as the unconscious or any behaviour stemming fiom it? And even 

if one could examine an agent's unconscious, which agents should be examined? 

Bourdieu's plastic notion of field hardly provides a concrete foundation for a 

determination of who is or is not inside a fieId. The success of a Bourdieusian analysis, 
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like his theory, it seems, must be relational and based on a process (of inter-subjective 

agreement), not on substance. 

Another limitation concerns Bourdieu7s expanded notion of class. By breaking 

with the Marxian notion of economic class and adding Weber7s notion of the status 

group, Bourdieu universalizes the concept of class. But with this notion, Bourdieu runs 

the risk of drawing attention away from a deeper understanding of specific struggles, of 

specific forms of social life. This is problematic for those interested in the specific 

processes underpinning sexism, heterosexism, racism, anthropocentrism, ageism and 

other forms of oppression, since there are sometimes contradictoq effects resulting fioxn 

the overlapping of these "isms7'. 

Yet here again Bourdieu's work should be qualified: while he seeks to uncover 

"universal principles", he cautions against generalizations that slide fiom the "descriptive 

to the normative, fiom "is" to "ought-to-bey7" (2000, p. 122). This is why for Bourdieu 

historical and contextual analysis is preferred to an analysis of essence and why empirics 

are to be preferred, or at least prior, to theory. This is to say that one needs to see 

Bourdieusian analysis as first and foremost situational: if in a given context there is a 

"double socializationyy, a case of contradictory "isms7>, it is the "isms" themselves that 

need to be challenged and questioned (an admittedly de-politicizing move in the short- 

run). While Bourdieu may have concepts that feed into a "metanarrative", he is still 

opposed to essentialism and the ungrounded use of ccpresupposed research objects". 

There are numerous other critiques to be considered. For example, his is said to 

be an arbitrary social order, his view of social agents is said to be overly instrumentalist, 

he offers little in the way of resistance, and he is seen as, alternately, positivist, Marxist, 
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Weberian, Durkheimian, modernist, and elitist. And the list goes on (e.g., Calhoun et al. 

1993, Jenkins 1992, Harker et al. 1990). It is important to consider these critiques, but 

there is insufficient space to do so here. Rather, I would like only to suggest why the 

critiques have been so numerous and at times contradictory. First is the fact that 

Bourdieu's m r e  is simply just difficult to comprehend. This problem is related in turn 

to the sheer size of his work (he has penned over two dozen books and two hundred 

articles), to the fact it is written in French, and to his difficult writing style. But surely 

one of the reasons Bourdieu is a magnet for critique is because he is saying something 

"right". He is, like those who influenced him-i.e., Mang Weber, Durkheim, 

Wittgenstein and Goffman-worth criticizing because his concepts somehow transcend 

an arbitrary social order. His concepts and his theory present in certain ways a "true", yet 

nonetheless alarming, view of human society, suggesting that his research ladder, his 

vista, is indeed worth taking up by social science researchers. 

Benefits and limitations aside, it remains now to put Bourdieu's (and my 

extended) social praxeology to work. Over the course of the next three chapters I will 

attempt to see how an objectivations of the first, second, and third orders help shed light 

on the Fields of Stewardship, Use, and Evaluation, respectively, all in hopes of moving us 

toward accomplishing this research's four objectives of (1) examining the many 

accounts (interpretations) and many levels of interpretations (accounting) found in parks, 

(2) acknowledging and discussing the cultural and historical specificity of the things we 

call parks and the way we understand them, (3) challenging the dominant interpretation, 

and, ultimately, (4) helping solve an intractable problem in Canada' s national parks. I 

hope too in my objectivations to assist the reader by reintroducing, and in some cases 
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elaborating upon, some of the earlier discussion. For example, while I discussed the New 

Public Management in chapter four, I reintroduce and elaborate upon this notion in 

chapter 8, since it is of particular importance in the context of value for money auditing. 
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6. Chapter Six: Accountability of the Stewards 

Arrayed against the Keynesian ideas in a stout phalanx were all the practical 
men. When not able to grasp an idea, practical men take refbge in the innate 
superiority of the common sense. Common sense is another term for what has 
always been believed. 

John Kenneth Galbraith (in McQuaig 1999, p. 2 14) 

Earlier it was suggested that a basic characteristic of the account, whether of the 

more general "narrative" variety or the more "paradigmaticyy computational variety, is its 

ability to direct one's attention toward a particular reality, a particular time and space. 

This characteristic is the result of a seemingly purposive act, of the account producer 

selecting for the purposes of accounting only a few of the many possible features of the 

social and material world. The truth is however that behind this attention-directing 

ability of the account is a very non-purposive act: an unconscious reliance on self- 

evident, taken-for-granted knowledge, or what may be referred to as the common sense. 

In fact, one might suggest that every account, narrative or paradigmatic, relies on this 

self-evident form of knowledge. 

The fact that accounts are comprised in large part of the common sense, or aha, 

in Bourdieu's (1992) terms, may seem rather trivial, but it is not, for the common sense, 

"that codort in the world gone mad" (Agger 1992, p. 161), is absolutely integral to our 

ability to act in the world. This is because it is impractical to constantly rethink before 

each of our actions or words who, what, and where we are or why we are planning to do 

or say the things we do. We need the common sense to carry on fiom moment to 
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moment. We need the common sense to ensure that our social realities are "ready" for 

our next action. This is the "purpose" or function of the common sense. Unfortunately, 

however, our reliance on the common sense also results in the common sense gaining a 

degree of control over us, a control that extends beyond our consciousness to unwittingly 

guide our espoused views and our actions. This control, as many (Gramsci 1927-37, 

Marcuse 1964, Horkheimer & Adorno 1972, Bourdieu 1977, Hall 1988) have pointed 

out, extends even beyond our words and actions to our personal identities, to who and 

what we are. The common sense, for instance, tells me that I am a Canadian and should 

be proud of Canada, its wilderness, the flag, hockey, and the national anthem, etc., so 

without much thought I say I am proud of these things and in the process I reflect the 

sentiments oc  and therefore become, a "true Canadian". Another way of saying this is 

that the common sense plays an important role in the constitution of the subject, or of 

what Bourdieu calls the hnbiius (1977). 

So important are these social reproductive and identity-forming functions of the 

common sense that it is surprising that more social science research in the field of 

protected areas does not'focus on the specific nature, production, and eEects of the 

common sense. Such research would after all have at its disposal a large, multifarious 

and ubiquitous set of "texts7', or "discursive representations and signifying practices7' 

(Ha11 1998) for examination. Such research would in fact be able to utilize any symbolic 

structure, code or convention that communicates and constitutes culture (Phillips & 

Brown 1993), for these structures, codes and conventions are the mediating links in the 

transmission and reproduction of our social worlds. The document, the speech, and the 

press release, the advertisement, the ceremony, and the song, even the architectural 
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structure would all be available for better understanding the human element and "human 

use" in protected areas. 

Each of these texts, in the process of telling or narrating to us something about the 

culture and identity of the protected areas actor, tells us something about protected areas 

discourses of accountability, about who it is that is producing and consuming such 

discourses, and what is and what is not regarded as legitimate in them. Of course some 

protected areas "texts" play a greater role in social reproduction and have a greater 

bearing on identity formation than others. Similarly, some protected areas texts play a 

greater role in protected areas accountability than others. Perhaps the most important and 

most widely used of the many possible protected areas accountability texts, at least 

judging fiom the accounting literature (cf, Foster 1976, Mattessich 1992) and fiom the 

discourses of practitioners (e-g., Auditor General of Alberta 1996, Auditor General of 

Canada 1998), is the "annual report". 

Though a largely unresearched document (Hopwood 1996), the annual report is 

seen to perform a number of functions: statutory document used to satisfy regulators, 

creator and manager of organizational image, marketer of products, recruiter of 

personnel, and re-presenter of organizational reality (Preston et al. 1996). Behind the 

focus on these finctions are a number of different research perspectives or "ways of 

seeing" (ibid.). For example, one perspective views annual reports in terms of their 

"intended messagesy7, a perspective Preston et al. call "way of seeing one7'. Another 

perspective views annual reports in terms of their codes or "embedded social 

significances", a perspective Preston et al. call "way of seeing two". Yet another views 

annual reports in terms of the "multiple, contradictory, shifting and equivocal meanings 
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that the designer and viewing subject may bring". This perspective Preston et al. refer to 

as "way of seeing three7* (ibid., p. 1 15.). 

One's choice among these ways of seeing really depends upon the aesthetic 

preferences of the researcher, and the value attributed to these perspectives in the 

researcher's particular "economic and symbolic marketplace". What is important about 

these three ways of seeing however is that all three need to be employed if one is to begin 

to properly address the two research questions posed at the outset of this thesis. To 

remind the reader of these questions and to position them here in the context of the 

annual report, I ask: (1) how might Parks Canada's Annual Reports and State of the Park 

Reports provide a window on the "contest being played out in Canada's national parks"?, 

and (2) how do these texts embed certain social significances and obscure the issue of 

"what accountability counts for whom and why?" (Sinclair 1995), or, more particularly, 

how do these texts "mediate, suppress, mystify and transform social conflict" (Tinker & 

Niemark 1987, p. 86) in Canada7 s national parks? On a related and more empirical note, 

how and by what process (assuming such "mediating, suppressing, mystifying and 

transforming" might be occurring) are these significances actually embedded? Finally, 

what role might the viewing subject (i. e., the researcher) and his or her "position in social 

space" play in answering, and asking, the above questions? 

It turns out that these three ways of seeing are needed for the same reason that 

Bourdieu's praxeological approach is needed. Consider Preston et al.'s (1996) comment 

that "ignoring any one reading is not a desirable strategy, since each "way of seeing7' 

offers valuable insights that may be ignored by the others" (ibid., p. 116). Compare this 

to Bourdieu's twin suggestion that, first, largely "explanatory or etic" readings (i.e., way 
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of seeing "one" and "two" above) may "destroy part of the reality they claim to grasp by 

seeing as practice only the execution of the analyst's preconceived model7' (Bourdieu & 

Wacquant 1992, p. 8) while, second, largely "interpretive or emic" readings (i.e., "way of 

seeing three" above) may make it "impossible to account for the resilience of individual 

strategies and acts of classification and the emergent, objective configurations these 

strategies perpetuate or challenge" (ibid., p. 3). These comments suggest that Preston et 

al.'s prescription for an holistic "imag[in]ing7' approach is not unlike Bourdieu's 

prescription for a synthesis of the more general and universal etic, and more local and 

context-specific emic, readings. What both Preston et al. (1996) and Bourdieu & 

Wacquant (1992) are in fact asking us to do is to transcend what is ofken referred to as the 

subj ect/obj ect dualism. 

Oddly though, Bourdieu's work, which I have obviously been leaning heavily on 

throughout the discussion, is not at all rich in respect of analyses of "discursive 

representations and signifying practicesy7, that is, in respect of texts. Indeed, this is no 

mistake, for Bourdieu very early in his writing declared his aversion to the work of the 

"massmediologists" (i.e., Lefebvre, Barthes, Morin and others), for this work he saw as 

neither scientific nor sociological but, rather, as "aesthetic entertainment". His reasoning 

was and is (cf , Bourdieu & Wacquant 1992) that textual analysis, as result of its typical 

lack of concern regarding both the text's mode of production and its reception, implies a 

technological determinism, that is, a docile and all-too-passive social agent (Lane 2000 p. 

39). Yet this assumed lack of concern hardly seems a sufficient reason to ignore texts 

and their role in culture and identity formation. In fact, it would seem a great loss to 



158 

ignore what are a readily available means of better understanding those "other moments 

of the social process" of which Harvey (1 996) speaks. 

Even more odd, perhaps, is that Bourdieu's own praxeology appears to closely 

parallel the hermeneutic structural analysis (massmediology) of which he was and is so 

critical. I make this observation here for a reason, and this is that upon hearing 

Bourdieu's critique of textual analysis I suddenly felt I was facing a rather vexing 

problem: how could I truly understand the nature of these fields and the accounts 

provided in them if my theoretical framing precludes me in some way fkom considering 

the ideological roles of the field's main accountability texts (i.e., Parks' Annual, 

Corporate and State of the Parks reports)? Bourdieu it seems would not want us to 

consider these texts in isolation, for they are after all only texts. I, however, wanted to 

look at these texts because I feel they have representative (way of seeing one) and 

constitutive (way of seeing two) functions in the field of protected areas. I thought I had 

to make a choice then of either foregoing a detailed analysis of these reports or changing 

theoretical perspectives. Fortunately, it turned out that I had to do neither since, as I 

explain below, textual analysis does not run contrary to Bourdieu' s general approach. In 

fact, I think it complements it. 

In this chapter, I examine the literature on the annual report and discuss what this 

literature tells us about the purpose and functioning of these particular types of text. I 

then pick up and further elaborate on the critical hermeneutic approach and Roland 

Barthes' mythology, two useful and fairly well established methods of examining texts. 

In the process, I draw parallels between these methods and Bourdieu's praxeology. I next 

bring this combined (critical hermeneutic/mythological/praxeological) method to bear on 
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Parks Canada's Annual, Corporate and State of the Park Reports, all as a means of 

understanding the "contest" being played out in Canada's national parks. I close the 

chapter with some conclusions and recommendations for fbture inquiry. 

6.1 Annual Reports 

The traditional or main-stream view of annual reports suggests that annual reports 

are "windowsyy that provide important insights into the organizational world and the 

decision making, information processing, and strategic action going on within it (Swales 

& Rogers 1995). Reflective of this received view, one sees in the bulk of traditional 

accounting literature (i-e., capital markets research, positive accounting theory, 

information economics research) a concern with examining the annual report (and also 

the earnings report) for its role in investor decision-making, managerial behaviour, and 

the mobilization of other more general organizational stakeholders (e.g., government 

regulators, fbnd managers, etc.). So prevalent in fact is this view in the area of 

accounting (cf, Mattessich 1992, Contempormy Accounting Research, Jownal of 

Accounting Resemch, me Accounting Review) that one might even be led to think that it 

is the only view in accounting research. 

Fortunately, insights fiom unconventional disciplines-unconventional, that is, 

fiom an accounting point-of-view-have made inroads into this literature. 

Commentators in the areas of sociology, cultural studies, philosophy, anthropology, 

communication studies and literary criticism are helping accounting scholars see that 

annual reports do more than just "provide a windo%?'. They also satisfy regulators 

looking for required documents, they market an organization's products or services, and 
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they bring prospective personnel into an organization (Preston et al. 1996). But they also 

play an important role in the creation and maintenance of organizational legitimacy, 

which is often needed to both ensure the continued inflow of capital, labour and 

customers and prevent customer boycotts and other disruptive actions (Neu et at. 1998). 

This later hnction of annual reports can be seen to be of particular importance in the area 

of corporate social and environmental practice (Clarke & Ogden 1999), since it is there 

that organizations often need to enhance their legitimacy. Corporate organizations, this is 

to say, often need sound "image and impression management" to convince their relevant 

publics that their (private) economic goals are more important than the often significant 

costs that they impose upon these publics (cf, Constanza 1991, Daly & Cobb 1989). 

Indeed, impression or image management may be the only "real" cultural significance 

(Lehman & Tinker 1987) of annual reports. 

In looking then at protected areas annual reports one needs to consider these 

"extra-informational" roles (Yates & Orlikowski 1992), to in fact see protected areas 

annual reports as more than "forms of revelation", or vehicles of visibility, representation 

and openness (Hopwood 1996). One needs to see them as a form of socinl and cultural 

practice, a mode of power, and a means of social reprdction and t r ~ o n n a t i o n ,  all of 

those hnctions that Bourdieu (following Wittgenstein and Austin) suggests language 

fblfills. Unfortunately again though, as a result of his aversion to "aestheticist 

entertainment", one needs to look beyond Bourdieu to see how texts such as these fblfill 

their "extra-informational" roles. And unfortunately we need to also look beyond Harvey 

(1996) for an answer to the "how" question concerning annual reports. While Harvey 

does argue that text, or more precisely "discourse/language", tells us much about the 
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social world because it "instantiates or internalizes its other moments"(p. 80), he like 

Bourdieu has an aversion to actually studying text. Texts, Harvey argues, are 

insufficient, even misleading, on their own. (I address Harvey's and Bourdieu's important 

caveat in the following chapters. There, I consider the "experientially grounded 

manifestations of social and power relations" (ibid.) among the "consumers" and 

"evaluatorsyy of Parks' annual and state of the parks reports.). Again, one is forced to 

search beyond the work of these two for an answer to the "how". 

This search takes one into the "critical hermeneutic" and "poststructuralist" 

literature, wherein one sees language treated as a discursive practice, and the artifacts of 

reality as "texts" waiting to be "read". This (admittedly diverse) work potentially helps 

one address the extent to which protected areas annual reports provide a "window" on the 

world of the protected area and the extent to which they "mediate, suppress, mystify and 

transform social conflict" (Tinker & Niemark 1987, p. 86) in these areas. This literature 

fbrther potentially helps one answer Sinclair's (1995) important question of "what 

accountability counts for whom and why?" And it gives one insight into the all important 

"how" question, how, that is, annual reports actually mediate, suppress, mystify and 

transform social conflict. 

6.2 Critical Hermeneutics and Mythology 

6.2.1 The Three Moments of Critical Hemeneutic Analysis 

Hermeneutics is a branch of philosophy that deals with the theory and practice of 

interpretation palmer 1969). It is an endeavour to seek out meaning, the message, as 

"delivered by the god Hermesy'. In its earliest days, this seeking out of meaning was 
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limited to biblical interpretation and the "original" meaning of the scriptures, but more 

recently (cf, Heidegger, Gadamer, Dilthey) hermeneutics has come to focus on the 

meaning of more general texts. Where this focus also comes to reflect on the social 

conditions surrounding the production, dissemination, and reception of texts, and on the 

role these texts play in power relations, one takes a "critical" turn in hermeneutic analysis 

(Phillips & Brown 1993). Critical hermeneutics (cf , Ricoeur, Habermas), then, is 

concerned with text and context, and, to the extent it is concerned with the (inevitable) 

subjectivity of the interpreter, it is also concerned with G'intertext". 

From this one can suggest that there are three "moments" in critical hermeneutic 

analysis: social-historical, formal, and interpreation/re-interpretation (Phillips & Brown 

1993, see also Fairclough 1989). In respect of the first moment, the social-historical 

moment, the analyst is asked to further consider three contextual aspects: the intent or 

purpose with which the text was created; the relation between the text and its referent; 

and the way the texts were created, whom they were created by, and the media through 

which they are passed, all aspects of the text's context (Phillips & Brown 1993). In 

respect of the second moment, the formal moment, the analyst is asked to consider two 

textual aspects, the conventio~l, those rules or norms tacitly understood by the cultural 

participant (Prasad (1 996) here refers to L'cultural anchors"), and the structura2, the actual 

arrangement of the elements of the text. Following these two initial moments, in which 

the "wholes" of the social-historical and formal are broken down into five attendant 

"parts7', there follows a third moment, interpretatiodre-interpretation. Here the analyst 

attempts to synthesize and shape the two previous analyses into a new "wholeyy, into what 

might be called an intertext. In this intertext, the analyst is specifically concerned with 
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interpreting the text and its role in the context in question (Phillips & Brown 1993, p. 

1568). 

It might be apparent to the reader that these moments correspond to the 

"objectivations" which comprise Bourdieu's praxeology. Again, while Bourdieu is 

averse to the systematic examination of "texts", there is a clear correspondence between 

his first-order objectivation, wherein the analyst examines the field in respect of its 

"distribution of material resources, determinant relations, and the species of copital in a 

field" (Bourdieu & Wacquant 1992), and the critical herrneneutic reading of context. 

There is also a correspondence between his second-order objectivation, wherein one 

examines the "social actor's symbolic templates of practical activities, mundane 

knowledge, subjective meaning, and practical competencyn(ibid.), and the critical 

hermeneutic reading of text. In the case at hand (and following De Cillia et al. in their 

(1 999) Bourdieusian-inspired examination of national identities), I see these symbolic 

templates, or habitus, reflected in Parks Canada's Annual and State of the Park Reports. 

That is, I see these reports as cultural artifacts representative of a nationalparks habitus, 

as reflecting a set of symbolic templates common to the (controlling) members of Parks 

Canada. This is not to suggest Parks reports reflect "one and only one Park habitus", 

rather only that by definition there must be a (strong) relation between these particular 

reports and the "everyday discourses" of important Parks actors (ibid.). I fbrther see a 

correspondence between the critical hermeneutic commitment to intertext and what 

equates to a Bourdieusian third-order objectivation, his "relational moment of 

reflexivity'', which was described in the previous chapter. In this relational moment one 
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links the first and second-order objectivations and positions one's self in that linking by 

turning upon one's self the "objectivizing gaze of science". 

These parallels and commonalities are perhaps more than a coincidence, as 

Bourdieu is well versed and well read in the area of philosophy and knows the important 

philosophical debates (this is demonstrated in, for e.g., his critique of Heidegger in 

Language d S ' b o l i c  Power). Whether coincidence or not, 1 think it is safe to suggest 

that critical hermeneutics is a complementary, if not somewhat parallel, approach to 

Bourdieu' s praxeology . 

6.2.2 Mythology 

I would like now to elaborate on the second, textual moment of analysis by 

shifting to the critical hemeneutic work of Preston et al. (1996) and Phillips & Brown 

(1993). More particularly, I would like to shift to the work of one theorist that both of 

these groups use in their analyses, that theorist being Roland Barthes. Barthes 

(1 98911 973) is a formative influence in the (loosely-defined) areas of semiotics and 

poststructuralism, in large part due to his development of the science or, more properly, 

technique of mythology. This useful and intriguing ("mass mediological") technique, 

productively employed by Preston et al. (1996) and Phillips & Brown (1993) in their 

respective analyses of annual reports and corporate advertisements, offers what I think 

Bourdieu fails to offer, that being a means of guiding or structuring a second order 

objectivation of text. 

Mythology, like critical hermeneutics, is itself comprised of three moments: a 

denotative moment, a connotative moment, and a synthesizing moment. In the denotative 
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moment, the analyst aims at drawing attention to the "first-level signifier-signified 

pairing", meaning that which the text's author is most expressly trying to get across or 

make explicit. The focus in this moment is on the text's informative content, This 

moment is seemingly one of objectivity and neutrality, of standing outside any particular 

context. In the connotative moment, in contrast, the analyst aims at the "second-level 

signifier-signified pairingy7, meaning that which the text's author is trying to imply in the 

text. The focus in this moment is on the use of metaphors, metaphorical language and 

other figures of speech, in fact, anything which "culturally anchors" (Prasad 1996) the 

text to a specific context. In this moment the form and structure of the text become 

important, as do any images provided. The perspective is interpretive, decidedly 

speculative, and ideally that of an "insider" or  "native". In the final synthesizing 

moment, the analyst considers how the literal meanings of the text, its denotations, and its 

implied, metaphorical, and other meanings, its connotations, come together to give the 

text the status of a testimonial (Sekula 1982 in Preston et al. 1996, p. 121). In this third 

moment one considers how a text might successllly link themes and symbols in such a 

way as to modify the text recipient's interpretive frame (Phillips & Brown 1993, p. 

1565). The modifications, the new understandings, are myths, naturalizations, new self- 

evidences, or, in Bourdieu's vocabulary, do=. 

This idea of modification is important and is what makes the myth for Barthes 

doxa for Bourdieu: "myths take hold of everything", says Barthes, "all aspects of the law, 

of morality, of aesthetics, of diplomacy, of household equipment, of Literature, of 

entertainment7' (1 95711 988 in Dorsey 1997, p. 453). Myths serve as instructional 

examples for a community, and, as both Carl Jung and Joseph Campbell tell us, they help 
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humans deal with the crises of life (Rowland 1990, p. 102). Yet, and this is where both 

Barthes and Bourdieu depart fiom Jung's idea that myths and doxa simply serve to ease 

human psychological development, myths and doxa also hnction to validate a certain 

social order. L i e  doxa, myths may lead to an unequal distribution of personal capital 

and a legitimation of such production; that is, myths, like doxa, may lead to symbolic 

violence (Bourdieu in Eagleton 1992, p. 1 13). In this respect myths and doxa are like 

Foucault's power, they are negative rmd positive (Clegg 1989). The empirical question 

is, in their role of "transcending ordinary life and providing meaningful grounding for 

that which cannot be supported rationally" (Rowland 1990), when do myths contribute to 

or perpetuate relations of social injustice, oppression, and domination? 

Moving us toward an answer to that question, Barthes helps us discern amongst at 

least two types of myths: the "myths of the left" and "bourgeois myths". Myths of the 

left are the most obvious, simply because they me not the dominant myths. They appear 

as metalanguages, predictable discourses that obviously try to distort themselves into 

nature, with the result that, as Barthes says, "they remain inessential, poverty-stricken, 

barren" (197311 989, p. 160- 16 1). The myths of the left can be contrasted with bourgeois 

myths, which are "essential, well-fed, sleek, expansive, and garrulous" (p. 162). 

Bourgeois myths have the feature of: 

. . .depriving the objects of which they speak all History.. .In [bourgeois myths] 
history evaporates.. .all that is left for one to do is to enjoy this beautifbl object 
without wondering where it comes from @. 165). 

Of interest to anyone looking for bourgeois myths is what Barthes describes as the 

"seven rhetorical figures of bourgeois myth". These are: (1) inoculation, a small 

admission of acknowledged evil as a means of protecting against the risk of a generalized 
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subversion; (2)privation of history, the depriving of the history of the object (mentioned 

above); (3) identiBcation, the reverberation of all experiences of confkontation, which is 

the equation of the Other to I; (4) tautology, the defining of like by like and a hiding 

behind authority ("because he/she says so7'); (5) neither-norism, stating two opposites and 

balancing the one by the other so as to reject them both; (6) puntij?cation of quality, the 

economizing of intelligence through the attribution of numbers to the elements of the 

world; and (7) statement of fact, aphorisms and maxims which overlay the world, which 

bury the traces of the production of the world, which appeal to the common sense. 

6.3 Analysis 

Critical hermeneutics offers a potentially usefbl means of conducting a text- 

oriented praxeology and understanding of both "the genetic linking of social and 

cognitive structures" and the way the "correspondence between these stmctures llfills 

crucial political functions" (Bourdieu & Wacquant 1992, p. 13). Barthes' mythology 

complements this by presenting itself as a potentially useful means for a discursive 

examination of "the symbolic templates of practical activities, mundane knowledge, 

subjective meaning, and practical competency" (Bourdieu & Wacquant 1992, pp. 7-9) or 

"disposition" of the social actor. In the following sections I wish to explore this twin 

potential by employing both critical hermeneutics and mythology in an examination of 

the Annual, Corporate and State of the Park Reports of Parks Canada. Again, the purpose 

of such an examination is to answer the two research main questions: how is the contest 

in the Canadian national parks being played out; and how are non-dominant interests, 
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such as women, the poor and aboriginal people, being represented (legitimated / 

delegitimaed), where they are indeed being represented? 

While it would seem to follow that my analysis should reflect the above described 

hermeneutic method and so be conducted in three parts (one for each moment), I favour 

dividing the examination into two parts. The reason for this concerns the nature of my 

study and the types of texts I choose to examine. Since my study is diachronic, meaning 

over time, and since the Annual and State of the Parks Reports themselves provide much 

of the sorts of information one would use in any contextual analysis, it seems reasonable 

to comment on the social-historical moment fiom within the formal moment. That is, 

context is probably best discussed in parallel with the examination of the reports" 

denotative content. For this reason, the following introductory section on Canada's 

national parks and Parks Canada (the texts' referents) and its Annual, Corporate, and 

State of the Parks Reports (the texts) is brief. The remainder of the contextual 

information will be found in the ("formal moment") section following the introduction, 

that is, under the sub-section entitled "Denotative Contenty'. 

6.3.1 Canada's National Parks and National Parks Agency 

The day will come when the population of Canada will be ten times as great as it 
is now, but the National Parks will ensure that every Canadian, by right of 
citizenship, will still have fiee access to vast areas possessing some of the finest 
scenery in Canada, in which the beauty of the landscape is protected fkom 
profanation, the natural wild animals, plants and forests preserved, and the peace 
and solitude of primeval nature retained. (J.B. Harkin, Commissioner of National 
Parks, 1911-1936, inLothian 1981, p. 152) 

Thirteen years after the United States established Yellowstone National Pa* the 

country's first "pleasure ground for the benefit and the enjoyment of the people" (Lowry 
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1994, p. 99, Canada established its own pleasure ground, B&. The year was 1885, and 

the Canadian government was tmly committed to exploiting the economic potential of 

places such as Banff. During the next 1 16 years Canada's parks system would grow to 

comprise 39 ccmultiple-use, public land units" (Marsh 1972) representative of 25 of the 39 

identified natural areas of Canadian significance (Figure 6). By the year 2001 this parks 

figure 6: Number of Parks 

(Source: Parks Canada Annual and State of the Parks Reports 1930-2000) 

system would encompass 244,540 square kilometers, with another 5 1,300 square 

kilometers set aside for future parks (Parks Canada 1997). It would represent 

approximately one quarter of all protected areas in Canada (WCN 1992), about 50 

percent of Canada's most highly protected (i.e., XUCN categories I and II) lands, and 

about 3 percent of Canada's total land mass. Moreover, the system by that year would 

have seen a variety of activities: logging, power boating, mining, trapping, big-game 

hunting, sight-seeing, forced labour, commercial development, world-cup skiing, and 

scientific experimentation would all have taken place inside the parks system. 
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In addition to the changing nature of the activities carried out in parks over the 

years there have been numerous changes in the organization itself. For one, Parks 

Canada has alternately been under many different parent organizations, namely: the 

Department of the Interior (1 887- 193 5), the Department of Resources and Development 

(1936-1952), the Department ofNorthem Mairs  and National Resources (1953-1965), 

the Department of Indian AfFairs and Northern Development (1966-1 972), the 

Department of Indian and Northern Mairs (1 973- 1978), Environment Canada (1 979- 

1993), and Canadian Heritage (1 994- 1997). For another, the organization has been 

decentralizing over the last four decades. The first major change occurred in 1963, when 

responsibility for some fbnctions was moved from Ottawa to the Western, Central and 

Atlantic regions (Hildebrandt 1995). 1973 saw further decentralization and the addition 

of the Quebec and Prairie regions. In 1989, responsibility for engineering and 

architecture was transferred to the Department of Public Works. And in 1994, the 

Western Region was divided into the Britih ColumbiaPTukon and Alberta Regions, the 

latter of which was subsequently divided into two districts (ibid.). Further, Parks has 

recently moved fiom the status of a program (Parks Canada) to the status of agency (The 

Parks Canada Agency) (Government of Canada 1997). What is important to note in 

regard to this latter structural change is that Parks is now said to have much more 

autonomy as an agency. For one, it is now able to keep any revenue it generates, which 

may partly explain why it has been doing a much better job collecting revenue ($34 

million were raised in 1999/2000 in entrance fees alone). Indeed, revenues as a 

percentage of expenditures have increased markedly (Figure 7), as have revenues per 

park (Figure 8). 



Figure 7:  Revenues as a Proportion of Expenditures 

Year 

(Source: Parks Canada Annual Reports 1930-2000) 

Figure 8: Revenues per Park 

Year 

(Source: Parks Canada Annual Reports 193 0-2000) 
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One of the expected effects of this increased autonomy is that managers and 

employees (those who are left) will soon have an organization with which they can begin 

to take more pride, an effect which in turn is expected to increase morale and 

performance in the long-run (Locke 1999, pers. comm.). However, there is also some 

cause for concern. Two long-standing employees (of Kooteney and Yoho National 

Parks) pointed out to me that the pay system of the new agency is in disarray. As a 

result, some seasonal and contract employees are waiting months to be paid. Further, 

middle management has been so severely reduced that there is next to no accountability 

for field staff. Some employees need not perform their duties (or even in some cases 

show up for work!) since s u p e ~ s o n  are literally hours away (due to the fact that they are 

working in other parks). And some managers remain silent about the problems they 

encounter because they do not want to jeopardize their jobs, while others remain silent 

for fear of reprisal fiom increasingly disgruntled, and potentially dangerous, employees. l5 

There is yet a third characteristic worthy of note: the changing financial structure 

of Parks Canada. For one, the organization's budget has undergone dramatic changes. It 

climbed fiom zero in 1885 to $374 million in 1994, and then decreased by 24 percent to 

$283 million in 2000 (Canadian Environmental News Report, 1 1/6/2000). In its Sixth 

-- 

l5 I spoke with two long-time employees and one of the two suggested that the current situation is 

such that he would not be altogether surprised if an individual, due to a confrontation, "went 

postal", a tern which refers to the recent employee-related homicides in the Canadian and US 

postal services. (Of course, one need not be reminded that firearms are iddeed one of Parks' 

'bols-of-the-trade".) 
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Report, the Senate Energy, Environment and Natural Resources Committee has made 

some observations in regards to this recent dramatic shift, stating that: 

All of our national parks are suffering the impacts of these cuts. According to 
testimony received by the Committee, Parks Canada commissioned an 
independent study of their existing asset base. That study concluded that there is 
a current shortfall of about $475 million in the capital budget to maintain the $7 
billion in assets for which Parks Canada is responsible. (Senate 2000) 

So concerned in fact are the members of this committee that the committee gave notice 

that it could not support the creation of future parks until an appropriate level of fbnding 

is resumed (Canadian Environmental News Report, 11/6/2000, p. 3; see also McNamee 

1994 p. 3 5, Granskou 1997). One need only look at the trend in the number of 

employees, or fill-time equivalents (FTEs), as a proportion of parks to see that Parks is 

indeed in a fairly serious period of retrenchment (Figure 9). 

Figure 9: Full-time Equivalentsper Park 

(Source: Parks Canada Annual Reports 193 0-2000) 

Despite these changes, Parks Canada has not been witness to a great deal of 

change with respect to its stated purpose, at least as is evident in a comparison of its early 
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and most recent mandates. According to the I930 Natiolzc~ZParkrrs Act, Canada's national 

parks: 

. . .are dedicated to the people of Canada for their benefit, education and 
enjoyment.. . such parks shall be maintained and made use of so as to leave them 
unimpaired for the enjoyment of h r e  generations. 

The "revised and modemized" 2000 Cam.& National Parks Act suggests that Canada's 

national parks are still: 

. . .dedicated to the people of Canada for their benefit, education and 
enjoyment.. .the national parks shall be maintained and made use of so as to leave 
them unimpaired for the enjoyment of future generations. 

This is not to say that there have not been changes in these two Acts. Indeed, the 

most recent legislation enshrines the idea of ecological zntep'ty, public participation and 

accountability, ideas noticeably absent fiom earlier legislation. In fact, the protection of 

ecological integrity is now said to be "the overriding consideration in Parks Canada's 

day-to-day deliberations" (Tom Lee, CEO Parks Canada, on the tabling of the Canada 

National Parks Bill, 3/5/00). This emphasis on protection, maintenance and restoration of 

ecological integrity is further enshrined in yet another important piece of Parks 

legislation, the new 1998 Parks C& Agency Act. 

6.3.2 The Formal Moment 

My discursive examination of Parks Canada's Annual and State of the Park 

Reports begins not in 1887, the year of the passage of the Rocky Mountain Parks Act, or 

in 1912, the year of the creation of the National Parks Branch, but in 1930, the year of the 

first National Parks Act, the year Canada's federal and provincial governments 

established their jurisdictional responsibilities over natural resources, and the year 
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rmpant exploitation of the resources inside parks came to an end (Lowry 1994, p. 98). 

1930 was the year Canada's national parks came to be seen not as repositories of 

anthracite coal, stands of merchantable timber, or potential hydro-electric reservoirs, as 

they previously were, but rather as a different source of profit, a source of tourist dollars 

and profitable (auto)tourist attractions (Bella 1987, p. 80; Hildebrandt 1995). This is to 

say that 1930 was the real beginning of the national park-as-Canadian-institution; it was 

the beginning of a long era in which the system quit attracting only the "wealthy few", 

and began "attracting the multitude" (Harkin in Annual Report 1930, p. 6). 

The government's exact intent in filing annual reports since this time is uncertain. 

However, one could speculate that they were filed for the same reason that they are being 

filed today: to report to Parliament, particularly the Parliamentary Standing Committee, 

and to report to the organization's stakeholders, who include central agencies (i.e., 

Treasury Board, Privy Council, and the Department of Finance) and other groups, such as 

environmental groups, the tourism industry, aboriginal groups, the general public, and 

Parks Canada management and staff (Fay, 2000, per. comm.). To give an idea of the 

numbers of reports that'were produced, it is probably helpfbl to know that today Parks 

Canada produces 2000 copies of the English version and 750 copies of the French version 

of its Annual Report and Corporate Plan (ibid.). 

In the following analysis, I examine 54 of the 75 Annual, Corporate and State of 

the Parks reports produced from 1930 through to 2000. This gives my analysis a seventy- 
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year analytic "~indow". '~ The reason for not examining all of the reports produced 

during this period was that my budget was limited and this precluded me fiom seeing the 

entire set (i.e., I examined only those reports available in my university's library) (see 

Appendix 1 for the list of reports examined). The reason for discussing the agency's 

State of the Parks Reports is that this report has become an increasingly important 

element in the agency's comprehensive accountability framework. This report in fact is 

now a legislated requirement under section 8.1 of the 1998 Parks Cmtada Agency Act. 

As may be suggested by the following analyses, I also focused separately on the 

denotative, connotative, and mythic content of these reports.'' In order to give the reader 

a feel for these three different types of analyses and as a means of setting the stage for 

the decades that follow, I spend an extra amount of time discussing the two earliest 

reports of the period, these being the annual reports for 1929 and 1930. 

'6 An annual report entitled "for the period ending March 3 1, 19XX" will be referred to here as 

the annual report for the year 19XX - 1. For exampIe, the report "for the period ending March 3 1, 

1952" will be referred to as "the annual report for 195 1" or "the 195 1 report". Also, the 1990s 

estimates reports are referred to by the year two years previous. For example, the "1992-93 

Estimates" will be referred to  as %e 1990 report". 

I' The analysis is loosely divided up into seven decades: the 1930s, 1940s, 1950s, 1960s, 1970s, 

1980s, and 1990s. The analysis could have been broken up according to the changes in the tenure 

of the parent organization (e.g., DIAND 1966-1972, DOE 1979-1993, etc.). However, folIowing 

Hildebrandt (1995), 1 think this might lend excessive weight to departmental reorganization as a 

change &or. 



6.3.2.2 Denotarive Content 

If the reader will recall, in the denotative moment the analyst aims at drawing 

attention to the "first-level signifier-signified pairing", meaning that which the text's 

author is most expressly trying to get across or make explicit. The focus in this moment 

is on the text's informative content and so the analyst attempts to adopt a position of 

objectivity and neutrality. In this moment one tries to stand outside of or remain 

unaffected by context. 

Upon opening the National Parks Branch's 1929 annual report, one first 

encounters a black and white photograph of a park scene. This photograph gives the 

reader an idea of what the inside of a park looks like. (There are eleven photographs in 

the report and these fbrther give the reader an idea of what activities there are to do in 

parks.) One then sees that the report is divided into two main sections, one of which 

provides general information and the other of which provides park-specific infomation. 

The general information section begins with a report on how the parks system has been 

expanding, and why it is and should be expanding. Expansion, the reader is told, is 

necessary because it is increasingly difficult to find places "to which the general public 

could have fiee access for camping, bathing and picnicking." Following some details on 

recent system acquisitions, the reader is then provided with detailed figures on the 

number of people visiting parks, the changes in these numbers (they are generally 

increasing), and possible reasons for the changes. The discussion then switches to the 

issue of park boundaries, how they are and should be delineated, and why the size of 

BanffPark, for example, was reduced by 35 percent (there was a need to exclude "certain 

areas providing natural resources"). 
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Following this, the issue of species re-establishment is raised and details of 

certain animal "shipments7' are given. Reports on the state of the government buffalo and 

antelope herds and a report on the status of beaver in parks are then provided, as are 

reports on general and railroad-caused fires. These latter reports are accompanied with 

details on the number of fires, their size, and the amount spent (in dollars and cents) 

putting them out. As part of the general report, there is also an update on the construction 

of the "trans-Canada motor route", particularly the leg known as the Big Bend. This is 

followed with a detailed chart showing the number of miles of roads, trails and telephone 

lines in the parks system. Subsequent to this the reader is informed about various 

landscape and architectural projects currently being considered. These proposed projects 

include, for example, the building of "residences, stores, hotels, theatres, banks, churches, 

hospitals, service stations, Masonic lodge [sic], tea rooms, public garages, and other 

structures". A report on the activities of the Publicity Division is then provided and this 

highlights the exact numbers of lectures given, photographs loaned, and pamphlets 

produced and distributed. Finally, a chart of figures is provided showing the total amount 

of revenue earned in parks ($25 17007.78), per park revenues (BanfT brings in 59 percent 

of this total), and changes in per park revenues, all in dollars and cents. 

More specific comments on each of the various "scenic", "animal'', and 

"recreational" parks then follow the general comments. Conceming one of the "scenic" 

parks, B d ,  the reader is informed that tourist travel, camping and bathing are all up, 

and she or he is given details on the animal collection in the park zoo (which includes in 

this case 1 polar bear, 7 angora goats, and 5 yak, among other things). Mosquito control 

efforts are highlighted, as are tuberculosis tests and sports activities in the town site 
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(sports activities for that year included among other things trap shooting). Reflective of 

the parent Department of the Interior's jurisdiction over migratory birds, there is also a 

discussion on protection efforts in this area. This report is then followed by a report on 

historic sites, the "the non-park half' of Parks Canada's overall portfolio.18 The 1930 

report closes with appendices, in which one finds, notably, a report detailing the activities 

of the Alpine Club of Canada. 

The 1930 annual report digresses little fiom the previous year in terms of the 

types of things reported, though there are some differences. Worth noting is the 

information provided on the new National Parks Act and the mandate of the National 

Parks Branch. There is too some discussion on the unemployment relief operations 

carried out in parks and here the reader is informed of the number of workers employed, 

the man-days worked, and the activities in which the workers were involved (e.g., ditch 

and boundary clearing and construction). Comments on the new Tourist Information 

Bureau are also provided, and again details on each of the parks are offered. These 

details, as in the previous year, are quite specific. For example, the reader is given the 

date the Jasper Park Lodge "Totem Pole Golf Tournament" was held and she or he is told 

of the various conferences held in Jasper, which included for 193 1 meetings of the 

Masonic Grand Lodge and the Sun Life Assurance Company. 

Apparently, there are few changes in terms of the types of information provided 

over the next two decades. In the 1949 annual report, for example, one sees detailed, 

18 Regrettably, I do not include a discussion of historic sites in this thesis because of the need to 

set limits regarding the scope of the project. 
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place-specific information on maintenance, improvement, and conservation in the 

national parks and historic sites. That report emphasizes the numbers of visitors and the 

important events that occurred. There are again quite specific details provided, such as, 

for example, details on the new ski jump that opened, the replenishment of one park's 

photo library, and some clearing on the slopes of Mt. Norquay in B d .  The length of 

trails built and the number of building permits issued are mentioned, the increase in the 

amount of tourist accommodation is also described, and there is an emphasis again on the 

issue of fire, the numbers of fires, their causes, and "fire weather" forecasting. Finally, 

the disposal of timber and the amount of "forest product" taken from parks is also 

reported. 

The reports of the 1950s similarly discuss in detail the number of visitors, the 

events that occurred, and the maintenance and improvements carried out. Again, the 

descriptions are general and place-specific. The 1953 report, for example, discusses 

visiting dignitaries, the activities of the Alpine Club of Canada, and various ski meets. 

The status of fire, insects, and sport fisheries are also discussed in the 1950s, as are the 

uses of buffalo meat taken from the many enclosed "government buffalo herds". So too 

discussion revolves around the numbers of live animals given as "gifts". And, like all 

Parks reports, some basic financial summaries are provided. 

The reports of the 1950s depart somewhat from the decade before by being more 

concerned with problems and issues. For instance, the authors feel it necessary to tell the 

reader that "accommodation is overtaxed" (1953) and there is "a need for more space7' 

(1959). There is too in this later decade more information on "planning activities" and 

there is mention of the involvement of "private enterprise" (ibid.). 
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Information in the reports of the 1960s again focuses on maintenance and 

construction, the number of visitors, and the uses and number of enclosed buffalo. 

However, during this period information emerges on "nature interpretation and 

interpretive programming" (1966). The emphasis on planning is also greater and the use 

of photographs in the reports, absent since the 1930sy reemerges during this decade. 

Just as in the previous two decades, the reports of the 1970s provide information 

on new facilities, development, pubic works, and property acquisitions (new parks). 

Carrying over fiom the 1960s, the reports also mention private involvement, nature 

interpretation, research, and planning (e.g., 1 966). However, different types of 

information emerge in the 1970s. These include discussions of the need for "user" 

(1974) and "recreation fees" to "bring revenue in line with costsyy, and there is for the first 

time discussion on the importance of bilingualism, aboriginal peopley s needs, and 

"female participationyy (1 979). There is too a need to articulate the "socio-economic 

impacts" of parks programs and the purpose of Parks Canada, which, according to the 

text, is to "preserve and interpret our national and historic heritage" (1974). 

The reports of the 1980s again provide details on park activities and developments 

and there are lists containing the number of visitors attending parks. The economic 

benefits of parks are again mentioned and public participation, private sector involvement 

and new parks are discussed. The importance of volunteers is again identified, though 

more emphasis is now placed on this group (volunteers are now also at times referred to 

as "partnersyy) (1987). Again, new types of "information" also emerge, such as that 

regarding management plans. These plans, the reader is told, are facilitated by public 

participation and private sector involvement (ibid.), which are now in place in some 
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parks. There is also information about the costs of new parks and the negotiations that 

led to their creation (ibid.). The idea of sustainable development as a policy focus for 

Parks' parent department of the time (Department of the Environment) is also discussed 

(1987, 1989). In one report, there is too a new section entitled "marketingy7, which tells 

the reader about a "new advertising campaign" and Parks' "new marketing efforts7' 

(ibid.). Finally, there is information that is of more questionable informational value, 

such as for example that which tells the reader that parks and historic sites are "national 

inheritancesy' (1 982) and "mosaicsy' in "which we take great pride" (1987). 

Parks reports of the 1990s are much more "informative" as a result of the new 

Treasury Board format which the Departments of Environment and Canadian Heritage 

adopted. There is for this reason a good deal more text being provided in the 1990s than 

in earlier decades.. Conventional information still appears and the number of visitors to 

parks and sites is still reported, as is the number of parks, but parks are now referred to as 

"realtyyy (1990). There is now also an emphasis on how close the system is to 

completion. Maintenance activities are still reported, though this takes up a much smaller 

portion of the text. ~he'economic impacts of parks and sites are also discussed, and this 

now takes up a much larger portion of the text. Again, planning is discussed, and park 

"threats" are mentioned. Marketing is again discussed, though now it is highlighted. 

Volunteers, partnerships, and "cost-sharing" are still referred to, but in this decade they 

are given more attention. And interpretive programming is again spoken oS though now 

it is being discussed in terms of "visitor service" and "renewal". It is also being 

positioned alongside a discussion of the products (e.g., wildlife prints, puzzles7 and 

outdoor clothing) that are being sold in interpretive centers (1990). 
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As in decades previous new information emerges in the 1990s. Reference is now 

made to the status of previous initiatives, in keeping with the "estimates vs. actual" nature 

of the reports themselves (they have a two-year planning horizon). The mandate, guiding 

Act, policy, and objectives of Parks are now clearly articulated in the reports. 

b'Ecological integrity" as a new category of infomation for parks and "commemorative 

integrityy' as a new category of information for historic sites emerges. The Internet and a 

Parks web site, tools for use in public communication, are now discussed. Information 

about the greening of park operations and Parks' new Environmental Management 

System is provided. There is also information about innovative new work programs, 

such as a 1997 program that provides sixteen to eighteen year-olds with "rewarding work 

experience" digitizing material for the 140,000-page Parks website. 

Finally, there is information on distinctly 1990s policy initiatives. These include 

a new Parks policy focus on sustainable development in 1997 (it was strictly a 

Department of Environment focus in the 1980s). There is now an emphasis on Parks' 

global importance in terms of its ability to provide assistance in "improving" the 

management of other countries' parks and protected areas (i-e., Chile's and Romania's) 

(1997). Discussion now specifically addresses "fiscal restraint" in the public sector and 

the benefits that a new "Public Sector 2000" model is expected to bring (1990). It is in 

the early part of the 1990s that discussion of strategic planning and strategic initiatives 

also emerges. Strategic planning, the reader is informed, promotes the government's 

"broad goals for the environment and national identity, along with its concerns for the 

social and economic well-being of Canadians". Strategic initiatives, it is said, will 

address "science, protection, presentation, partnerships and staff excellence" (1990, p. 
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52). Later in the 1990s, discussion of a new "heritage tourism strategy" emerges. This 

strategy, the text says, "creates opportunities" and helps attract visitors ''whose spending 

will help preserve for future generations what [Canadian] heritage destinations have to 

offer" (1997, p. 96). There is, finally, information on the organization's move to the 

status of agency. According to the report, the "Government of Canada does not intend to 

privatize or commercialize Parks Canada", though it does "expect Parks Canada to 

continue to provide high-quality service while achieving efficiencies and maintaining 

fees at a reasonable level" (1 997, p. 98). 

Parks Canada enters the new millennium with a three-part reporting approach. 

These parts include a "State of Protected Heritage Areas Report", an "Annual Report", 

and a "Corporate Plan". Together these reports constitute approximately 200 pages of 

information, which it seems is intended to satisfy both the financial reporting imperatives 

of the Treasury Board and the legislative state of the park reporting imperatives found in 

the 1988 Natioml Parks Act. In these reports, there is information on Parks' mandate, 

organizational structure and governance, and progress toward completion of the parks 

system (again, 14 of the 39 "representative regions" are still to be represented). There is 

also information concerning the state of ecological and commemorative integrity in the 

system, mitigative measures to protect system integrity, financial information, and 

projections concerning both system integrity and financial performance (projections 

being the purpose of the Corporate Plan). 

The information provided does not yet "fully indicate the extent of impairment of 

the natural resources and processes in the parks nor does it l l l y  indicate how particular 

stresses affect park resources", as per the 1996 recommendations of the Auditor 
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General's Office. However, these reports do show much progress in these areas. For 

example, the 1999 State of Protected Heritage Areas Report provides a list of "site 

responses to the top five stressors in parks7' (in Banff, for e.g., these top five stressors are 

"human disturbance", "park management practices7', "urbanization", "vehicle animal 

 collision^'^, and "dams"). But, again, like in other periods, only certain types of 

information are given, types which when coupled with a certain structure and certain 

cultural anchors (Prasad 1996) contribute to a certain story or myth concerning parks. I 

turn now to the connotative content of Parks reports, wherein one finds some of those 

structures and cultural anchors. 

6.3.2.2 Connotative Content 

In analyzing the connotative content of the various reports there are a number of 

things one looks for. Most obvious are metaphors, metaphorical language and other 

figures of speech, those things that culturally anchor the text to a specific context. An 

example of a metaphor is seen in the expression "campaigns were canied out against 

mosquitoes in parks". The metaphor is of course "the campaign". It is metaphorical in 

the sense that it implies or connotes more than just an organized course of action, it also 

implies a sort of military force or procedure. Barthes (1978/89) might suggest that the 

statement "campaigns were carried out against mosquitoes in parks" has a certain 

"mi1itaryness" or "armyness7' about it. 

In looking into the past some cultural anchors may be difficult to discern, as was 

certainly the case when I noted the term "comfort stations" in the 1930s reports. While I 

understood the connotation of comfort, I was unable to "culturally anchor" myself to the 
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whole term because I simply do not know what comfort stations are (toilets? resting 

areas?). Other cultural anchors are difficult to discern because the analyst is so tied to 

them that they are rendered invisible. Here I'm thinking of the connotation of the word 

"nature", which for me is something fairly obvious, but also something fairly "Western" 

and "white", meaning my "nature's" cultural specificity is difficult for me to discern (in a 

sense, I am the anthropologist "gone nativey'). Quite obvious and easy to discern though 

is the co~otative force associated with the adjectives used to describe the places, people 

and things discussed in the reports. For example, there are fairly obvious connotations 

present in the 1929 annual report's description of Riding Mountain National Park: the 

lakes are "clear and pure" and "beautill" and "possess a jewel-like brillianceyy; forests 

are ccwell-wooded"; and wildflowers grow in "luxurious profision". Such adverbs do not 

connote "scienticity" or "neutrality" but "desirability" or perhaps even "perfectness". 

Finally, one also looks at the connotations or the "feel" conveyed by any photographs 

present in the reports. Where people are absent fiom a photograph, or where, say, an 

occupied canoe is seen floating on a still lake, the feeling conveyed is one of ccemptiness" 

or "aloneness". In contrast, where the photograph is ofj for example, a river cascading 

over a cliff, the feeling conveyed is one of c'awesomeness" and "ex~itedness'~. 

I would like to begin the connotative analysis by looking at the 1929 and 1930 

reports in some detail in order to give the reader a sense of the kind of language that is 

used to convey not "informationy' (denotative content), but "feelingy' (co~otative 

content). In particular, I would like to focus on the feeling implied in descriptions and 

comments related to what the national parks are, what they contain, and whom they are 

for. I would also like to draw attention to the feeling implied in descriptions and 
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comments related to the activities going on and those things that constitute success or 

achievement in the national parks. My focus and attention will be in some places 

explicit, and there I will comment directly on the connotations invoked in the text; in 

other places it will be implicit, and there I will simply place inverted commas around the 

connotative terns or words. 

For the 1929 and 1930 park stewards, it appears that Canada's national parks were 

"game sanctuaries" or "wild life reservoirs". Yet they were also "national playgrounds" 

or "athletic centers" designed for "health-giving." Then too they were also "great 

national possessionsy7 in which Canadians had a "growing pride7'. Inside of these 

possessions, one could find beautifil "groves" and "bathing beaches" and more than 

anything "spectacular scenery", as exemplified by this comment regarding the Big Bend 

highway in the 1929 report: 

The Big Bend highway will afford a spectacular motor trip.. . [it ] will pass through 
mountain scenery of unsurpassed grandeur and sub1 imity . Lofty mountains, deep 
luxuriant valleys, snowfields and glaciers with many charms truly alpine in 
character, will be unfolded to the tourist. @. 11). 

The beneficiary of these possessions, besides being a "tourist", is also a "camper, 

picnicker and cottager'', "beach bather", and, if the description of the user of Jasper park 

can be generalized to other parks, the person who combines "a love for the sublime in 

mountain scenery with a liking for the amenities of social life" (1930, p. 13). 

It is interesting to fiuther consider the connotations associated with the living 

components of these "wild life reservoirs". Inside them, it seems, one finds "big game", 

whose condition is variously described as "splendid", "fine7', or in "good shape7'. 

Judging by the biblical connotations, this big game could be seen as a gift fkom God, for 
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it exists "in plenty", is "plentiful", it "bears fir" like a fruit tree, and in many cases it is 

"becoming tame", as befits, it seems, all of God's good creatures. Not all of the creatures 

or "game" are good, however, especially the coyote. That species, almost always 

associated with the "mange", is the "enemy", the "predator" and "chief menace" whose 

number is apparently calculated according to the number killed: "There was a marked 

absence of coyotes in Elk Island park, only one being killed during the season" (1929, p. 

27). The killing of game was not something to be ashamed of in those years, for Parks 

unabashedly refers to "slaughter", for example, of buffalo when their "fir is in prime". 

Once slaughtered, many animals appear simply to become "specimensy7. 

Interestingly, of the few (two) references to indigenous people in these reports, 

one is associated with this slaughter: "With the exception of 70 buffalo and 7 yak 

carcasses donated by the Government for Eskimo relief purposes, no slaughtering was 

carried out in the animal parks during the period under review" (1930, p. 9). The other 

reference concerns a particular piece of land the National Parks Branch hoped to acquire. 

An historic site of an important Ojibway-Huron battle, this land is alternately referred to 

as "unalienated" and a potentially "charming destination". 

There are also connotations associated with fire, a central topic in all of the early 

annual reports. Fire is categorically referred to as something that "needs to be brought 

under control to avoid serious7' or "extensive damage". While damage is in places 

expressly associated with the destruction of human-made structures, more often than not 

the target of the destruction is left implicit, leading one to imagine that the 1930s reader 

associated even fires that did not go near human-made structures with the idea of 

"damage7'. Fire, fiom an ecosystemic or scientific point of view, is of course never 
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associated with damage, but rather, succession or rejuvenation (where fire is limited to 

vegetation of course). 

One of the key functions of these early accountability reports, like the later 

reports, is to tell the reader what activities are going on inside of the parks. One class of 

activities receiving a good deal of print in the 1930s is the construction and maintenance 

of park infrastructure and roads. Numerous discussions of the state of park roadways are 

made and the associations are explicitly normative. Roads are "excellent7' in some places 

and "splendid" in others and "good roads" contribute to the "delightful time7' had by park 

visitors. Regarding the construction and maintenance of park infrastructure there is an 

interesting connotation to be derived from the fiequent talk of "erections": cabins were 

"erected" in Banff and Kooteney, community kitchens were "erected" in Yoho, a look- 

out tower was "ere~ted" in Elk Island, and so on. It may be a bit of a stretch to make 

phallic associations here, but one can not help making these connections given the 

overwhelmingly masculinist nature of the early texts. There are, it seems only men 

running and working in parks (at least judging by the "man hours" expended), only men 

ensuring that the "golf lixllcs in Jasper were improved" through the "extensive fertilization 

which took place" (1929, p. 15). Where there are not men there are "ladies", such as the 

(apparently nameless) one who scaled the east face of Castle Mountain in BanfWark in 

1929. 

On the topic of mountain climbing, this is seen as a legitimate activity in 

Canada's parks at that time (climbers are pictured in some of the photos), but it is not as 

legitimate as other activities, especially "camping, picnicking, cottaging, and beach 

bathing7'. Those activities are so entrenched that apparently they need not even be 
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discussed. Rather their acceptability can be assumed and seen as a natural starting point 

for other discussions. Fishing, that "favourite pastime", on the other hand, is discussed, 

for it seems that around 1930 fishing was vying for a spot in the recreational hierarchy 

with beach bathing: "Special study of park waters [in Prince Albert park] was continued 

with a view to ascertaining game fish possibilitiesy' (1930, p. 21). Efforts were noticeably 

focused on making it known where fishing was good and how good it was. For example, 

one hears that fishing was "particularly good7' in 1929 with "fine catches" made at a 

number of lakes. In fact, in Yoho in 1930, it was even "better than ever before". 

The annual reports of this time were used in part to demonstrate the achievements 

of park administrators. Apparently one important achievement, given its positive 

connotations, is an increase in the number of people visiting parks. Witness how these 

increases are proudly described as '%cry gratifying" (1929, p. 6) and seen to contribute to 

a "very successfbl year". An increase in visitors is not the only achievement though, for 

there are other things that connote success. One of these is the administration's ability to 

tame nature. Thus one hears in 1929 that park officials "commenced improvement" near 

the Great Divide by making a new channel for the creek and forming a pond, "at the 

outlet of which a waterfall was constructed" @. 21). They also include the 

administration's ability to control wildlife numbers. Consequently one hears in 193 0 that 

the increase in wild life numbers in the parks is "gratifying". Yet another criterion of 

success appears to be based on the number of structures erected (as mentioned 

previously) and amenities maintained, including golf courses, which are ideally in 

"splendid" condition like Waterton's in 1930. 
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Apparently the connotations found in the annual reports do not change 

significantly over the next two decades, though one does eventually encounter new terms 

that conjure up new images. In 195 1, for example, Canada's parks are said to be part of a 

"system", a term evocative of order and stability. Roads, bridges, trails, and buildings are 

still "improvements", meaning they are beneficial, but now businesses operating in parks 

are referred to as private "enterprise7'. This term connotes boldness, adventure, and 

readiness on the part of the businessperson, not greed, avarice, or cupidity, which might 

be suggested by the alternate tern cqitalism. Development is carried out in order to 

"keep pace" with growing "pressures" on the parks, which suggests that park 

administrators are leading their troops toward some desirable end, some victory. All is 

suggestive of progress, adventure, and that masculinist ideal, conquest. 

It is certainly worth looking at the 1956 report if one is interested in symbolisms 

and metaphorical content, for it is there that one finds a section entitled "Wisdom's 

Heritage: The National Parks of Canada". A park, the reader is told, is an area "set aside" 

for "all time" for the use of the "people". Parks are to be maintained in an "unspoiled", 

"primitive" state and Canada is "blessed" with great "resources", such as "land for hydro- 

electric development7'. Parks are natural "museums7', the reader is told, and the "great 

. outdoors" is an "antidote7' to the pressure of "modern" living. Implied here in this 

"setting aside of land for all time7', one should note, is an authority with total, timeless 

control. Implied in the term unspoiled is its opposite, poiled, which are all those places 

where "the people" currently live. To say Canada is "blessed" implies a blessor, say 

God, and to position this term alongside "use" and "resources" implies that such things as 

hydro-electric dams are consecrated by the Almighty her or himself Also, suggesting 
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that parks are "museums" implies that parks are for gazing upon (not touching), and to 

say that the great outdoors is an "antidote" implies that there is a disease afflicting 

humankind. In this decade one gets the sense that parks are Gardens of Eden, not places 

where one will sin mind you, but places where one will escape fiom sin. They are in this 

sense temples wherein one finds sanctity, wherein one goes to give thanks for the bounty 

of nature. Ultimately, the report leaves one with a strong sense of romance regarding 

parks. 

In the 1959 report there is an essay entitled 'Wildlife in Man's World" that 

continues in this vein. "Man's" assertion of his "superiority" over other species has, the 

text states, resulted in problems. While wildlife, "like the forests and the Indians", was 

an impediment if not a threat to the establishment of stable, peacefbl settlements, "man" 

overstepped his bounds. This is not to say that awareness was totally lacking, the 

author(s) continues, for the need to conserve did exist. For example, the "Hudson's Bay 

Company did sell only single-shot rifles to the Indians". Fortunately, the text goes on, 

man is now "socially developed" and he is learning how to treat wildlife properly. 

Hunting and fishing, for instance, are now more a pastime than a necessity. 

The metaphors of the early period (1940s and 1950s) generally provide positive 

connotations about development and other actions of humans within parks. Again, the 

parks are seen as places for spiritual replenishment (nature-as-temple or Eden). The 

parks have positive connotations, in contrast to non-park lands, which are seen as 

"resource" lands (nature-as-storehouse) or wastelands (non-nature). Similarly, First 

Nations peoples (i.e., "Eskimos" and "Indiansyy) are typically not associated with positive 
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images in this decade. Rather, they are usually associated with the "primitivey' and the 

"wild". 

In the 1960s, the themes of nature-as-temple and nature-as-Eden are repeated. In 

1966, for example, a fill-page photograph of two moose standing in a lake is provided. 

The lake is calm, and peaceful, as are the two animals. Behind the two animals (moose 

Adam and moose Eve?) is a lush stand of thick, dark forest, an Eden of sorts, and behind 

that looms a large, almost pefiectly triangular peak resembling a temple. The 

photographer appears to be very close to the animals, and is actually making a connection 

with one, for as he or she gazes on, the animal gazes back. The text suggests that this 

"picturesqueyy scene can be "found" along the highway, perhaps just as one might "find 

oneself' in the park. 

In contrast to the continuity of the nature-as-temple and nature-as-Eden 

metaphors, the aboriginal person-as-primitive element metaphor changes in the 1960s. 

This change is apparent in the 1966 report, wherein one finds two side-by-side 

photographs of apparently indigenous or aboriginal people. In one photograph there is a 

child holding schoolbooks. This child is standing by a guardian or perhaps a parent. 

Both are dressed in European or American-style clothing. The other photograph is of a 

young, clean-cut man. This man is engaged in what looks like carving. Taken together 

the two photographs connote a decisive step into modernity on the part of Canada's First 

Nations people. While the child learns southern curricula, the adult produces artifacts, 

possibly for tourists or some southern market. All are happy, making this image 

suggestive of a bright, and white, *re for Canada's indigenous people. 
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An increasing number of images adorn the pages of the annual reports of the 

1970s. These images like all others convey a certain amount of information. The 1971 

report images, for example, show the reader that there is a lot of snow and ice in Kluane 

and Baffin Island parks. The 1972 report images show the reader what a woodland nature 

trail looks like in Point Pelee Park. And the 1974 report images give one a picture of a 

mountain lake in Mt. Revelstoke Park. However, these images convey more than simple 

information. They also suggest to the reader what he or she should be doing in these 

places (i.e., what qualifies as an "appropriate activity"). For instance, climbing up a 

glacier is acceptable (1971), listening to naturalists and studying trees are legitimate 

(1972), sipping tea by a lake is okay, as is canoeing in a river or snowshoeing in the 

forest (1974), and burying your arm in the mud on a shore (digging for clams?) is 

apparently all right too (1976, p. 19). 

The images also tell the reader one other important thing, that these places are by 

and large devoid of people. Seldom are more than one or two people shown in a photo, 

except where people are being instructed or taught by a naturalist. Yet, parks, Banff and 

Point Pelee, for example, can be very full of people at times, meaning these photos do not 

tell the whole truth. Indeed, other little truths fail to be conveyed by the images, such as 

the fact that the weather in parks is more often harsh than pleasant (this is Canada after 

all!); that insects such as mosquitoes, blackflies, and ticks can take a lot of the f in out of 

"tea by the lake"; and that a summer drive on a highway brimming with cars and motor 

homes (some of which belch out coal-black smoke) can be less than inspiring. 

Trying to read the 1980s annual reports for their connotative content is dificult 

insofar as there is so little to read; the space allotted to parks ranges fiom only one third 
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of one page in 1983 to a maximum of nine pages in 1989. However, this is not to say that 

metaphorical language is missing from these reports. In the 1983 essay, "Economy and 

the Environment", for instance, such language is indeed apparent. There we learn that 

the economy and the environment are "interdependent" and "inseparable", and so should 

work in "harmony". The connotation here is not of an embedded economy but more of a 

dialectic, wherein economy is on one side and environment on the other. Of course, the 

reasonable person is located in the middle, between the two, or perhaps even astride it all: 

"Canadians have been given a rich environmental endowment", the author(s) says, it is 

"oar economy, our social development" (my emphasis). The connotation here is of 

unarguable and unviable possession, not that of taking, say, fiom First Nations peoples, 

or shming with, say, people in poor countries. And according to the author@), this 

endowment must be used "efficiently" (again, nature-as-storehouse), not as a "receptacle" 

for pollutants. 

December 1979 was the beginning of a difficult ten-year period for Parks' parent, 

the Department of Environment, but it was an even harder period for Parks, which 

became a third-ranked program in the department (Doem & Conway 1994, p. 55). There 

was a major economic recession in Canada in 1982 (which partly explains why Parks 

received only 2 pages of reporting space that year) and the period saw the first 

conservative Minister of the Environment come to power. That minister was Suzanne 

Blais-Grenier, a person whose tenure will not easily be forgotten by Parks employees, for 

she was a very "enthusiastic wielder of the budget guillotiney7. In fact, she subjected the 

Department to such serious budget cuts that she had to be forced out of the portfolio 

(ibid., p. 47). 
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Here then is an explanation why the Department of the Environment took a no- 

nonsense approach to the preparation of its annual reports in the 1980s, why, that is, its 

reports are brief and contain no images. The 1983 report, for example, is printed in a 

plain courier typeface on cheap paper. That report is clearly the least aesthetically 

appealing report of the entire set I reviewed. Apparently the Department was, through its 

"sombre, gray annual reports7', trying to convey the idea that it was an organization 

simultaneously "communicating poor performance and responsible management7' 

(Preston et al. 1996, p. 118). The Department clearly appeared to want to signal unhappy 

times by reducing its reporting effort to an absolute minimum. 

While Parks may have received only one third of one page in 1983, it was more 

than compensated for by the space it was to receive under the new Treasury Board 

format. This amounted to 74 pages in 1 990 and 72 pages in 199 1, though the space 

decreased by around 30 pages in subsequent reports. The Treasury Board format was a 

format adopted by federal departments in hopes of standardizing and further streamlining 

the reporting process. These reports were "designed to permit easy access to specific 

information the reader may require". While access may have been simple, trying to 

comprehend all that was reported must have been a daunting task. 

The sheer bulk of the Treasury Board reports may explain why in 1996 a new 

"performance report" emerged. This report is shorter and much easier to read than the 

previous versions. The layout is also more attractive: boxes with three-dimensional 

shadows are positioned around bold titles. Short, snappy pieces of text (also boxed) 

summarize for the reader what the various parts of the Parks program "contribute to", and 

charts show the reader how each park measures up in terms of "value for entrance fee'' 
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and the amount of revenue generated over time. The result is a report that appears like a 

corporate annual report, albeit a very inexpensive one. 

The 1997 performance report builds on its predecessor by interspersing text with 

small sections entitled c'accomplishments7'. These sections-in sound-bite style--tell the 

reader about Parks' "expected results7'. For example, the overall Parks Canada program 

is expected to produce "environmental, economic, and social benefits7'; operations are 

expected to result in 'Canadians supporting and participating in the protection and 

consenration of national heritage places"; development is to protect and present 

"significant.. .places for the benefit of Canadians"; and program management and 

technical services are expected to produce "sound and informed decision making that 

guides policy and operations7'. 

The connotation produced by the performance reporting format and its snappy 

communication style is powerful: Parks means business, value for money, and 

accountability. Parks lets the reader h o w  that it has objectives and that it intends to 

meet them. But there is another connotation, and this is derived fiom the repetition of the 

words C& and Canadian. These words are mentioned multiple times on every page 

(nineteen times in fact on page 89). Thus, Parks not only means business, it means 

business for Canada and for Canadians. 

As Parks enters the new millennium, this message of "meaning business'' is 

reinforced through the Agency's comprehensive and detailed, yet very business-like 

"1999 Annual Repod7 and "2000 Corporate Plan7'. In looking at these reports, one is 

immediately and quite literally struck by their private sector feel, for these reports 

literally feel and look slick. The paper is very glossy, like one finds in a "real" corporate 
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report. Gone is the beige, "eco-fkiendly" paper used in the 1990 State of the Parks 

Profiles report. 

Upon flipping open the Annual Report, which also weighs and is shaped like a 

"real" corporate report, one finds a message from the Minister and, more interestingly, 

Parks Canada's "Chief Executive Oficef'. The CEO's message tells the reader that 1999 

was a year of success: there were many "accomplishments", there was much "dedication 

and effort", there was "high quality of service" (in fact, possibly the highest of any 

federal service) and there was much "pride in Parks' greatest asset, its people". 

Following this, the reader is offered a one-page "Parks Canada at a Glance" summary 

sheet, good if the reader is busy and time-pressed, as many business people are. In this 

summary, the mandate, service lines, number of employees, and expenses and revenues 

are all laid out using boxes, histograms and pie charts, which makes the summary eye- 

pleasing and "professional". 

If one has the time to move beyond the CEO's message and the summary sheet, 

however, one will find somewhat less positive connotations. One more ominous 

metaphor is that of the "threat", which is articulated in the discussion of the recently 

released report of the Panel on the Ecological Integrity of Canada's National Parks. 

According to the text, the Panel is saying that Canada's national parks are now "under 

threat.. . and that, unless action is taken now, deterioration will continue across the parks 

system" @. 7). With 127 specific recommendations to address and an additional 

investment of $475 million needed to bring the system back into working order (an 

amount which is equal to 1.28 times the current budget incidentally) (p. 10)' it seems it is 

going to be quite difficult to ward off the "threat". And that threat is aimed at Canadians, 
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because what is implied here in this statement is that Canadians, not parks, are under 

threat: 'qfyou don't do something now you are going to lose your parks". Given that this 

$475 million is only to bring the system back into acceptable operating condition and is 

not for, say, bringing the total number of the 29 marine natural regions to be represented 

beyond the current number of two @. 18), it is surprising that the message is so passive, 

so indirect. Such an dispassionate tone is similarly evident in news that Parks would not 

be able to levy property taxes on the residents of park comunities, and so would have to 

continue subsidizing these communities and their businesses: "As a result.. .Parks 

Canada has reassessed its goal of fill cost recovery for Parks communities" (p. 3 8). The 

message is almost as if to say, Y guess we were wrong assuming we could increase taxes 

in order to get the money we need." 

This report though is not about doomsaying, rather it is about highlighting the 

bright spots, which the report refers to as "initiatives and achievements7'. For example, 

while there "were some problems with the cleanliness of the wash rooms^' and "in some 

places the quality of the firewood was poor", generally overall visitor satisfaction in 

parks was very high (p. 36). In fact, at many sites the percentage of "satisfied" and "filly 

satisfied" visitors was significantly higher than the "perfonnance expectationy' of 85 

percent. There was also reason to be proud that "no highway was closed due to problems 

with the condition of the assetsy7 @. 38). Concerning highways, there was also some 

progress made toward "sustainable highway management", meaning the number of 

animals killed was down due to fencing and enclosure initiatives (migratory passage 

issues are apparently not "sustainable highway management" issues). Progress was also 

made toward selecting and reporting on "key indicators of performance in the business 
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planning cycle" (p. 41) and there was "progress in achieving representation of all equity 

groups" (e.g., the number of persons in a visible minority increased by 0.2 percent). 

Finally, Parks also did a better job reporting its performance, according to the Auditor 

General. As he [the person currently is a he] says in his assessment, "performance 

information represents concrete results" and the report is "reasonably balanced" (i.e., the 

"tone is neutral and factual and limitations of the information are provided") (pp. 45-46). 

It seems reasonable to look to the Corporate Plan to see if the message about 

parks is less optimistic and Polyannic than that found in the Annual Report, since the 

Corporate Plan is after all about the fbture. One of the first points worthy of note in this 

report is that the reader is told not that "parks are under threat7' as was the case in the 

Annual Report @. 7), but rather that 'parks are under serious threat7' (p. 15) (my 

emphasis). But again, no direct solutions or answers are provided adjacent to this bold 

statement, which forces the reader to consider that maybe the solutions are to be implied 

fiom the "neutral and factual" text which follows. 

That text tells the reader first that "the Canadian experience is largely an urban 

one7' and that ?he changing Canadian demographics challenge Parks Canada to develop 

programs that will reach more Canadians and foster an appreciation and understanding of 

the essence of Canada's heritage places" @. 15). This suggests a need for education. 

The text then moves on to point out that "the world's population has increased by almost 

five times since the early 1900s" and "that human activities are altering the pace of 

ecological change" (ibid.). The connotation here is that there are too many people on the 

planet. Next, the reader is told that "there are encouraging developments in ecosystem 

management, such as the steps being taken by governments and partners throughout 
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North America to protect more and larger representative marine and terrestrial areas, to 

promote public-private partnerships that harmonize land use practices and to promote 

sustainable development" (p. 16). This suggests the answers are to be found in science 

and in business. Following this the text tells the reader that international travel is 

increasing and that "tourism pressures will place challenges on Parks Canada to maintain 

ecological integrity" (ibid.) and that "carehlly planned promotion will be needed". 

Again the focus is on a form of education, and on business. Then there is a rather odd 

shift to the topic of "Aboriginal tourism", wherein the reader is implicitly directed to a 

connection between the international tourist's need for "authentic and intellectually 

stimulating activities" and "Aboriginal tourism products" (ibid.). Again, it seems, the 

focus is on business, but here on a specific kind, the heritage tourism business. 

If one is to infer a solution from the text following the metaphor of the "serious 

threat", then one must infer that the answer lies in increased communication efforts 

(focusing on the "essence" of parks), an "ecosystem management" approach (i.e., 

science), cooperation with Aboriginal people (in order to sell their "products") and 

"public-private partnerships" (i.e., business). If one is to infer a cause for this threat then 

one would have to look to planetary population growth and intemational tourism, or what 

one might conveniently refer to as "the Other", that is, "we" are not the cause of the 

problem, but '%hey" are the cause. 

Parks does directly advocate a solution to the "serious threat" and this can be 

found in its advocacy of "stakeholder" participation. This notion is supported in both the 

Corporate Plan and the 1999 State of Protected Heritage Areas Report. In the former, 

one hears Parks appealing to the need to obtain "support" fiom its "business partners, 
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including chambers of commerce" because they are its "stakeholders" (Corporate Plan 

2000, p. 18). In the latter, the reader hears Parks voicing its strong interest in developing 

"a mutually supportive relationship with the tourism industry" @. 64), again one of its 

"stakeholders". Conceptually, stakeholders for Parks are: 

. . .people who share Parks Crmada 's values and support its mandate. They have 
goals similar to those of Parks Canada [emphasis added] (1999 State of Protected 
Heritage Areas Report, p. 66). 

In summary, while there is a strong connotation of a sense of urgency, the 

"(serious) threatyy, there is also connoted a way out: the solution, it seems, is to be found 

in more and better science, more and better communication and education, and more and 

better partnerships, particularly with the tourism industry. 

6.3.2.3 Mphhogy 

The denotative and the connotative, content and form, as Elsbach (1994) would 

have it, come together to form the legitimate myth or discourse. It is the legitimate myth 

or discourse that reflects values, beliefs, and assumptions, institutions, social and 

power relations, and material practices-in short, the entire social process (Harvey 1996). 

And because the various elements of the social process change over time and space, the 

legitimate myth or discourse also changes. As I said previously, annual reports are 

reflective of legitimate myths, and the changes in these myths over time. What is of 

interest here is how Parks' myths have changed over the years, how what was legitimate 

one year became illegitimate later on. One way of determining this is to look ca.rehlly at 

the "intersection7' of the denotative and connotative content of Parks' Annual and State of 

the Parks reports. 
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If the reader will recall, the denotative analysis of the 1929 and 1930 annual 

reports focused on the general and park-specific information provided by the 

administration. This information pertained to such things as expansion, the need for 

expansion, increased visitor figures, animal protection, protection against fire, park and 

road construction and maintenance, the activities of the Publicity Division, and the 

amount of revenue collected within parks. The reader might also recall that the 

connotative analysis for this period suggested that parks were "beautifbl", "spectacular" 

places for 'kampers, picnickers, cottagers and beach bathers", among others. Animals 

(except the coyote) were equated to "game" and perhaps seen as gifts from God. Some 

of these animals were meant to be "slaughtered" and some meant to be "specimens". 

Indigenous people had little if any presence in these reports, fire was "damaging", and 

roads and structurq "erections" would contribute to the "gratification" afforded by 

increased visitation. 

This denotative and connotative content intersect to produce one obvious and a 

number of less obvious myths. The obvious, and enduring, myth is that the parks 

administration is doing agood job, which is why the reader encounters many eye- 

pleasing photographs, a liberal use of qualifiers such as "splendid", "gratifying", 

"delightll" and "spectacular", and revenue figures published not to the dollar but to the 

penny (this gives a connotation of fiscal responsibility). Nowhere are there qualifiers 

such as "disappointing" or %unfortunate", nor are any costs published or incidences of 

waste mentioned. The myth is one of competence, responsibility, and stewardship. 

The less obvious myths pertain to those things upon which the success of the 

parks administration is contingent, namely increased tourism, and more wildlife, 
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buildings, roads, and revenue. More specifically, one important myth is that parks me 

becoming important tourism destinations. Visitation and revenues are up, more 

pamphlets on parks are being distributed, and the fishing, golfing and, judging by the 

photographs, the climbing and canoeing are all quite good. Another myth is that nature 

is being controIIed where necessary inporks. Animal numbers are increasing, but are 

declining where necessary (and with the "menacingy' coyote decline is necessary). 

Animals are being "shipped" and "coilected" where necessary, for zoos (polar bears in 

Banff) and for science (as  specimen^'^), and "damaging" processes such as fire are being 

prevented where need be. Finally, buildings and roads are being "erected" wherever the 

(male) parks stewards see fit. 

Moving on through the decades one sees an even greater emphasis on reporting 

all the physical activity that went on in parks. The discussion of everything seemed 

acceptable, whether it was building, burning, skiing, cannon-ball painting, insect 

spraying, or animal gift-giving. All was discussed, except oddly, the costs involved. 

Costs, when they finally started to be reported, stayed in the back, in a separate financial 

summaries section. Thus in the 1940s and 50s one gets a sense that the only pressure 

faced by Parks was to build more trails, roads, campgrounds, and faciIities, especially 

after the War, when there was a need to "keep pace" with the post-War boom. All that 

mattered was putting aside more "unspoiled" tracts of the "great outdoors" and providing 

more of the "blessed wild" as an "antidoteyy for spiritual alienation. It seemed, too, the 

brave owners of park "enterprisesyy might be of great help in this project. Together, a 

myth was perpetuated that Crmada 's "unpeopledparks" needed to accommodate more 

people. 
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In the 1960s the myth changed slightly, as some problems in Parks appeared and 

these problems seemed 'cknowledge-based". To be more accurate, careful decisive 

planning was now required in Parks, as was a program of inculcating visitors with 

"wilderness values". Maybe, after all, Canadians were not so "socially developed" and 

these places were not so timeless. In fact, maybe it was time more people should 

consider staying in their cars. And maybe it was time that nature starting being 

"interpreted" to visitors. The new myth then was that parks were still a place for people 

to come spiritual1 y-replenish themselves (park-as-temple), however, parks were also a 

place where people needed a little, maybe even a lot, of education. 

The 1970s saw concern emerging over the skyrocketing costs of the rapidly 

expanding parks system, for it was about then that the idea of user-fees and economic 

justification emerged. For the first time somebody must have been asking why park 

expenditures were so high, and why revenues amounted (and still amount) to about one 

tenth of expenses. Yet somebody else must also have been asking questions regarding the 

impacts people were having on parks. Such concerns would explain why the reports 

from this period relied so heavily on pictures; why, that is, Parks seemed to want 

everyone to know just how beautifbl these places were, and why one should pay for 

them-according* that is, to how much you use them. Such concerns would also explain 

why the pictures showed people involved in only low-impact activities, such as mountain 

climbing, canoeing, and "gazing" (Uny 1990), not golfing, downhill skiing or shopping; 

why, that is, Parks seemed to want everyone to know what people should be doing in the 

national parks. The legitimate myth of this period took on a curious blend of park-as- 

peopleless place and park-as-place in need of user fees, and suggested that pmkr me only 
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for certain acfivities, und maybe visitors should also com*&r paying for some of these 

activities. 

The 1980s saw a more empowered, less supplicating, and less "cash-flush" public. 

That public wanted more say in what happened in parks. In a sense, this worked to the 

advantage of those being forced to consider park expenditures. If the people wanted to 

have a say in parks maybe they would actually be willing to do some of the work needed 

in them, since so much needed to be done and so little money was available for doing it. 

So emerged the era of the volunteer, or "partner", the person or group who would be 

willing to look after the "national inheritance". So too emerged that convenient dualism 

"economy and environment". Economy and environment it was said, were 

"inseparable"; they needed, it was said, to be balanced. 

And so too emerged the era of searching for money for parks. The advertisement 

facilitated this search. Thirty-second spots placed in just the right places seemed to help 

fill the hotels, buses, and restaurants. The advertisement also seemed to facilitate the use 

of symbolic manipulation everywhere, for it was in this decade that rhetoric really started 

to appear in the body of the report (rather than in separate essays). The contract, i. e., the 

"management plan," also facilitated the search for money, for it was through this tool that 

the private sector could be given the security it needed for investing in parks. 

It should be noted that management planning pushed some of the responsibility 

for administration down to the operational level, which automatically meant that Parks 

had to start talldng with the provinces and with local businesses if each park's 

management plan was to be successfully implemented. This in turn explains the 

increased talk of "partnerships" heard at this time. All of this explains the change in the 



207 

myth of parks, that pmks were now really kind of about money as much as they were 

about nature. There were about economy a d  environment, development and 

sustainability, use cad protection. Consequently it was okay to advertise parks and it was 

okay to put people to work in them for fiee. 

The 1990s became the economic, or perhaps better termed business, era. The 

organization now managed "realty" and its "system" was nearing completion. Parks now 

measured its "results" and "accomplishments~y, and was beginning to try to measure its 

"performance" against its "expectations". Ecological integrity was to be represented by 

"ecological indicators", numbers like any that could be fed into a new, reincarnated 

management-by-objectives WO), Public Sector 2000 model. Marketing was now also 

much more comprehensive, but guarded, for promotion was starting to backfire: too 

many people, it seems, were interested in buying the "global parks product". Threats, 

some serious, were looming. These had to be analyzed and studied, scientifically. 

Information technology (the Web) was used in getting the not-so-threatening message 

about (soon-to-be-virtual) parks out (with the help of teens who digitized the 

information). Strategy was formulated by leaders who made "sound decisions that 

guided policy". Knowledge assets were being exchanged, as Parks had the skills to help 

those who "needed" better management. 

The myth of this period seems to be articulated in the reports themselves. Parks 

were now about strategic plmning rmd business. Strategic planning, it seemed legitimate 

for Parks to say, helped Canadian well-being, the environment, and national identity. But 

Parks was only sort of a business. While it was about achieving "efficiency", offering 
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"service", and collecting a "reasonable fee", it was still so much about Canada, about 

Canadians, and Canadian identity. 

As Parks moves into the OOs, a new myth emerges, one of threat, and the need for 

support. Business philosophy is now entrenched, at least at the "executive" and 

"corporate" reporting level, and the business sector must be engaged, not ignored, and 

certainly not aggravated. With the impetus of economic globalization and its attendant 

focus on global competition, Parks now has the go-ahead to position itself as the producer 

of a global tourism product, the "heritage product", which, however it is defined 

(Aboriginal, Voyageur, Fenian, or Mountain Pioneer), can only be found in Canada. To 

sell this product everyone must rally together. Moreover, to sell this product science 

must keep its finger on the pulse of parks, using indicators, and careful communication 

programs are needed to ensure that tourists ;'get the right message about parks''. Finally, 

support is needed fiom all stakeholders, since there are mutual benefits to be gained 

through partnerships. As a consequence, one can say that pmks me now about 

u&essing "the (serious) threut". This it hopes to do through the use of strategic 

alliances with stakeholders, the careful monitoring of performance indicators, and the 

rational management of biodiversity, ecosystem productivity, and internal stressors. 

The next step is for Parks to hone its use and, ultimately, manipulation of 

"performance indicatorsy'. This it will do under the watchfbl eye of Canada's best 

conservation biologists and ecologists, and under the eye of Canada's supreme audit 

institution, the O i c e  of the Auditor General of Canada, which will insure that not only is 

the agency, through its reporting system, being accountable, but also that it is remaining 

"neutral", "factual" and "reasonably balanced". This reasonable balance will apparently 
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be based on two conceptual, and "common sense", dimensions, one of "use v. protection" 

and another of "pride v. concerny'. The agency's executives, that is, are to focus as much 

on the tourism market (use) as they are on ecosystem management (protection). The 

agency's executives are also to focus as much on presenting an optimistic and proud face 

as they are on showing concern. Maintaining this reasonable balance will demonstrate 

that indeed the reporting executives of Parks Canada are "rational" individuals, that is, 

individuals capable of maintaining a perspective of objectivity, a "stout phalanx of 

practical men'', as Galbraith (in the chapter's opening quote) would have it. 

6.3.3 InterpretatiodRe-interpretation 

In critical hermeneutics one follows the social-historical and formal moments, in 

which the "wholesy' are broken down into five attendant "parts", with a third moment, 

interpretationhe-interpretation. In this moment the analyst attempts to synthesize and 

shape the two previous analyses into a new "whole", into what might be called an 

intertext. In this intertext, the analyst is specifically concerned with interpreting the text 

and its role in the context in question (Phillips & Brown 1993, p. 1568). In Bourdieusian 

terns, part of this interpretation equates to a third-order objectivation, a "relational 

moment ofreflexivity", a moment in which one turns upon one's self the "objectivizing 

gaze of science". 

In considering first the role of the annual report in the larger context one needs to 

specifically ask, what are the purposes of these myths (the obvious and enduring myth of 

competent administrative stewardship aside)? Why are the readers of annual reports told 

alternately over the years that parks are becoming important tourism destinations; that 
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Canada's "unpeopled parks" need to accommodate more people; that parks are still for 

people, but that the people need educating; that parks are for certain activities, and parks 

need money; that parks are as much about money as about nature; and, finally, that parks 

are about addressing the "(serious) threat''? 

Before considering answers to these questions, however, it is first necessary to 

consider that "relational moment of reflexivity'', the moment in which I consider my own 

"academic, field and intellectualist biases". How did I come to suggest the existence of 

these myths? Are these myths strictly fabrications of my mind, one set of many possible 

sets of readings to be derived &om these reports? Is mine merely a "subjective" 

assessment reflective of, say, a disgruntled user of parks? I have, after all, not a great 

deal of factual evidence, even fewer numbers, and almost no statistical analyses to back 

up my claims (those things which in the eyes of the dominant academic community 

establish one's claims as truths). 

It helps I think in support of my claims, to highlight my particular biases. First, I 

have no vested interest in Parks Canada, meaning that is, I have no employment, 

personal, financial or academic ties to the organization. Nor am I a member of an 

environmental group, local or national or otherwise. Nor do I have any ties to the tourism 

industry, tourism management, the tourism profession, or tourism science. I personally 

have much to lose (and earn) in the restricted field of academic mlfural goods, but little 

to lose by declining participation in the "trade of the most highly valuedprotected areas 

culhrralgoods". Mine is, by being in a critical management studies market, a different 

market altogether. But I, like Parks' CEO, am concerned. I am concerned that Canada's 

national parks are becoming "islands" and that little is changing in the way of policy to 
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keep these islands fiom becoming more isolated, and more "simulacral." I am also 

concerned that the architects and controllers of Parks' accountability mechanisms, its 

annual and state of the parks reports, are constrained fiom reporting "reality" by an array 

of cultural and economic forces. So I do have my biases and interests, and these keep me 

&om seeing, and reporting, the "real truth". Similarly with the overseers and arbiters of 

my analyses. They are not guardians of the sfatus quo, meaning they are not finded by 

the tourism industry nor are they managerial academics working in tourism management 

or tourism consulting. Thus, they, like I, have little "symbolic or cultural capital" at stake 

in either the restricted field ofprotected meas culhrral goods or the widespread field of 

economic goods. 

Besides the fact that I have more freedom to discuss the sensitive issues facing 

Parks than those closer to Parks and those with high amounts of symbolic capital, there 

are other reasons for me to suggest mine is a somewhat "disinterested" (Bourdieu 1998b) 

interpretation of Parks' myths. For one, the park-as-business, park-as-product myth 

carries legitimacy well outside of the organization's annual reports. Lowry (1994), a 

well-cited commentator on Parks, for example, approves of Parks' "new moves". People 

"inside and outside7', he says, "were viewing the agency as increasingly stagnant, bloated, 

and inefficient"lg (p. 122). 'Now", he says, Umanagers are being enabled to manage" 

through "such steps as empowerment, delegation, and reduction of management layers" 

@. 124). This was facilitated, Lowry says, through "a new infirsion of leadership.. . 

particularly in the person of Sandra Davis.. . a former management consultant" who 

19 Lowry's term is a connotative expression par excellence. 
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brought "private enterprise perspectives to the agency7' @. 122). As a result, there are 

many changes, Lowry says, only one of which is that the new Service and Facilities 

department is built "around product lines" which include "front country, scenic corridors, 

and campgrounds" (p. 127). 

The parks-as-business myth exists, and is reinforced, elsewhere. For instance, 

Chief Executive Officer Tom Lee is wont to point out that Parks is on the road to 

establishing "a firm financial footing" (cf, McNamee 1996, p. 36). And then there are a 

number of government documents wherein the myth exists. In Canadian Heritage (1995) 

and the Government of Canada (1998), for example, there is the notion that agencies such 

as Parks need to become more "entrepreneurial, eficient, and performance-oriented". 

There is too the fact that the government has legislated that the Parks Canada Agency 

must refer to its regional offices as "Entrepreneurial Units". Finally, there is the Auditor 

General (1996) himself, who says that, "the establishment of new parks should be 

pursued with due regard to economy and efficiency". The current myth, it seems, is not 

my own fabrication. 

So if the current myth is not a fabrication, what then is its purpose? For a partial 

answer, one can look to Bourdieu's notions of field and capital, and the new patterns of 

production and consumption and ideologies of consumerism and neo-liberalism I 

mentioned earlier. Regarding the first, Bourdieu's notions of field and capital, one can 

see in the Parks field the emergence over time of a "specialized group of cultural goods 

producers" whose role it is to "reproduce economic capital". There were park naturalists, 

nature interpreters and interpretation programs. Now there are marketers, market studies, 

and "heritage presentations". Related to this, one can also see a loss of "cultural 
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autonomy" in the Parks field. The legitimate capital is now less cultural in the sense that 

naturalists, conservationists, and natural resource specialists are being replaced (where 

replacement occurs) by management consultants and volunteer "Friends". This latter 

group, one supposes, probably do not have the non-managerialist, natural science 

commitments which characterize many full-time Parks staff, suggesting that volunteers 

may be somewhat less resistant to the attractions and ways of the "market". 

Related to the "new patterns of production", Parks is in a sense "spatially 

intervening" QETarvey 1989), moving "overseas'' to exploit cheaper labour (volunteers and 

teens). Parks is also considering the "soft sector", which offers faster product turnover 

(ibid.). For example, consumption of "heritage7' is much faster than consumption of 

"backcouny'. The former can be measured in minutes, the latter often only in days. 

And judging by Parks7 increased emphasis on the Web and on film and video (e-g., 

Discovery Channel's Great Canadian Parks series), virtual trips to the parks are also 

being considered. Perhaps the hope here is that everyone will just stay home (or in the 

hotel or bus), because, in terms of both cost-savings and ecological integrity, staying at 

home is, for the habitat-islands known as national parks, a good idea. Besides, profits in 

pay-per-view are very, very good. 

In terms of the "new patterns of consumption", there are also connections here 

with Parks. For example, in Baapark (admittedly, an "anomaly7' (Hildebrandt 1995)) 

niche markets and consumption choices abound. One can choose to buy candy or 

something for the Christmas tree (year-round), products by Ralph Lauren or Harley 

Davidson, eat and/or drink in the Hard Rock Cafe or a Swiss chalet, and sleep in a castle 

(the Banff Springs Hotel) or an old hospital (YWCA). Entertainment choices also 
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abound: there is mini-golf, bowling, ballets, gondola rides, movies, museums (with lots 

of native artifacts), and health spas, and, if America's Zion National Park is m y  

indication, IMAX is probably on its way too. All of this is to say that parks have 

something for everyone, for every taste and every lifestyle (Daniel Boone and Rich 

Tycoon are equally apropos in Banff). 

A powerfbl consumerist ideology underlies these consumer practices. More than 

anything, that ideology is characterized by the pursuit of hedonistic self-gratification. 

Consider this quote from a patron of the new $12 million-dollar Banff Springs spa 

expansion: 

Sipping mineral water in front of the fireplace, I reflect on my feel-good day. 
There's a lot to be said for pampering oneself. My body tingles with well- 
being.. . there's a lot to be said for well-being.. . there's a lot to be said for 
decadence. . . (Globe & Mail 0 1/24/96) 

Or this quote fiom a patron of the Sunshine Village ski area: 

I have known Ralph Scurfield, Sunshine Village's CEO for some time. On every 
one of my previous visits during the past few years, b e  would point] to a high 
mountain.. . [and would say] "That's Goat's Eye Mountain. We are going to 
develop it, and you'll love it.. ." (Globe & Mail 0 113 1/96) 

However, nowhere is this normalization of '% more apparent than in the recent two-year 

multi-stakeholder, Banff-Bow Valley Roundtable process. There, the Tourism Sector 

constantly reiterated one theme, and that was bcenjoyment".20 The Tourism Sector was 

20 Brad Pierce, the Tourism Sector representative, also chaired at that time the Association for 

Mountain Parks Prokction and Enjoyment (AMPPE), a 'Wise-Use" orgar&ion known for its 

dubious methods of membership recruiting. 
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satisfied, it seemed, with any proposal, any change, any recommendation, as long as it 

did not threaten the ability of the park user to "enjoy" him or herself21 

There are connections also between the neo-liberal "ideology of prod~cers'~ and 

the Parks organization. Looking only at the annual reports of Parks, one sees an 

increasing use of terms characteristic of a neo-liberal lexicon, t m s  such as partnership, 

sentice, market, eflciency, and science. One can suggest that the terms deregulation, 

mmketization, and privatization are also being used, but candidly. After all, it holds to 

Demdean logic (words, terns, and expressions imply their opposites) that when Parks 

explicitly says "it is not privatizingyy, then it must be doing something that can be 

"mistaken" for or sure looks like privatizing. 

To summarize this discussion, it seems not unreasonable to suggest that 

globalization has come to Parks, that globalization is having an effect on the organization 

and the places it administers. "Specialized producers of symbolic goods" work to 

"reproduce economic capital". "Cultural capital" has been "devalued" and cultural 

autonomy has been eroded. And there are connections between Parks and globalization's 

new patterns of production and consumption (globalization's objectivelmaterial side) and 

its ideologies of consumerism and neo-liberalism (globalization's subjective/symbolic 

side). The myths found in the reports simply resonate with these powefil contextual 

forces. They produce the needed fonns "of certainty", which Parks "may obtain by the 

'' One could say that the Tourism Sector's emphasis on enjoyment only reflected the sector's 

focus on the Parks mandate (part of which reads Canada's parks are "...dedicated to the people of 

Canada for their.. .enjoyment.. ."). However, this would beg the question'& to why other terms 

and parts of the mandate were not particularly important to that sector. 
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mere process of conformity to environmental specifications" (Meyer 1978, p. 361). This 

aids in perpetuating the obvious and enduring myth, that the administrators are doing a 

good job. However, the myths, by resonating with the ideologies of consumerism and 

neo-liberalism, also perpetuate globalization's new patterns of production and 

consumption, a consequence that may or may not be intended by Parks administrators. 

6.4 Discussion and Conclusion 

One might wish to attribute Parks' symbolic drive toward the market to simple 

economic reality and necessity: Parks is doing what it has to do for basic economic 

reasons. But this explanation leaves questions unanswered. For instance, why, during 

the prosperous post-World War II period, were only two new parks established while 

during the 1960s and early 1970s, an economically sluggish period, expenditures 

increased and the system received more than ten new parks? Explanations based on the 

idea of economic necessity, it seems, do not tell the whole story, and so must be viewed 

with some suspicion. Indeed, what is most interesting about the 1990s Parks cutbacks is 

that one cannot be sure if the debt problem parks and the rest of the country was 

ostensibly facing was truly becoming a debt "crisis", or if it was just an opportunity for 

Canada's ruling, and always tax-threatened, business elites to once again scare the public 

(Winter 1992). For McQuaig (1999), the latter seems likely: 

The deficit proved to be a godsend in Canada. With its great big numbers, the 
deficit seemed massive and overwhelming, the perfect club to pummel the masses 
into line and to convince them they had no choice but to give up their hard-won 
social programs. After years of resisting social spending cuts, Canadians were 
finally s ~ ~ c i e n t l y  temorized in the mid-1990s by claims of imminent national 
bankruptcy. . . 
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The new arrangements for the provision of services, such as the out-sourcing of camping 

services and garbage collection (McNamee 1996, p. 34), "employee-takeover" programs 

(McNamee 1996, p. 38), and the increasing use of volunteer "Friendsy' (e.g., The Friends 

of Banff Park), may fit just as well with a neo-liberal, political and ideological vision as 

with real financial need. 

Having set out earlier a definition of globalization-the en masse colonization of 

autonomous fields by ~Ztirnafely economic forms of capital-and globalization's 

limitations in tems of the nation-state, democracy, and the fair distribution of public 

goods, this chapter examined the organizational discourse of the Parks Canada Agency to 

determine the extent to which the "discourse of globalization7' has "colonized" a 

"relatively autonomous field". The foregoing analysis suggests that indeed such 

colonization has occurred and that it is significant. In Barthes' tems, there is a growing 

prevalence of "bourgeois myth" in Canada's national parks. He would point to the many 

"rhetorical figures7' of this myth to demonstrate how this is so: Canada's indigenous 

people are deprived of their history in parks discourse; tuzitoIogicuZ mguments tell the 

reader that one finds the essence of naturein parks (but what is the essence?); neither- 

norism helps "balanceyy the (rational) parks administrator on an "economy-environment" 

continuum; a false continuum which is stnred as fact; and ecological indicators help in 

the quunt@cation of quuZity. 

There are then both difficult and simple questions that need to be asked of Parks. 

The simple question is, why, if Parks is trying to look like a business, is it not acting like 

one? The organization is letting its maintenance budget shrink to a level that no business 

would allow. The organization is letting staff morale disintegrate, again something 
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businesses tend to avoid. In addition, with only a skeleton of middle-management 

remaining, the organization is not holding its staff accountable. Properly run businesses 

typically do not allow their employees to self-supervise. Finally, the organization, in 

financial terms, is considering the impossible by trying to bring "revenue in line with 

costsyy. Accomplishing this would mean generating five to ten times more revenue than is 

currently being generated, cutting costs by a similar factor, or finding some point in 

between. Have any businesses ever been successfbl in closing an income-expenditure 

gap of this kind? 

The answer to the question of why Parks is willing to look like a business and not 

act like one may be explained using the concept of "loose-coupling" (Meyer & Rowan 

1977). Loosely-coupled organizations are those that conform closely to the "ritually 

defined meanings and categories" supplied by their environments but that do not 

seriously implement these meanings and categories at the operational level (Scott 1992, 

p. 279). Loosely-coupled organizations, for example, non-profit organizations, hospitals, 

and state agencies, survive quite well as long as they behave acceptably or in a legitimate 

manner. They are allowed to remain input- or process-oriented (Czamiawska 1985) as 

long as they appear effective. But what happens when "acceptable" comes to be defined 

in terms of efficiency? Then, loose-coupling is no longer possible because efficiency 

becomes the ritually defined meaning. This means that for those willing to let Parks look 

like a business and not act like one the future is problematic. As Parks moves toward the 

use of more outcome-orientated controls (i.e., controls which depend on 

accomplishments, results, and expectations), the organization will either be forced to 
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peflorm like a legitimate business (where revenues exceed costs) or it will be liquidated 

and its assets sold off. 

These are the sorts of issues and questions one might like to see in a discourse of 

conduct, that is, in an accountability report such as Parks Canada's Annual, Corporate, or 

State of Protected Heritage Areas reports. Yet one does not see these things. Rather, one 

is presented with passive messages of success and accomplishment, and achievement and 

initiative. Concern is demonstrated, but it is "polite concemyyy and the causes underlying 

the immediate problems in Canada's national parks are not addressed in any direct 

manner. Certainly issues of power are not discussed, and so these mechanisms of 

accountability effectively circumscribe many important issues and questions. 

If the "real" contest in parks is absent from these reports because of Parks7 need 

to appear "legitimate", how is what is legitimate made legitimate in the field itself? What 

is it about the protected areas field that forces important issues and questions to go 

"misrecognized"? What do the participants in the contest have to say about these 

questions and issues? Finally, what does the state auditor red& have to say about these 

reports, or Parks Canada, or the participants in '<the contest"? He is, after dl, one of the 

only parties that is both permitted to objectively assess the situation and listened to when 

that assessment is complete. I try to answer some of these questions in the following two 

chapters. 



7. Chapter Seven: Accountability of the Users 

. . .individual self-deception is only possible because it is supported by a 
collective ~el~deception.. .collective self-deception is only possible because 
the repression from which it arises.. .is inscribed, as an illusio, at the 
foundation of the economy of symbolic goods. This anti-economic economy 
(using the restricted modem sense of "economicyy) is based on the denial.. .of 
interest and calculation, or, more precisely, on a collective labour devoted to 
maintaining misrecognition.. . (Bourdieu 2000, p. 192) 

During or following situations of crisis it is not unexpected that social actors be 

asked to provide an account of their activities, and the greater their role in the field, the 

more detailed this account is expected to be. Underpinning the "crisis" in Canada's 

national parks are a number of important social actors: various levels of government, 

industry members, scientists, environmentalists, and a divergent group of citizens. Each 

of these soups or stakeholders affects parks in a different way and each offers a different 

account of the group's activities. Further, each is being increasingly relied upon for 

support by the Parks administration, as we saw in the last chapter. 

One forum where these accounts are "traded and exchanged" and where one can 

see what is regarded as "legitimatey' in the field of protected areas is the coZZahoraiion, an 

arena wherein "stakeholders engage in an interactive process to act or decide on issues 

related to a problem domain" (Wood & Gray 1991, p. 146). Such a forum one would 

expect to be a sitepar excellence for the study of accounts, for it is there that one hears 

many possible accounts, sees the clash of many possible interests, and possibly, as 

Bourdieu suggests above, bears witness to "collective self-deception" and a "collective 

labour devoted to maintaining misrecognitiony'. 

The collaboration as an organizational form has not gone unaddressed in the 

organizational literature. In fact, with the amount of attention given to the area it would 



probably be reasonable to suggest that collaboration is now a distinct area of 

organizational study (cf, Gray 1985, Gray 1989, Wood & Gray 1991, Pasquero 1991, 

Huxharn 1993, Feyerherm 1994, Hood et al. 1993, Turcotte 1995, Daniels & Walker 

1996, Huxham 1996, Westley & Vredenburg 1997, Jamal 1997, Hardy & Phillips 1998). 

This is not to say, however, that the field coheres theoretically, as insights into 

collaborations are still the product of numerous and diverse perspectives, including, for 

example, stakeholder theory (cf , Freeman 1984), network theory (cf , Powell et al. 1996), 

negotiated order theory (e.g., Susskind & Cruikshank 1987, Gray 1989, Nathan & Mitroff 

1991), Habermasian theory (Hazen 1994), institutional economics (e.g., Pasquero 1991), 

political economy theory (e.g., Benson 1975), resource dependence theory (cf, Pfeffer & 

Salancik 1978), and contingency theory (cf, Lawrence & Lorsch 1967, Emery & Trist 

1973, Westley & Vredenburg 1997). Nor is this to say that the work is complete, as 

numerous questions about these diverse organizational forms, their processes, structures 

and linkages, remain unanswered (Wood & Gray 199 1, Hood et al. 1993, Westley & 

Vredenburg 1997). 

The incomplete nature of the work in the area of collaboration is readily apparent 

in the area of power, one of the collaboration's most important if not "central" 

dimensions (Westley 1995, p. 409, Hardy & Phillips 1998). Despite power's centrality, 

this lack of attention should not be surprising, since power is not only a tabw topic 

(Hardy & Clegg 1996), it is also, as a result of its "many faces", a difficult concept with 

which to deal (Clegg 1989). That the topic is taboo is a problem to the extent that many 

researchers lack the cultural autonomy or "symbolic capital" (Bourdieu 1985) needed to 

openly and freely discuss what is often a very sensitive topic. This problem can be 

mitigated, but only if those with sufficient autonomy or capital increase the amount of 

exposure the topic receives in the academic "marketplace of symbolic goods" (ibid.). 



That the concept is difficult is a problem certainly where one ties to "fblly'' 

define power, for this is an essentially irresolvable task (cf Clegg 1996). Power has 

many fonns or "faces", and so it is better to address this problem by considering the 

objects and processes of the social world upon which the various fkameworks of power 

force one's focus. In reviewing the collaboration and power literature, one sees that the 

number of frameworks chosen has been quite limited in terms of scope and relevance 

(Hardy & Phillips 1998), which suggests that the objects and processes of the social 

world upon which one is forced to focus may also be limited. There is a need, it seems, 

to consider alternative power frameworks and those things upon which the alternatives 

command one's focus. The benefit of such an incorporation is an enriching of our 

understanding of both this difficult concept and power's effect on collaborative 

organization. 

In this chapter, I attempt to meet these twin theoretical goals of further 

legitimizing the concept and study of power and enhancing the understanding of power's 

role in the collaboration. I also attempt to fbrther meet the four "practical" goals laid out 

in chapter one (i.e., examining the many accounts, discussing the spatiautemporal 

. specificity of parks, challenging the dominant interpretation, and helping solve an 

intractable problem). To do this, I begin by first discussing the two main theoretical 

frameworks with which I see the idea of collaboration and power most often allied in the 

literature, these being the resource dependency and political economy frameworks. 

Having briefly discussed the aspects of collaborative reality upon which these 

frameworks focus one's attention, I then use Bourdieu's and Hamey's frameworks to 

take us through an important collaboration convened to resolve many of the issues facing 

Canada's national parks. This collaboration, the Banff-Bow Valley Jhundtable, is thus 

used to provide both a setting for important insights into the contestants in our parks 



"contest7' and a case for better understanding the nature and influence of power in these 

organizational settings. 

7.1 Collaboration and Power: Conventional Frameworks 

Wood & Gray (1991) suggest that a collaboration is an instance when: 

. . .a group of autonomous stakeholders of a problem domain engage in an 
interactive process, using shared rules, norms and structures, to act or decide on 
issues related to that domain. (p. 146) 

The idea of the stakeholder is central both to the above definition of collaboration and 

collaboration theory itself (cf, Gray 1985, Gray & Hay 1986, Westley & Vredenburg 

199 1, 1997, Turcotte 1995, Daniels & Walker 1996). Most simply the stakeholder is 

someone or some group who has a "stake" or interest in the outcome of the collaboration. 

Yet the stakeholder may also be viewed as someone or some group that is "able to afFect" . 

the achievement of the collaboration's objectives (Freeman 1984, Cam011 1989, Clarkson 

1995), meaning that the stakeholder may also be viewed as someone or some group with 

"power over" or "power to", to borrow Clegg's (1989) terminology. 

This idea of having power over or power to is evident in collaboration research 

allied with resource dependency theory (Pfeffer & Salancik 1978). In such work (e.g. 

Gray Gricar & Brown 198 1, Gray 1985, Gray & Hay 1986) uncertainty, expertise, money 

and contacts are seen to affect the collaborative participants' behaviour and the outcome 

of the collaboration. Unarguably, these are important bases for power; however, and in 

keeping with the critique levied at resource dependency theory (Hardy & Clegg 1996), a 

focus limited to these bases may miss the "bigger" picture, since, to put it in more 

technical terns, uncertainty, expertise, money and contacts become "indeterminate" 

bases when treated as exogenous variables. Better, it seems, to treat these variables as 

existing within a greater and generally highly influential context, one that is capitalist, 



Enlightenment-based and "class" structured (Aronowitz 1990, Horkheimer & Adomo 

1988). 

Yet there may be an additional problem with collaboration and power research 

that relies on resource dependency theory, one which would result fiom that theory's 

tendency to explain power in light of its role in returning a situation to a presumed natural 

state of order and integration-of consensus-a tendency which results in the theory 

being seen as "functionalist" (J3urrell& Morgan 1979). Such a tendency needs to be 

questioned, for it might just as well be the case that power, mediated by such things as 

collaborative organizations, plays a role in preventing change. 

A second important cccollaboration.and power" perspective, the political economy 

perspective (e.g., Benson 1975, 1977, Zeitz 1980, Gray Gricar & Brown 198 1)' does not 

suffer from this tendency to view power as indeterminate or constitutive of a "natural" 

ordered state. Rather, this Marxian-inspired perspective suffers fkom a different 

limitation, which is that it tends to force the collaboration analyst to see orderly relations 

as cbcontrolled in the final analysis by more fhndamental considerations of resource 

acquisition and dominance" (Benson 1975, p. 235), resources here being used in the 

sense of "things economic" (and "economic" being used in the restricted modem sense). 

The problem with this view, as Max Weber convincingly showed, is that there are other 

determinants of social life besides the economic. There are also political, legal, and 

religious spheres that may be just as important as the economic sphere in bringing about 

social change and historical development (Morrison 1995). Also in line with Weber's 

thinking, there is in addition a critical need to consider the process ofrationaIization, a 

process as power-full and societally-shaping as its Manrian economic counterpart, 

commodification. 

If these caricatures of the dominant treatment of power in the collaboration 

literature are basically correct, it appears there is a need to add to the corps of research 



currently informing this field of study. There is a need to fill what one might refer to as 

lanmae-blank pages-in the study of power in collaboration. While there are a number 

of alternative theories and bodies of research available for doing this (see for e.g., Hazen 

1994, Hardy & Phillips 1998), I think again Bourdieu' s work is particularly usell. One 

reason for this is that he has us focus on the "how" of power in collaboration and the role 

of language in the formation of individual and group identity in this context. He also has 

us focus on the objectively-structured possession of "capital" in the collaborative "field", 

whether that capital be economic (money, land, etc.), cultural (qualifications, linguistic 

skill, looks), or social (contacts, political connections). Another aspect that Bourdieu has 

us consider is struggle: his social actors are always struggling, struggling to accumulate 

capital in the "market" for "symbolic goods", struggling to "monopolize the legitimate 

right to name", and struggling to rise to a position of "symbolic power". A final aspect 

he has us consider in the collaboration is the "how" of research itself; again, he has us 

more filly consider our research objects and the way we look at them. These final 

considerations relate to his "praxeology", a research methodology to which I would like 

to briefly now return. 

7.2 Social Praxeology 

Ifthe reader will recall, Bourdieu believes that a study of the structures of the 

social universe must be grounded in two-parts: a "social physics7' and a "social 

phenomenology". This double reading is the basis for what Bourdieu calls a "social 

praxeology" (Bourdieu & Wacquant 1992; p. 11). In a praxeology, the researcher first 

examines the field with an "objectivity of the first order", which entails looking at the 

distribution of material resources, determinant relations, and the species of capital (e.g., 

cultural, economic, symbolic, etc.) in the field. The focus here is based on that which can 

be "observed, measured and mapped". 



Consequently, the first stage of my investigation into the "users" involved 

identifying the type and amount of capital of the collaboration's participants. This 

required that I come to terms with the area's history and the evolution of the field's 

actors, information readily available in documents. The documents I used included 

general information and history books (Nelson 1973, Lothian 1987, Bella 1987, Sandford 

1994, Lowry 1994, Hildebrandt 1 995, S earle 2000), governmental reports (Parks Canada 

1990, 1994,1997, Auditor General of Canada 1989,1996, Parks Canada Agency 2000% 

2000b), and printed media resources (Crag & Canyon, Calgary Herald, Globe & Mail). 

However, even with this data one can say little about the "will" or "practical 

intuition" of the agents in a field, and so it is necessary to also look at the "social 

phenomenology of society", to adopt, that is, a perspective of "objectivity of the second 

order". This stage involves coming to terms with that which cannot so easily be 

measured, namely, "the symbolic templates of practical activities, mundane knowledge, 

subjective meaning, and practical competency" of those in the field (Bourdieu & 

Wacquant 1992, pp. 7-9). This element of the praxeology compensates for the objectivist 

reading's tendency to "destroy part of the reality it claims to grasp", a tendency rooted in 

the fact that what the analyst sees as practice is really only the execution of the analyst's 

preconceived model (ibid., p. 8). 

Consequently, the second stage of this component of my research involved going 

over the minutes of each meeting (250 typed, single-spaced pages) and attending the final 

roundtable session. It also involved going over parts of i n t e ~ e w s  with the 

collaboration's participants, in order to focus in a more in-depth manner on their feelings 

about and experiences with the collaboration. These interview data are available in Jamal 

(1997), and, it should be pointed out, are only partial, meaning that it is difficult to know 

the full context in which the quotes were made. Fortunately, there was some overlap 

with the roundtable minutes (i. e., interview quotes tended to resonate with comments 



made in the minutes) and, firther, Jamal provided rather long quotes, which added 

greatly in my efforts to contextualize them. 

The third stage of this component of my research involved combining these 

document-based, etic/physics and minutes-based emic/phenomenology readings, since 

such a combination may provide insight into "individual strategies and acts of 

classification, the resilience of these strategies and acts, and the emergent, objective 

configurations these strategies perpetuate or challenge" (Bourdieu & Wacquant 1992, pp. 

9-10). Such combined insight is also designed to explain, first, "why and according to 

what principles the work of social production of reality itself is produced" (ibid: 10) and, 

second, the origin of the categories that social agents use in their construction of the 

social world. It is these principles and the origin of these categories that reveal most 

about the kind or "face" of power Bourdieu is interested in. And it is regarding these 

principles and the origin of these categories that I have seen little written in the 

collaboration literature. After introducing some details of the case, I will move on to this 

combined etic/emic reading. 

7.3 Banff National Park and the Ba*B ow Valley Roundtable 

BaaNational Park is the oldest and one of the biggest of Canada's 39 national 

parks. Comprising 6,640 square kilometers of rock, ice, and alpine, sub-alpine, and 

montane forest, and located in the province of Alberta in south-westem Canada, the park 

receives nearly 5 million visitors per year (Urquart 1998) and contributes as much as 

$750 million annually to the Canadian economy (Globe & Mail 20/09/97). There is a 

town-site inside the park containing some 7,500 permanent and between 5,000 and 

10,000 seasonal inhabitants. This town-site, Banff, is currently experiencing a growth 

rate of around 3 percent, meaning the town's population will grow to around 20,000 by 

the year 2024 if growth remains unchecked (Banff-Bow Valley Study 1996). Just outside 



the park there is the (booming) town-site of Canmore (growth rate of nearly 8 percent), 

which contains yet again that number of inhabitants and, some 120 kilometers distant, 

there is the rapidly expanding city of Calgary, which has a population of nearly 900,000 

people. With these numbers it is perhaps not surprising to learn that development 

pressures have been strong in the park, with the consequence that more than $500 million 

in development permits have been issued in the park since 1980 (Corbett 1994, Searle 

2000). It is within this context and in response to concerns about continued fbture 

development (especially those of the Canadian Parks and Wilderness Society) that a 

scientific task force was struck in 1994 by Michel Dupuy, Minister of Canadian Heritage 

and Parks Canada. 

Known as the Banff-Bow Valley Task Force, this five-member primarily 

academic scientific task force set out to "focus on environmental, economic, and social 

issues within the watershed, and to provide a baseline for understanding the implications 

of existing and f b e  development on the environmental and heritage resources of the 

Valleyy' (Banff-Bow Valley Roundtable Briefing Notes 1995). As "a primary mechanism 

for the identification, analysis and resolution of issues for the Banff Bow Valley study 

area" (ibid.), a Round Table (i.e., a collaboration) comprised of representatives of key 

stakeholder groups was established by the Task Force. This Round Table constituted one 

key mechanism for public input into the process. According to the notes passed to the 

collaboration's representatives: 

The Round Table, with support fiom each of the sectors, will provide 
recommendations to the Task Force on how specific issues should be 
resolved. The Round Table will be empowered to select an appropriate 
mediator, develop rules of conduct, estnblish n vision and goals for the 
study area, identify and prioritize issues and develop recommendations to 
the Task Force on issue resolution. The Task Force will use;Round Table 
recommendations that are founded on consensus as the basis for its final 
report to the Minister. (ibid.) [my emphasis] 



It is worth pointing out here that the purpose of the Round Table did not include 

addressing a number of "big picture" questions, such as might concern the meaning of a 

national park experience, the purpose of national parks, or the meaning and "definition" 

of wilderness or wildness. 

The collaboration was to be a highly participatory and cooperative process, which 

the Task Force referred to as an interest-based negotiation. Negotiating over positions 

was to be avoided; instead, the focus was to be on working together to package 

underlying interests into an agreement which best satisfied the concerns of all. The 

cotlaboration commenced in July 1994 and was convened fourteen times before the Task 

Force prepared its final report in June 1996. Each of these meetings was a two-day affair 

(except meetings number 1 and 14, which were one and three days respectively) and each 

was generally held on a monthly basis. 

The negotiating agenda contained four main phases, which were to be discussed 

in the order of: 

Joint Assessment: participants to determine whether the proposed Round Table 
approach is an appropriate means for identifying and discussing 
concerns in the valley. 

Knowledge Base: participants to review, discuss their information requirements, and 
if agreed to, accept the State of the Valley Report. 

Vision, Gods, participants to negotiate and, if agreed to, accept a vision 
and Principles: statement, set of goals, and principles for the Banff -Bow Valley. 

Issue Identification guided by Terms of Reference, participants to identify key issues, 
& Recommendations: explore interests, and develop specific action plans and strategies 

aimed at innovative, practical solutions to the key issues. 

The key issues that the Round Table agreed needed to be discussed were ecological 

integrity, appropriate use, and community health. However, given time constraints, the 

Round Table was only able to address two of these, ecological integrity and appropriate 

use. 



Sixteen stakeholder groups were initially identified and convened by the Task 

Force. However, one of these took part only as an observer (the Government of Alberta) 

and two others attended only the initial meetings (Siksika and Wesley First Nations). As 

a consequence, the resulting Round Table sectors and their respective stakeholders 

included: 

- Banff-Bow Valley Study Task Force - Alberta Government (observer only): Alberta Environmental Protection, Alberta 
Economic Development and Tourism 

* Municipal Government: Town of Banff, Town of Canmore, Lake Louise Advisory 
Board, Municipal District of Bighorn, I.D. #, etc. - TourismIMarketing: Association for Mountain Parks Protection and Enjoyment 
(AMPPE), BanffLake Louise Tourism Bureau, Lake Louise Ski Club, JTB 
(International; Banff), etc. - National Environment: Canadian Parks and Wilderness Society, Canadian Nature 
Federation, etc. - InfraSt~~t~refTran~p~rtat i~n:  Transportation, Utilities, etc. (TransAlta Utilities, . 

Canadian Western Natural Gas, CP Rail, Banff Flying CIub) 
Commercial Visitor Services: Accommodations, restaurants, retail services, etc. (e.g., 
Alberta Hotel Association, Moraine Lake Lodge) - Federal Government: Parks Canada (Banff National Park), Environment Canada, 
Western Econornic Diversification, etc. 
Park Users: Steering committee of over 20 individuals and groups (there were 28 listed 
at one point), including the Alpine Club, Banff Flying Club, Hostelling International 
(Southern), Rocky Mountain Ramblers, etc. 

* Local Environment: Bow Valley Naturalists, Trout Unlimited, etc. 
Commercial Outdoor Recreation: Skiing, biking, touring, guiding organizations, etc. 
(e.g., Ski Banff1La.e Louise, Holiday on Horseback) - Culture: Local and regional organizations and individuals 

* SociaVHealth/Education: Community Services and Hospital Advisory Board, 
residents, etc. 

(Source: Jamd 1997) 

Also part of the Round Table was a trained facilitator. This individual, who was 

selected by the Task Force and approved by the Roundtable, was a professional mediator 

brought in from the adjacent province of British Columbia. Ostensibly, his function was 

merely to assist the Round Table and ensure that the ground rules set out by it were 

followed. As I will argue below, however, his role in the process was somewhat greater 



than that of mere assistant, that is, he did much more than simply steer the Round Table 

toward its end "products" of "information, facts, goals, and vision", those symbolic goods 

that were so central to the process. 

7.4 Analysis 

Bourdieu's concern with social reproduction, class antagonisms, and legitimacy 

(Lane 2000) and his extensive field-work in the areas of education, sport, a% and culture 

(from the Kabyle in Algeria to the working class and the academics of France) have led 

him to develop a number of concepts, which I reviewed at some length in previous 

sections. I would like to revisit four of these,field7 capital, habitus, and doxa, as a means 

of seeing which aspects of [the collaborative] reality these concepts force our attention 

upon. 

7.4.1 The Field, Capital, and the Market for Symbolic Goods 

According to Bourdieu, it is important to consider the nature of the "networks of 

social relations, structured systems of social positions within which struggles or 

maneuvers take place over resources, stakes and access" (Oakes et al. 1998, p.5). That is, 

he asks us to consider thefield, which in this case is the collaboration itself, though not 

solely the collaboration, but rather the 'Yotality of relevant actors'' (DiMaggio & Powell 

1983, p. 149). This notion of looking beyond organizational boundaries, beyond the 

roundtable, is important. As one roundtable participant suggests: 

. ..we are kept busy in this process while the really big players in this park, the ski 
areas, the big] hotels, they are in fact continuing to enjoy direct access to cabinet 
ministers, maybe the minister of this department, who knows. (in Jamal 1997, p. 
115) 



Bourdieu goes beyond seeing fields as singular, isolated entities. Rather fields are 

multiple and, what is important here, hierarchically nested. This is to say that fields are 

to be viewed either in terms of the "widespread production of economic goods" or, inside 

of that, the "restricted production of cultural goodsyy (Wacquant 1993, p. 134). The 

criteria for the evaluation of achievement in these two types of fields are calculated 

differently, with commercial success being the main criterion in the widespread economic 

field or field of power and a "refusal of the commercial" (Bourdieu 1983, p. 320) being 

the miterion in the restricted field. 

Following on Weber's notion of status, what Bourdieu is alerting us to here is the 

importance of cultural cupital, of credentials, qualifications, specialized knowledge, and 

"linguistic easeyy. In our collaboration, the many conservation scientists, biologists, and 

ecologists forming the Task Force and scientific advisory committees could be seen to 

possess ample amounts of the first three of these. However it was those with 

backgrounds in law, namely the mediator and the chairs of the Parks Users, National 

Environment, and Tourism sectors, who possessed the fourth type of cultural capital. 

This latter group had an obvious "linguistic easey', a verbal mastery, an ability to 

confidently negotiate the "magisterial discourse" that often characterized the language of 

the collaboration. 

There were of course present those who possessed ample amounts of economic 

capital, a form which is more convertible, yet more readily liquidated, than cultural 

capital. These were the members of the Tourism and Commercial Outdoor Recreation 

and Visitor Services sectors, though they too had some degree of cultural capital, since 

most had been living in the area for sometime and so knew what it took to be a "local in 

BanfPY (Sandford 1994). L i e  the Federal sector (chaired by the Superintendent of Banff 

Park), the members of the Tourism and Commercial sectors also appeared to have a good 

deal of social orpolitical ccqoital, since many were part of a network that stretched fiom 



the Banff Bow Valley Roundtable collaboration to the chambers of the municipal council 

to, in some cases, the Parliament of Canada. However, holding even greater political 

capital in this field were the members of the Task Force, as it was they who were both 

mandated to report to and expected to stay in constant contact with the Parks Minister. 

Where cultural, social or political capital is deemed legitimate by the members of 

a field there is an accumulation of symbolic ccxpital-the ultimate basis of power-the 

form which allows one "to consecrate" (Bourdieu 1989, p. 23) and impose "the legitimate 

vision of the world" (Cronin 1996, p. 68). In the collaboration field, it was the field's 

scientists who possessed the greatest amount of this, as could be seen by the dependency 

the collaboration's members had upon scientific expertise and scientific information: 

We believe clearly that the ecological integrity of the Banff-Bow Valley is really 
on shaky ground right now and there's some serious problems. Our hstration 
has been in the scientific community not coming forward and saying that 
unequivocally. (in Jamal 1997, p. 92) 

Bourdieu's fields are occupied by the dominant and the dominated, two sets of 

actors who attempt to usurp, exclude and establish monopoly over the "mechanisms of 

the field's reproduction" and the type of power effective in it (Bourdieu & Wacquant 

1992, p. 106). The dominant in this roundtable field, those with abundant capital, 

included scientists, tourism industry members, environmentalists and the roundtable's 

process managers (task force, mediator, and secretariat). The dominated, those who had 

less of the capital valued in thisfield, included the Social and Cultural sectors, which 

remained both uncomfortable and relatively quiet throughout the process, and the Fis t  

Nations (aboriginal) sectors, which excluded themselves from the process after the third 

meeting. As a means of understanding more about the capital possessed by the dominant 

and the dominated in this collaboration, it is instructive to examine the interest statements 

each sector was asked to prepare. Within these statements one sees expressed important 



ideas and values, important because they give us insight into what is deemed legitimate 

or '%onsecrated" in each of the respective sectoral fields. 

Starting with the more dominant sectors, we see Tourism concerned with the 

"uniqueness of the park", (apparently) a product "of the park's two town-sites and major 

rail and roadways". This sector's interest also concerned "enjoyment", "satisfaction", 

"scenery" and, especially, "beauty". Concerns focused on "rights" and "needsy', for 

"balance", "revenue", 44development", "educationyy, "competition", and "impartial 

research". For another dominant member of the collaboration, the Local 

Environmentalists, there was "ecological integrity", "biological diversity", 

"s~stainability'~, "ecological health", "environmental protection7', "the life of the Planet", 

and "national park values", a list similar to that of the National Environmentalists. Yet 

another member, the Park Users, concerned itself with ccwilderness", "protection", 

"preservation", "appropriate activities", "affordable accessyy, and "community". This was 

quite different from the Federal sector, whose interests were focused on pluralism, on a 

broad array of interests, an array that included everything fkom "ecological integrity" to 

Wourism7' to "public consultation". And we heard from the Task Force itself, but its list 

was not a list of interests for this sector was "independent" and "impartial", and so it 

could only advocate a list of "Needs, Desires, Concerns, and Hopes". That list included 

such things as "participation", "integrationyy, "inclusiveness", "relationships", and a need 

for "money", "knowledge", "awareness", and "public accountability". It also included a 

need for less "suspicion, fear, and cynicism", "self-interest", and "population and global 

economic growth". 

From the less dominant members of the collaboration we heard yet other interests. 

For the Social, Health and Education sector we heard of a "need for balance" (of 

"population inflow and outflov?', of "quality of life"), of a "need for a mix of agdincome 

groupsy', of a need for "healthier growth", "growth without human cost", and for "an 



accounting system that shows all associated co~ts-environmental~ social, and 

economicy'. From the Cultural sector we heard only of a need to protect '%ultureYy and a 

need to "recognize mountain history and heritageyy. From the First Nations sectors there 

were no formal interest statements submitted, but we can infer from the minutes of the 

collaboration that at least one of their interests was the halting of "the exploitation of 

native culture" which results fkom the sale of "native drums, headgear, etc." in BadF 

(Meeting #3). One might also infer that their interests included developing the small 

parcel of land that they claimed to own in the park, at least if the members of the 

Transportation sector were comect in their "concern about" this (cf, Transportation sector 

interest statement). Again, these lists of uinterestsy7 are instructive because each 

represents what the respective sectoral representatives and their constituents see as 

legitimate, even though these "interests" are only "arbitrary", that is, only culturally- 

constructed means of acquiring symbolic capital in the representative's respective field. 

It is this culturally-constructed aspect of interests that leads Bourdieu to equate interests 

to ilIusio, to "investments in a game", albeit a very serious one (1998a, p. 76). 

A number of the investments seemed to pay off, for they enabled some to have 

better access to and move more fieely about this symbolic marketplace: 

Interviewer: Do you feel that you're listened to, that you're heard? Are you 
comfortable? 

Respondent: Well, no, I think there are certain voices at the table for whom the 
volume is turned up just a little bit louder. And there are other voices at the table 
for whom the volume is turned down just a little bit lower, so then it's a question 
of self doubt. Maybe I didn't say it clearly. I thought I had said that. But it 
wasn't until one of these louder volumed voices said it that it got through and got 
put forward. 

Interviewer: And why? Is it because they speak louder? 

Respondent: No I don't think it is. I think it's just that they're given a greater, a 
clearer conduit through the mediator. I think the mediator picks up on certain 



voices.. .National Environment, Federal and Tourist sector, Municipal to a degree. 
Local Environment. (in Jamal 1997, pp. 12 1-22) 

Investments in social, health and education goods, for example, offered only a limited 

return, because, after all, this was mostly a contest of "environment v. economy7', or, 

more euphemistically, "protection v. uselenjoyment". It was not a struggle of "society 

and economy7', "society and individual" or other such contest. Evidence of the lower 

value of the Social, Health and Education sector's "goods" can be seen in Meeting # 4, 

wherein each sector's interests were presented and discussed: of the eleven presentations, 

only this sector's was followed by silence, by a total lack of discussion. Such silence 

seemed odd, and must have been either the result of the presentation of a perfectly 

articulated, unequivocal interest statement, or, more likely, that no one seemed too 

interested in this sector's "interests". If indeed the latter was the case, it certainly didn't 

help for this sector's representative to end her list with the socially self-marginalizing 

comment: "We need a healthy balance between the economy and the environment7'. 

This point about access and mobility supports Bourdieu's assertion that in any 

given restricted field certain cultural goods are more highly valued than others. In the 

field of Banff National Park, the most highly valued goods appear to be produced by two 

main types of "cultural goods producers7'. The first group of producers are the 

environmentalists, who produce "romantic nature", goods whose production is rooted in 

the European Romantic movement and the philosophy of Rousseau and, later, Thoreau 

and Leopold. The consumption of these goods, which is largely by spiritualists and "self- 

propelled" recreationalists, is manifest in the appreciation, interpretation and espousal of 

a number of "romantic nature metaphors", such as Benevolent Mother, Temple 

(Altmeyer 1995), Eden (Cronon et al. 1996), Mother Earth (Hanson 1996), and Place of 

Purity and Health (Rast 1998). 



The second group of producers are the scientists and technical experts, who 

produce "scientific nature", goods whose production is rooted in the European 

Enlightenment movement and the philosophy of Descartes and Comte. The consumption 

of these goods, in contrast, is manifest in the appreciation, interpretation and espousal of 

a number of "scientific nature metaphors". Consumed primarily by other producers (i.e., 

scientists), these goods include nature as Limited Storehouse (Altemeyer 1995), Return 

of the Oppressed (Cronon et al. 1996), and once again Place of Purity and Health (Rast 

1998). This latter metaphor of purity and health is particularly apt in the context of 

Canada's national parks, wherein there is currently a powerfbl move afoot to protect and 

enhance "ecological integrity" (cf., Parks Canada Agency 2000a). Important for both of 

these sub-types of cultural goods producers, environmentalists and scientists, is the 

provision of education about nature, how to relate to it and how to act within it, where 

that "nature" is conceived of according to any one or all of the above metaphors. 

The most valued goods produced in this restricted cultural field are not "social" 

or "economic7'. Those goods pertain to production in the "widespread field", the field 

wherein production is not related to the production of texts celebrating the "intrinsic 

value" of parks or the importance of "protecting their biodiversity" but rather to the 

production of economic goods. Concerning this field, there are two types of economic 

goods producers and they can be distinguished based upon the location of their 

production. The first produces within parks themselves, asit is there that (primarily) 

aesthetic goods such as views, wildlife sightings and fiagrant smells are "packaged" and 

sold to tourists from around the world. The emphasis within parks is on the exchange of 

money for the opportunity to "gaze7' upon nature CrJrry 1990), to visual& "consume" it 

(Macnaghten & Urry 1998). The second type of economic goods producer produces 

outside parks and in Canada this is a very broad group of actors, but one which tends to 

concentrate on the exchange of "natural resources" or "commodities", such as oil and 



gas, minerals, forests, and fish stocks. Unlike in the case of the internal producers of 

economic goods, the emphasis for the external producers of economic goods is on the 

exchange of money for the opportunity to physical& consume nature. Interestingly, and a 

point which brings us back to the concept of ecological modernization raised in chapter 

two, for both these types of economic goods producers science is critical, for science 

constructs and deconstructs scientific nature in order to provide ecological knowledge, 

which is used to "control" nature. Also for both these types of economic goods producers 

there is an ostensible vision of the "consumer": he or she is any member of society, 

though in truth only those with money are invited to visually or physically consume these 

producers' goods. Locating these two fields within the field of power and the c'ultimate" 

material field, the life supporting natural environment, one can proceed to 

diagrammatically represent the actors in this collaboration (Figure 10). 

Figure 10: Hierarchically-Nested Fields in Banff National Park 

Natural Environment 
Economy of Tourism 

(Commodity Producecs) 

Culture of Science 
(Conservation Scientists) 

Culture of Nature 
(Environmentalists) 

7.4.2 The Misrecognition of Money and Power 

What is worth considering in respect of these cultural and economic producers is 

the link between the production of cultural goods (e.g., beauty, nature, wilderness, 



biodiversity) and the production of economic goods. Further worth considering is 

whether the field of restricted production is seen by members of the collaboration as 

separate and autonomous or as firmly embedded in the widespread economic field. 

While one would expect to see the latter, given that money is perhaps the prime 

ecological variable (Harvey 1998), one would also expect to see the former, given 

Bourdieu's (1983) suggestion (in the quote that opened this chapter) that the field of 

cultural production systematically inverts the economic world and world of power. That 

is, one would expect that the collaboration's participants would see the collaboration as 

an independent entity because the nesting of the restricted field within the widespread 

field (as shown in the above figure) is typically "misrecognized" by social actors (1 983, 

p. 354). 

Indeed it appears that there was a systematic denial of both the importance of 

money to, and the embeddedness or spatio-temporal specificity oS this restricted field's 

"culture of nature". Comments were heard that support the suggestion that it was, to 

echo Bourdieu, truly taboo, a sacrilege pm excellence, to discuss the "true" nature of the 

relations underlying the restricted field. For example, one environmental participant 

stated adamantly: 

. . .the fact that there's a whole bunch of dollars produced in this park doesn't 
threaten my values or my way of looking at the world in any way. (in Jamal 1997, 
p. 216) 

Such discussion was even taboo for the most commercially-oriented sector, the tourism 

sector. As Bourdieu would have predicted, the tourism and commercial representatives 

showed an aversion to, almost a disinterest in, any substantive discussion of the 

"commercial". True, the terms "business" and "economy" were mentioned, but these 

representatives were much more inclined to focus their arguments on aesthetic intention, 

on the need for the individual Canadian to be able to "enjoy oneself' in that "beautifbl 



place7' Banff. This was nowhere more apparent that at the beginning of the process, 

when one individual, who ultimately became the chair of the Tourism sector, tried to pass 

himself off as the representative for a Park Users group: '? represent many divergent 

groups," he said, "though we're more recreational than environmental.. .you could plug 

us in anywhere7' meeting #5). Perhaps even the scientists were unable to recognize the 

embeddedness of their goods in the economic field, for their goods excluded talk of 

money, as if Banff's ecology was separate fiom or unaffected by it. Rather they focused 

on "indicators", "polygons", "droppings analysis", and "coefficients" (Ecological 

Workshop, March 6/7, 1996), anything but that prime ecological variable, money 

(Harvey 1998). This may have been what raised the ire of the Tourism sector 

representative, what forced him to complain: 

. . .we don't buy the science. . . scientists don't understand.. .we weren't involved in 
developing that knowledge base.. . [theirs] is a fictional reality. (in Jamal 1997, p. 
1 12) 

Similarly, a systematic denial of the importance of power was also evident. This 

was the case with respect to both "normal" or "episodic" power and a more subtle 

"dispositional" form of power (Clegg 1989, p. 21 1). This latter form implicates both 

"linguistic dualisms" and the "codification, calculation and objectification7' (Bourdieu 

1990a) that pervade Western thinking. The rnisrecognition of the importance of normal 

power resulted from the perceived, or at least hoped for, neutrality of the Task Force, 

roundtable mediator, and roundtable process itself. With regards to the former, the Task 

Force, efforts were made to cultivate the idea that the Task Force members were 

representative of only the public interest: 

When [we] arrived in BanffNational Park, in July of 1994, we saw what most 
visitors see.. . [but then, after listening to] scientists, entrepreneurs, 
environmentalists, and generations of Canadians.. .what we saw, behind the 
seemingly endless forests and remote peaks, concerned us. (13anfGBow Valley 
Summary Report, p. 4). 



The Task Force even went so far as to suggest that its members came fiom diverse 

backgrounds (ibid., p. S), even though the group was comprised of all-white, primarily 

male (SO%), high1 y -educated (and thus fairly affluent), English- speaking individuals. 

The mediator too, it seems, saw himself beyond the influence of "normal" power. 

Also a well-educated lawyer and white, English-speaking male, one of this individual's 

main responsibilities was to remain "impartial in all contacts with sectors" @&-Bow 

ValIey Roundtable Briefing Notes, Appendix B, Process and Procedure Agreement). 

One can only say that he succeeded in this if one's definition of "impartial" excludes the 

active promotion of the myth of the neutral, power-fiee collaboration. "We can only," 

the mediator said in one meeting, "address the problem cooperatively and work towards 

solutions7' (Meeting # 24), and later, in the final meeting: "You [the collaboration's 

participants] have achieved what you were asked to do. Take the opportunity to work 

with each other on issues and build on relationships" (Meeting #28). The problem is that 

shared decision-making, interdependence and cooperation were the assumed starting 

points for this collaborative approach (Introduction to Briefing Material), historic, 

structurally-based power differences were not. In fact, in twenty-eight meetings the word 

power appeared to be mentioned only once, a strange thing if impartiality and "working 

towards solutionsy7 really were valued. 

Against this misrecognition or denial of "normal" power, there was also the 

misrecognition of the importance of "dispositional" power. This resulted &om the 

collaborative members' tacit acceptance of cclinguistic dualisms" and their reliance on and 

deference to "codification, calculation and objectification". Linguistic dualisms (for 

example, "mind-body", "good-evil", "male-female") are simplistic, cognitive 

constructions highly characteristic of Cartesian social ontology (Bourdieu & Wacquant 

1992). These constructions are functionally seen as instruments or tools, things 'tsefbl 

for thinking with" and things that help us understand reality. Yet they are more than this 



for they also strongly determine the possibilities of what can be expressed. Moreover 

they tend to imply a relation of dominance, of an inclusive we and an excluded they, a 

choice between either/or which is seldom if ever hard to make (for the we, that is). 

Dualisms, by forcing a choice, thus mediate relations of domination, making them in 

effect highly political, and highly worth looking at in the collaboration. 

There were two main dualisms raised in this forum of "shared decision-making, 

interdependence and cooperation". The first was economy/environrnent, represented 

nicely in one Municipal sector spokesperson7s comment that "the goals for ecological 

integrity and the economy are two halves of a loaf' ('Meeting #27) and, later, "My sector 

said no ecological goals unless we have economic goals first" (ibid.) The same meeting 

heard the Park Superintendent (the Federal sector spokesperson) comment that "there is a 

need to see an equivalent level of detail from the economic [as opposed to the ecological 

integrity] side" (ibid.). Even the National Environmental sector accepted this binary 

division: "The [ecological integrity and socio-economic] goals need to be pure on both 

sides7' (ibid.). With such a juxtaposition, and acceptance of such a juxtaposition, talk of 

the utter dependence of economy on environment, of their & facto hierarchical nesting 

shown in Figure 10, becomes impossible. 

The second dualism, protection v. enjoymentluse, has similar connotations to the 

fust (protection G environment, enjoymentfuse z economy), but is in a sense a more 

powerfbl discursive strategy because one's "right to enjoyment/use" is an irrefbtable part 

of the common sense. In fact, enjoyment, a sub-code for hedonistic self-gratification, not 

only resonates with the members of today's consumer culture, it also resonates (if only 

tacitly) with the members of Western environmental organizations, for hedonism, like 

environmentalism, is borne of the Romantic ethic (Campbell 1989).. Thus, these 

comments fiom the Tourist sector: "[The Bow Valley] is a place for people to enjoy 

themselves" (Meeting # 14) and "If a goal precludes me fiom doing my activity, I'm 



against it" (Meeting # 21) must be seen as an important part of "one side's" overall 

discursive strategy. 

The other element of "dispositional" power, the reliance on and deference to 

"codification, calculation and objectification", may be more entrenched than even this 

collaboration's reliance on linguistic dualisms. One might even say that a reliance on 

"codification, calculation and objectification" was part of the dominant "park habitus" in 

Banff, habitus being the "durably inculcated system of structured, structuring 

dispositions" (Bourdieu 1990b, p. 52), the "common matrix of perception and 

appreciation" poster 1986, p. 105) of those capital-rich members of the field. 

The value of codification was most evident in the need for "sectoral 

representatives7', the idea of distinct groups able to represent distinct interests. If a 

stakeholder group or representative was not able to rationally articulate, that is "codify", 

his or her interests (a difficult task especially for the nascent Social, Health and 

Education and Cultural sectors), he or she lost out to those who could : 

I think one of the difficulties that we're having at the table is that there are a 
couple of sectors that still haven't figured out who they are and that's the Culture 
sector and the Social Health and Education sector. And I think that's really too 
bad because you bow, I see the Culture sector trying to decide whether they're 
really just about history or whether culture is something more than history which 
of course it is. And I keep thinking boy if they could really get it together they'd 
have so much more to contribute here. Looking at this process as being a building 
process not a battle.. . (in Tarnal 1997, pp. 8 1-2) 

The value of codification was also evident in talk regarding the zoning of the 

park, in the vision statement, and in the numerous "separate studiesy' that were conducted 

as part of the Banff-Bow Valley Study. For example, had one been present to observe 

one would have heard a parks planner present a talk on zoning and the "need to have a 

legal description for an area to be defined as wildernessyy (Meeting # 15). One would 

have also heard a conservation scientist point out that the four mountain parks (one of 



which is Banff) are "divided into 40 zones" or "functional units", each of which gets "a 

number according to its food value in each month" (Ecological Workshop, May 7, 1996). 

Similarly in talk of the Vision great effort was spent codifying concepts and ideas 

according to their place in the taxonomy of Vision-Values-Principles-Goals-Objectives- 

Strategies-Plans. Much effort was also spent trying to eliminate conhion. Thus we 

heard the mediator ask one scientist to clarify what principles are, and receive the assured 

answer: "they are operational statements to implement the Vision7' (Meeting # 16). One 

would have also heard one scientist clarify for another: "strategic goals are in the middle 

of the process development, while objectives and plans are below" (Meeting # 23). One 

member felt hstrated with this need to categorize and pigeon hole ideas and concepts, 

stating that he "did not know the difference between values and principles, let alone goals 

and objectives" (Meeting # 23). Yet, one might add, he was not so hstrated that he was 

unwilling to "play the game7'. 

The need for calculation manifest itself in the form of the numerous "separate 

studies7' that helped guide the decisions of the roundtable. These studies included an 

"Historical Perspective Project", a "Behaviourat Research Study", a "Tourism Outlook 

Study", a "Management Framework Review", an "Ecological Modeling and Cumulative 

Effects Assessment", and a "State of the Valley Report". The scientists involved in these 

studies talked of, among other things, "quality of experience (QOE)" (whose "six major 

components" included "novelty", "hedonics (pleasure)", "interaction", "stimulation", 

"security" and "comfort"), "core security areas and linkage zones7' for grizzly bears, and 

"dynamic modeling7' of wolves and elk. The purpose of these studies was "to appreciate 

how present conditions have developed as well as how conditions are likely to evolve in 

the fkture7' (BanRBow Valley Study, Background Information). This is to say that these 

studies, in true Cartesian fashion, were to calculate in order to predict. 



The need for objectification was evident in the controlled nature of the process 

and the desire to quell irrational discussion and "subjective" commentary. Outside of the 

roundtable, one participant expressed hstration with this: 

. . .have we once, once heard a ringing declaration from the Federal sector that 
national parks are really something important and valuable and worthy of our love 
and respect?. . . [members of the Federal sector] are not standing up and 
celebrating their wonder, are they? (in Jamal 1997, pp. 51-2) 

Within the roundtable, "soft-talk" was typically held in disdain or seen as irrelevant, a 

point reflected in this comment made by a member of the Tourism sector: 

The core vision does not convey ideas. It sounds like it was done in the back of a 
VW van in the 60s. The preamble needs to have all judgments removed. 
(Meeting # 13) 

What were needed were things that could be "objectified", like the goals that the 

economic specialist was advocating: ". ..the goal should be to maximize utility without 

compromising ecological integrity too much" @cological Workshop, March 6/7, 1996). 

What were needed were things scientific, since these were seen as tangible: "[scientists] 

can guide-the biology is straightforward-it's up to you to decide" (Meeting # 24). 

In talking of a park habitus, a matrix of appreciation and perception that 

privileged codification, calculation, and objectification, one might be led to think that I 

am suggesting that the dominated agents in this process were unaware of this privileging 

or its alternatives. Such is not the case. As one participant observed, the need to 

categorize people and place them under a sectoral label needed to be questioned: 

. . . something about the round table that does bother me is that you've got these 
sectoral hats and you're putting round pegs in square holes or square pegs in 
round holes and it makes it sound so clean and neat.. .When you're one 
community, you have many different conduits into that community.. . as you're 
listening to the dialogue at the table, I'll know exactly what another individual is 
expressing. I'll be empathizing and then I'll be thinking in my head, is that where 
I'm supposed to be with my sector's point of view? (in Jamal 1997, p. 128) 



7.4.3 The Consequences of Misrecognition 

This concern, however, did not appear to extend to the collaboration participants' 

slippage into what might be described as the "paradox of rationalism", the fact that 

science is expected to save the day, yet cannot save the day, because science is premised 

upon an appearance of "disinterestedness" (Bourdieu 1 998b), on not "taking a position". 

That slippage meant that not only did the collaboration fkom the outset purge itself of the 

potentialities of the "non-rational", which included debate regarding the morality, 

purpose and meaning of "parks" (the Roundtable's instrumental development of an 

"appropriate use filter" aside), it also purged itself of any true potential for action 

regarding parks: the collaboration's outcome had to be status quo because science as a 

culture was expected to remain non-judgmental and non-partisan; it was expected it 

seemed to act like a eunuch presiding silently over its harem. Again, this paradox went 

more or less unnoticed, as the brief comment of this respondent suggests: 

Our hstration has been in the scientific community not coming forward and 
saying unequivocally [that there ard some serious problems. (in Jamal 1997, p. 
92) 

Yet the collaboration did more than emasculate any potential for a discussion of 

morality or decisive, scientifically-based action. By adhering to the particular categories 

of appreciation and perception that were characteristic of the dominant park habitus, it 

also had the unintended effect of marginalizing other important voices. 

What seemed to be ignored or unrecognized in this environmental collaboration 

was that the meanings afforded to the discourses of beauty, nature, wilderness, and 

biodiversity are neither natural nor universal, rather they are what Bourdieu would 

consider "cultural arbitraries" (1977). In this field, the most valued of these cultural 

arbitraries belonged, as I have said, to those possessing the dominarit habitus, a "park 

habitus" based on the Romantic and Enlightenment nature metaphors noted above. What 



I have not specifically mentioned is that this park habitus appears to correspond to a 

particular group, one comprised of white, middle- and upper-income, English-speaking 

males, a group hardly representative of Canadian, or even Albertan, 'society-at-large". 

Unrepresented by this group were the cultural arbitraries of the First Nations 

sectors, two groups who spoke of the "spirits of four legged creat~res'~, of looking ahead 

"five generationsy', of the principle of "spirituality", of "Mother Earth" and 

(Meeting # 3). These groups-in this field-accumulated little symbolic capital with 

these symbolic goods, for these groups' nature does not resonate with a nature discussed 

in terms of its "enjoyment" potential (Tourism and Commercial sectors), potential to 

"help people find their placey' Gegault, Ecological Workshop, May 6, 1996) or potential 

"numbers, impacts, habitat loss, habitat fragmentation, or statistics" (Task Force). This is 

not to say that this sector had no cultural capital in this field, for it did and still does. 

First Nations capital is conspicuously present in the artifacts, legends, and souvenirs to be 

found in the interpretive centers, historic sites and shops in the park. But this type of 

capital is difficult to profit fkom, for objectified in this field is a dead or dying culture, a 

culture that has little relevance or currency in today's "global world" (Prasad & Prasad 

2000). 

Similarly, as noted earlier, the Social and Cultural sectors had much lower 

influence and 'power' in the process. Part of this can be attributed to the newness of these 

two sectors. Unlike the well-organized and established Environmental sectors, the Social 

and Cultural sectors had not been mobilized and oriented towards ensuring that there was 

a clear understanding of what their sectors represented. But, like First Nations, much of 

this lack of influence also had to do with their lack of economic, linguistic and cultural 

capital. To their disfavour, the activity bases of the social and cultural groups are net 

consumers of public monies, not net contributors, such as is (usually) the case with the 

tourism, service and transportation industries. Moreover, social and cultural groups are 



less likely to be represented by well-heeled rhetoricians, as is often the case with business 

groups. And social and cultural groups tend to represent lower income classes, unlike the 

business, park user, and even environmental groups, who support the interests of highly- 

educated, mobile and "~omfortable'~ Canadians. 

While First Nations and the Social and Cultural sectors were marginalized in the 

process because of their lack of symbolic capital, other groups were excludedfrom the 

process because of their unique type of capital. One such group was the media, a group 

critical to how the public judges the fairness of collaborative processes and, thus, whether 

process recommendations become implemented. Despite the media's power, they could 

not be legitimately included as a formal members of the process because they, like the 

scientific community, are seen to be "objective and disinterested", as not having a 

legitimate "stake" in the process. The media's role could only be that of observer (unlike 

the media, science did have a legitimate stake because this was a contest of 

Yet, the media may not have been so disinterested. Consider again these excerpts 

&om two I11-length, illustrated articles run in Canada's national Globe & Mail 

newspaper just prior to the conclusion of the collaboration. Focusing on the merits of a 

new $12 million dollar spa expansion in the Banff Springs Hotel, and with a subtext of 

relaxed enjoyment, we hear a "traditional" female celebrate: 

Sipping mineral water in fiont of the fireplace, I reflect on my feel-good 
day. There's a lot to be said for pampering oneself. My body tingles with 
weI1-being.. .there's a lot to be said for well-being.. .there's a lot to be said 
for decadence.. . (0 1/24/96) 

One week later, in a piece focused on the wonders of the new multi-million dollar lift and 

run expansion at the Sunshine Village ski area (which is also in the park), we hear a 

"traditional" male relating his sense of adventurous enjoyment: 



I have known Ralph Scurfield, Sunshine Village's CEO for some time. On 
every one of my previous visits during the past few years, [he would 
point] to a high mountain.. . [and would say] "That's Goat's Eye Mountain. 
We are going to develop it, and you'll love it.. ." (01/3 1/96) 

Later in the piece is an oddly unsolicited pronouncement on this highly controversial 

expansion: 

On balance, the addition of Goat's Eye Mountain adds a new and valuable 
dimension to the skiing at Sunshine Village. 

This appeal to the common sense need to enjoy one's self was central to the platform of 

the business sector during the process, and it may just be a coincidence that this article 

appeared at this time. What is curious though is that the media was not as concerned with 

other things, such as social problems in the town of Banff (homelessness, drug, alcohol or 

domestic abuse, or semally-transmitted diseases) or the history of European colonialist 

expansion in Canada, an expansion which forced native North Americans off the areas 

now occupied by Canada's national parks and which in part led to these people's cultural 

genocide (cf , Churchill 1994, Nicholas 1 996). 

There were other interests that were not directly articulated in the process. For 

example, both the process mediator and the Task Force itself had a good deal of symbolic 

capital riding on the outcome of the process, on whether or not consensus was achieved. 

In fact, so important was it for the Task Force to "achieve" consensus from the 

roundtable that all other considerations may have been subordinate to it. As one 

participant mentioned part-way through the process, those entrusted with the study were 

"hell bent for victory.. .I mean they're going to succeed" (in Jamal 1997, p. 80). This 

again raises questions concerning the mediator's proclaimed "impartiality" (Appendix B, 

Process and Procedure Agreement) and the Task Force's ability to see Canada's national 

parks through "everyone's eyes" (Banff-Bow Valley Summary Reppxt, p. 4), though to 

be fair, the Task Force's interest statement did focus on "integration" and "inclusion". 



The point here is only that the mediator and Task Force, like all others, definitely had 

something important at stake in this game. 

One might also wonder why others were not represented, such as Canada's 

influential cccitizensyy taxpayer groups. Groups such as these affect Parks Canada7 s ability 

to adequately fbnd and manage the Parks programme7 a programme that is being forced, 

like so many other public sector programmes, to do "more with (a great deal) less". 

While the issue of representation is important, I do not want to belabour this rationalistic 

focus on c'groupsy7 or sectors, and their presence or their absence. But I do want to ask 

why some seem more important than others, why there is an orthodox understanding of 

what constitutes a "legitimate stakeholder". 

7.4.4 Doxa, Symbolic Violence and Pedagogic Practice 

An important mechanism for the reproduction and transformation d a  field, the 

capital in it, and the habitus ofthe actors in the field is language. Language, for 

Bourdieu, is more than a mere tool for understanding or means of communication, it is 

also both a sociulpractice linked to a group's way of life and a medium of power, an 

"immense repository of naturalized preconstructions which finction as unconscious 

instruments of constmction7' (Bourdieu & Wacquant 1992, p. 24 1). These naturalized 

preconstructions are the "common sense" or, as Bourdieu would have it, dour, as in 

orthodox, the "things which go without sayingy'. 

I have already alluded to one such thing that goes without saying: "enjoyment". 

Even if the term had not been added as it has to the Parks Canada mandate over a centuv 

ago, who would argue against enjoyment? And who would argue against yet another 

important common sense notion in this collaboration, "consensus"? ,-Consensus is an idea 

that appeals to all, even those who privilege hierarchy and "leadershipyy and know little 

about true cultures of consensus (e.g., Quaker society, some First Nations cultures). A 



further common sense preconstruction that was reproduced in the process was 

ccobjectivity'7, here reflected in the opening statement of the Minister in charge of 

Canada's national parks: 

I am extremely pleased to be here, to inaugurate the round table discussions 
concerning the BanfGBow Valley Study. I have great confidence in these 
proceedings. These proceedings are independent in nature. They reflect an open, 
objective and cooperative approach to decision making. won. Mtchel Dupuy, 
0211 111995) 

Finally, there was also the common sense notion of "heritage", a commonly mentioned 

theme that evokes ideas of place, history, and belonging. Common sense tells us that 

heritage should be preserved, left alone and respected, which is why it happens to be a 

findarnentally conservative concept (Hewison 1987). Hiding behind a thin (and no doubt 

genuine) veneer of concern and respect for people, tradition, and things of the past, 

advocates of heritage use the idea to support the shztus quo, the current order of things. 

Consider this comment fiom the Tourism sector: "traditional activities should be allowed 

to continue.. ." (Meeting # 15). If he means burning the land in order to create habitat for 

food-bearing species (e.g., elk, deer, moose), definitely a tradition of First Nations, it 

seems odd that he would also say: "I don't want to sit in Banff Springs and see a fired 

area-aesthetics are important" (Meeting # 23). His use of "tradition" can only be 

explained if one sees heritage as an essential concept, a cultural good that helps wntinue 

generating a "natural reality principle" for groups such as members of the tourism 

industry, who continually need a "reprocessing that serves the ends of mass consumer 

society" (Lukes 1997, p. 159). 

Banff as it existed at the time of the collaboration was an inviolable starting point 

for many of the collaboration's participants. As one tourism participant commented: 

. . . [in BanENational Park] we've got a national transportation corridor. We've got 
Canada's premier tourism destination and we've got a high, you know, a 
recreational area that's fundamentally important to Western Canadians.. .we've got 



tofuce reality here and it's really only crystallized after the fact and what we 
should have been saying and perhaps delivering a message, you know, the 
message there is that's the reality, how do you deal with it? (in Jamal 1997, p. 97) 
(my emphasis) 

Efforts to establish the inviolability of "things BanfPy were evident throughout the 

process. They were also evident following the process: in a guest column in a major 

local newspaper the Tourism chair attempted to naturalize the idea that BanRwas, and so 

should still be, about tourism. "The primary reason for the creation of the park," he said, 

"was the promotion of tourism" (Calgary Herald, Oct. 7 1996). (This comment, 

incidentally, enabled him to close with the suggestion that tourism was "not an advocacy 

group" but, rather, a group "truly with an interest at stakey'.) 

To understand the process of sedimenting these presuppositions-enjoyment, 

consensus, objectivity, and h e r i t a g ~ f  universalizing this "form of interest engendered 

and required by the capitalist economy" (Bourdieu & Wacquant 1992, p. 116), is to 

understand the dynamics of dispositional power (Clegg 1989). Statements fiom the 

Tourism and Commercial sectors that appear so simple, so obvious-"the tap can not be 

turned off' (Meeting # 12), "certain infrastructure is in place; we cannot deny its 

existence" (Meeting # 9), "people are here and will continue to come herey' (Meeting # 

14)-are at the heart of symbolic domination. But these were not the only symbolic 

weapons that members of the dominant sectors were wont to wield in this collaboration; 

there was also "common senseyy itself: c'common sense should underlie all decision- 

making" (Tourism, Meeting # 23); there was "pluralism": "we need a diverse experience 

for diverse visitors" (Tourism, Meeting # 9); there was "sense of placey': "I'd like to 

include in values "sense of place"7y (Tourism, Meeting # 13), "a sense of place would also 

fit in the core vision" (Federal, ibid.); there was "victimization": "I sense a loss of my 

sector's interestsy' uourism, Meeting # 13), "I have no ownership in this processy' (ibid.), 

''I'm not sure I have a sector anymore.. .there's a loss of confidence in my sector of the 



process" (Tourism, Meeting # 24); and finally, and so effective a weapon today, there 

was ccglobalization7~: "we need "competitiveness" [in the appropriate use statement 

because] in a global market we need to be competitive.. . Activities need to remain 

competitive in a global tourism market" (Tourism, Meeting 26). 

For Bourdieu, when the use of doxic language such as the above results in the 

uneven distribution of capital, a "symbolically violent" act is said to have taken place. 

Symbolic violence can do what political and police violence can do, it only does it more 

efficiently (J3ourdieu & Wacquant 1992, p. 166). Symbolic violence is exerted through 

"the order of thingsy', through the logic of practice and, most importantly, through 

complicity, suggesting that the symbolically dominated conspire and commit isolated 

treasons against themselves (ibid. pp. 166-8). One such arena in which Bourdieu sees 

symbolic violence commonly being carried out is the education system, a system wherein 

those fiom the lowest-income backgrounds typically fail to do well, not as a result of 

some "natural" inability, but rather as a result of their belief in some natural inability. 

Such students are convinced they are lesser because they are under the illusion that the 

education system is open, equitable, and fair. They do not consider that their failure 

might be due to the fact that the education system primarily values those with the proper 

linguistic habitus and the right cultural capital, that are of course inherited, passed on, 

through the family (Bourdieu & Passeron, 1977, p. 99). These students' exclusion, based 

on their objective assessment of their chances at success in the scholastic market, is an act 

of complicity, of symbolic violence. 

In a setting such as a collaboration, where participants gather to "engage in an 

interactive process, using shared rules, norms and structures, to act or decide on issues 

related to that domain" (Wood & Gray 1991, p. 146) one can see a similar sense of a 

scholastic market. There is leanring, there is supervision in this learning, and there is 

self-exclusion-a choice "between duplication and the acceptance of exclusion7', since 



there is a certain "linguistic and cultural capital which the system presupposes and 

consecrates" (Bourdieu & Passeron 1977, p. 99), a capital which many individuals simply 

do not, and will never, have. 

The most efficient way of transmitting traditional, undifferentiated, 'ctotal" 

knowledge is when pedagogy is invisible or implicit, when the approach is "soft" or 

"non-directive7', such as is the case in "dialogue, participation and human relations" 

(ibid. p. 18) (my emphasis). Such is also the case "when the control of the teacher over 

the child is implicit rather than explicit", "when the teacher arranges the context which 

the child is expected to re-ammge and explore7', and "when the child has wide powers 

over what he selects, over how he structures, and over the time scale of his activities" 

@ernstein 1977, p. 5 11). These observations on the education system and classroom hint 

at what may have been going on in this collaboration; they suggest that this roundtable 

may really have been a "pedagogic practice" (Oakes et al. 1998), one characterized by an 

"implicit pedagogf . 

If so, part of the pedagogic practice necessitated coming to terms with the 

teacher's language and the "best" student's legitimate, that is, legalistic, discourse. In 

reference to this, one marginalized participant expressed with hstration: 

think also] the mediator picks up: on certain voices.. . because they're lawyers, 
because lawyer talk is understandable to them. (in Jamal1997, p. 122) 

What was not an important part of this school's pedagogy were questions concerning 

what was really trying to be protected, which was not an "authentic7' space, since even 

the "pristine and pure" "native" landscape found in the park has probably never looked as 

it now does: for (at least) eight thousand years native North Americans regularly burned 

areas of the park to induce grazing by the game species which they hunted and upon 

which they survived QMcLaren 1999). The cumculum in this "multistakeholder school" 

made little mention of this, of the fact that the park has become a simulacrum 



(Baudrillard 1983), a hyper-good more real than the real. BdNat iona l  Park is a living 

museum that allows those who can afford the trip a chance to fantasize about their own 

conception of "nature". Aided by the promotional literature and other "educational" 

information offered by symbolic goods producers such as tourism operators, visitors are 

given the chance to experience a sense of innocence and simplicity that has been lost with 

the onset of modernity (Prasad & Praad 2000). 

These "foundations of a mythical vision"-the belief that these places are the way 

things were, or could be, or should be, even though they weren't, and probably can't be- 

were reproduced in the collaboration and this was a major act of complicity. It was an act 

that resulted in the "acceptance of the arbitrary instrument of knowledgeyy, in this case the 

ecological sciences and expertise of the Task Force. It was a consecration of a particular 

taxonomy of social reality, one which favours those with the necessary sociotognitive 

backgrounds, i.e., conservation scientists, and those who possessed a more intimate 

knowledge of ecological issues in the park i.e., local environmentalists. In this way, 

complicity, mediated by the notion of ecological integrity, played a large role in "one 

group's legitimacy ruling another" (Grenfell & James 1998, p. 24), a victory in a sense, 

of those with "environmental capital" (to coin a new phrase). 

This is not to say that the lessons in this pedagogic arena were invariably bad. 

Indeed, many learned that there was a serious problem with the park's ecological health 

and all were exposed to the diverse concerns and points-of-view of the various sector 

representatives. But how far even these beneficial lessons of "collaborative learningyy 

(Daniels & Walker 1996) will ultimately go needs to be considered. As one participant 

suggested: 

. . .in terms of personal growth it's been an immense privilege. And it's a privilege 
that's not shared and can't be between the people who are actually at the table and 
the people who are even immediately behind them, let alone the people who are 



represented by the steering committee people in the sector.. . [the experience] 
doesntt go beyond the individual level. (in Jamal 1997, p. 288). 

According to Bourdieu, the whole trick of pedagogic reason lies precisely in the 

way it "extorts the essential while seeming to demand the insignificant" (Bourdieu 1977, 

p. 95). "Insignificant" may not be the most appropriate term here in the case of this 

roundtable, for what was demanded was, first, "consen~us'~ and, second, a "vision 

statement", a document which would outline a vision for the future of this cultural artifact 

known as "the park". As it turned ow neither consensus nor the Vision were without 

pedagogic effect, for both became the main focus of the participantsy energy, as one 

marginalized participant in the process observed: 

. . .when the scope and rules of process and procedure were being set up I thought, 
oh gosh, we're taking so much energy, so much time to put this huge scaffolding 
up. We're going to have this monolithic skeleton and no meat anywhere. We'll 
have exhausted ourselves just trying to get to the point. And we may have done 
with the vision now, we may have exhausted ourselves. (in Jamal 1997, p. 124) 

Transmission of a deeper understanding concerning consensus and "visiony' was 

not on the collaboration's agenda. Instead there was an "artificiality of discourse" in the 

vision statement, a discourse whose purpose seemed more than anything to be the 

maintenance of a social distinction between those who have been initiated into the 

artificial discourse (i.e., the white, first-world, and ovenvhelmingly male legal 

professionals, scientists, industry members and environmentalists) and those who have 

not (Fiist Nations, cultural/social) (Robbins 1998). 

In this regard, the vision statement should be viewed as a "logocentric devicey7 

(following Derrida), one devised and prescribed to satisfy the "phallic myth" that writing 

can save us fiom our greatest (masculine) human fear of letting go (following Cixous) 

(cf, Cooper 1992). Compliant with this myth, the logocentered vision statement made 

the roundtable la*], secure and prudent. It made objectivist reason and rationalism 

public, but it did not further intuition or "hermeneutic understandingyy (Gadamer 1976) in 



the field, which is to say that it did not address the essential issues of meaning, the fok- 

essences of a white, first-world conception of nature and rationalistic ideal of "objective7* 

science. Rather, as a result of the disproportionately large amount of time spent on 

crafting the docurnent-un sorting out, for example, the differences between a vision, 

goal, strategy, objective, value, principle, etc.--the vision statement may well have even 

militated against certain changes sought by some sectoral representatives. Yet of course, 

as Bourdieu would have us note, all of the representatives of the roundtable were 

complicit in the development and preparation of this statement, in canying out, that is, 

the necessary pedagogic work. 

7.4.5 Change or Social Reproduction? 

There was a belief that this collaboration would result in much needed change. 

Even the Minister in charge of parks appeared to hold much promise for the 

collaboration. As one participant observed: 

[The Minister] was saying very loud and clear that whatever the Task Force 
recommended he was going to take very seriously. Before the round table even 
existed. So at that point we were saying oh my gosh these task force people we've 
never met before are going to make some recommendations that are going to be 
taken very seriously.. . (in Jamal 1997, p. 76) 

And another: 

We do believe that more public participation involvement is a good thing to make 
the bureaucracy of the Parks s e ~ c e  more accountable to Canadians.. . (in Jamal 
1997, p. 307) 

Moreover, the actors in this field were not "cultural dopesyy, living under a "false 

consciousness", but rather individuals who were aware of the issues. As one observed: 

. . .we need to be tackling the broader implications of tourism.. .It's linking 
business practices to the environment. It's linking our lives to the environment. 
It's linking our whole lifestyle, consumptionpatterns to understanding the 
consequences of what we're doing. (in Jamal 1997, p. 228) 



Nor did the collaboration's shortcomings go completely unnoticed. As one participant 

noted: 

We think we live in a democracy but we find, you know, that in subtle ways 
democratic fieedoms are severely constrained. (in Jamal 1997, p. 251) 

And concerning ecological integrity, there was some awareness regarding the concept's 

arbitrary starting points: As a vegetation expert pointed out, "the area has been much 

altered in the last 70 years by fire suppressiony7 ~cological Workshop, March 617, 1996). 

Regarding clean water many wondered what "clean" actually meant: did it imply the 

absence non-human pollutants, such as algae, (hot pool) sulphur, elk and goose feces, and 

giardia (Meeting # 23)? At one point even the current state of the sciences of ecology 

and economy were challenged: ccEcologists have to consider humans as apart of nature" 

and "Gross National Product (GNP) is not a measure of health, wealth, or well-being 

(environmental economics expert, Ecological Workshop, March 6/7, 1996). 

Further, none of this is to say that collaboration, rationalism or the idea of 

ecological integrity do not offer important benefits. The monitoring of ecological 

indicators, for instance, allows one to contest the above claims that beauty in a park 

necessarily implies an ecologically healthy park (this point was also made in the May 6th 

Ecological Workshop). The roundtable process itself can be used as a means of 

combating the "tyranny of the majority", an important consideration when one hears the 

Tourism sector representative curiously say "I don't want a roundtable process for every 

issue.. .I need an open, participatory process7' (Meeting # 27), which seems to imply that 

this sector's interests might best be supported by a simple deferral to the "silent 

majority" . 

But then, it may also be fair to say that the needed changes will be thwarted by the 

sheer power of the doxic understanding which characterizes this field. A particular 

notion of nature, a rather people-less one valued for its intrinsic (environmentalist), 



regenerative (scientist) and exchange value (business owner), went unchallenged. The 

ultimate focus was on writing, not dialogue, and rationality, not change. And there was 

an attempt to force the alien (for Western culture) concept of consensus decision-making 

upon members of the collaboration. The result, as one participant observed, was that: 

. . .when you get two people that are too ideologically apart youtre never going to 
get 1 1 1  agreement but what you might be able to get is some &an. discussion and 
negotiation that leads to a solution. Let's understand what it is. It is a 
compromise. It's a compromise of his position versus my position. This concept 
of it being a consensus is, well, it's fi-ankly BS. What it is it's a compromise. 
Now the environmentalists don't want to use that word because they don't want to 
have the appearance of ever compromising. (in Jarnal1997, p. 106). 

True consensus takes time and for issues as important as those facing Banff, one could 

see consensus requiring even years of discussion. Yet time in this collaboration was 

doxic time, a taken-for-granted type of time embedded in a rationalistic narrative that 

avoided the jarring juxtaposition of "consensus" objectives and predetermined timelines 

and resource budgas. Consequently, long periods of time were never going to be 

acceptable to those who either convened or participated in this collaboration. A Task 

Force member nicely summed this up with the comment: "We have a calendar on the 

wall-we don't have time to do public involvement" (Meeting # 27). 

Bourdieu notes that those in the field with the most capital reproduce, 

unconsciously, the conditions most conducive to the accumulation of those individuals' 

most preferred fom. It is not surprising then that one important outcome of the 

collaboration was a call for more science and an increased focus on what might be best 

viewed as the new "scientist's burden'' (Lele & Norgaard 1996), eco20,caZ integrity 

(Parks Canada Agency 2000a). Arguably the most important cultural good (relproduced 

in this collaborative field, this new form of knowledge has the potential to reproduce a 

hierarchy to the advantage of scientists, since most members of the field, while 

recognizing ecological integrity as legitimate, have little working knowledge of it 



themselves (Grenfellk James 1998, p. 23). And science, as I have said earlier, is critical 

for the control of nature, making science critical for the accumulation of capital. 

7.5 Discussion and Conclusion 

In this chapter I introduced and empirically examined an alternative 

"collaboration and power" perspective, one based on the work of Bourdieu. His 

perspective draws our attention toward different aspects of the collaborative reality, 

aspects that have hitherto received little attention in the main c o p s  of collaboration 

literature. He forces us to ask "why and according to what principles is the work of 

social production of reality produced" and "what is the origin of the categories that social 

agents use in their construction of the social world? In answer to the first question, I 

necessarily pointed to the Weberian notions of ccdomination" and "rationalism", and 

Durkheim' s notion of the "cultural arbitrary". In Ins  environmental collaboration, there 

were the dominant and the dominated, and rationalism infbsed the collaboration: order 

was critical, emotion unwelcome, nontechnical, and "vague" talk unheard. Sectors were 

expected to act as sectors with logical, well-defined "interests". Consensus was to be 

"achieved". The cultural arbitrary related to particular ideas of "nature7' and 

"wilderness", ideas represented in a certain way, ideas that may act as "essential 

ingredients in the maintenance of existing social relations" (Harvey 1996). 

In answer to the second question, it was apparent that the origin of the categories 

that social agents use in their construction of this social world could be found in the 

(logocentric) discourses of this collaboration's three most dominant sectors: (white, male 

first-world) science, business, and 1ocaVnational environmentalism (in that order). The 

origin could be found in these groups' discourses because these groups possessed ample 

symbolic, political, cultural and/or economic capital. These actors were given the 

legitimate right to name, and they did so with linguistic ease. The origin could not be 



found in the discourses of the marginalized, which is unfortunate for within those 

discourses, one must suppose, there resides important possibilities, alternatives, and 

avenues for the h r e .  

This chapter informs an understanding of power and collaboration by bringing to 

bear in an empirical situation many of Bourdieu's concepts, the most important of which 

in this context is "capital". Capital for Bourdieu is not solely the product of money; it is 

also the product of qualifications, knowledge, linguistic ease, centrality in a social 

network, really any one of a number of things. What matters is what is deemed 

legitimate in the respective field (in this case "environmental capital"), making 

Bourdieu's notion of power relational and context-dependent. This is not to say though 

that his is an entirely relativistic power, for he maintains that the economic is always an 

invariant and critical source of power. Similarly in his work linguistic dualisms and 

objectification, calculation and codification are also invariant and critical sources of 

power. And he takes a position himself on these 'cuniversal" sources. For him, a blind 

adherence to the (current) logic of the economic may enhance efficiency, but it may also 

lead to a "tyranny of the market'' (Bourdieu 1 998a), an exaggerated privileging of 

exchange value and subordination of use value. A blind adherence to objectification, 

calculation and codification may result in making things knowable and more public, but it 

may also occlude "intuition of the practical sense" (Bourdieu 1990a), that local 

understanding that is critical to such things as maintaining a viable relationship with the 

life-sustaining natural environment. 

The exchange of capital takes place in a symbolic marketplace, here represented 

by the stakeholder collaboration. The capital most valued in this marketplace, as I have 

said, concerned the economic and rationalistic, but it also concerned enjoyment, 

consensus, objectivity, and heritage. All of these things appeal to the common sense. All 

are unarguably important. But, I argue, discussion of these things was only half realized 



and, more importantly, these things helped usher out the "unvalued", the "inarticulate", 

possibly even the citizen him or herself (that i s  as represented by the First Nations, 

Social, and Cultural sectors). 

This chapter also informs the practice of collaboration by highlighting the 

importance of symbolic power, as manifest in the economy/environment v. 

protection/enj o y menuuse dualism, and the importance, and limit ations of, rationalism. 

The practitioner, I think, can use the previous discussion to look more carefully at her or 

himself, at the collaboration's participants, and at the collaboration's context. The 

discussion can be used to challenge collaborative participants to become more "reflexive" 

and ask: what is going on here?, why am I saying this?, why is she saying that?, what 

reality are we constructing with this discourse?, and who is here?, who is not here?, who 

is silent?, and who is vocal? Such an approach implies a different style of facilitation, 

one that is more reflective and in which there is more "deep" discussion. 

In terns of what exactly this chapter's analysis provides in the way of answering 

the research questions posed at the outset of this thesis, I need to reiterate the importance 

of linguistic dualisms and specific forms of rationality in the process of legitimating 

specific protected areas symbolic goods. That is, one needs to make explicit that only 

certain goods are deemed legitimate in the parks field and thus parks accounts, goods 

which are either "environmental" or "economic", and goods which help reduce Canada's 

parks into manageable components and make "quality quantifiable" (to echo Barthes). 

By focusing on codification and logos, the word, important issues are circumscribed in 

the Park usersJ accounts and impact what the park stewards are willing and allowed to 

say in their own accounts. In effect, codification and its attendant reductionism and 

logocentrism set the terms of the debate and ensure that the "they" gemains subordinate to 

the "we" and that questions about the "they" are misrecognized, and never asked. What 

the analysis does not offer any insights into, however, is a question posed previously: 



"what does the state auditor, the party most interested in disinterestedness, real& have to 

say about these reports, or about Parks Canada, or about the participants in "the 

contest7'?'h hopes of finding an answer to that question, I turn now to the issue of parks 

audit. 
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8. Chapter Eight: Accountability of the Evaluators 

In the previous two chapters I examined the "accountability of the stewards" and 

the "accountability of the usersy' of Canada's national parks. Admittedly these 

examinations of the various "producers and consumers" of this "cultural good'' were not 

exhaustive, for they did not include an examination of every possible accountability user 

or every possible accountability mechanism. For instance, one does not hear in either of 

the chapters the voice of Canada's First Nations peoples, yet another user of parks, nor 

does one see anything regarding the Management Plans of the individual parks, yet 

another accountability mechanism. This lack of comprehensiveness in my examination 

might lead one to suggest my analyses were selective or biased or in some way 

misrepresentative of accountability in parks, or worse, misrepresentative of the actual 

dynamics of the current "contest" in parks. It is just such a charge I hope to deflect by 

turning in this chapter to the views of Canada's formal national parks evaluator, the 

country's Auditor General. 

The Auditor General is vested with the responsibility of objectively assessing 

programmes such as Parks Canada, making it a good place to "test one's ideas", 

especially if those ideas are critical of the parks field or in some way different fiom the 

ideas of the dominant (protected areas) academic community. It is only just a goodplace 

for testing one's ideas, however, for there are reasons to be concerned that the Auditor 

General's capacity to objectively assess Parks is not without its own limitations. These 

limitations stem fiom, most importantly, the nature of "value for money" or 
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"comprehensive auditing" (CCAF 1996), the current performance monitoring 

"technology" (Munro & Mouritson 1996) used by the Office. More specifically they 

concern this technology's ties to the New Public Management (NPM), a cultural pattern 

that I examined briefly in chapter four. These ties are strong or weak, depending on the 

emphasis placed by the Auditor on the three evaluative criteria of comprehensive 

auditing, these criteria being efficiency, economy and effectiveness. It is important to 

note that the first two of these three criteria, efficiency and economy, direct auditor 

attention toward two values or "ideals of the market7'. The third criterion, effectiveness, 

potentially brings auditor attention back in line with equity, for effectiveness focuses on 

the match between the achieved (program outcomes) and the expected (program 

objectives), and that "expected" may run contrary to market ideals. This is the case, for , 

instance, where a program's objectives place the fair distribution of services (e.g., public 

transportation, healthcare) over and above cost minimization criteria. 

Again, the criterion of effectiveness has the potential to bring auditor attention 

back in line with equity, but this is only a potential. The mere presence of this criteria 

does not ensure that the inherent market-orientation of CA is kept in check because some 

of the objectives against which CA auditors assess outcomes are themselves so uncertain 

that there could be "considerable discretion in their implementation7' (Power 1997% p. 

1 I), and that discretion might be oriented toward market values and market ideals. This 

is to say that in policy situations characterized by high "outcome and cause uncertainty" 

(Thompson 1967, p. 134) CA could be a factor thwarting progress toward the 

achievement of non-market values and ideals, such as impartiality and equity, an outcome 

which is not particularly congruent with this management technique's presumed 
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neutrality or stated purpose of "enhancing managerial accountability" (cf , Cutt & Murray 

2000). 

There are two implications that follow fiom this, one practical and one theoretical. 

Practically, in some circumstances state auditors may be complicit in a political project in 

spite of their traditional aversion to political involvement. For practitioners supportive of 

political accountability relationships, such involvement needs to be understood and made 

explicit. Theoretically, there is the possibility that the discursive linking of CA and 

managerial accountability (ibid.) may obscure more reality than it illuminates (Sinclair 

1995). Indeed, fiom a theory point of view it may be better to discursively link CA with 

other types of accountability, such as "political accountability" ("being answerable to the 

people7') (Day & Klein 1987) or "market accountability" (being answerable to the 

market"). Such a discursive linking would help keep Cq and managerial accountability, 

firom becoming "an instrument rather than an object of analysis" (Bourdieu & Wacquant 

1992, p. 244). 

This "effectiveness problematic" suggests that there is a need to see when and 

how the management technique of comprehensive audit acts   politic ally'^, when and how 

it acts less in line with its stated "value-neutral" purpose and more in line with efforts to 

establish control over both meaning in a field and the field's resources, over, that is, both 

"the legitimate right to name" (Bourdieu 1977) and the accumulation of "capital" 

(Bourdieu 1986) in a field. As a means of better understanding this problematic in the 

field of Canada's national parks and in the field of audit in general, this chapter critically 

interprets effectiveness in light of the federal audit of Canada's national parks. In this 

particular context, the practice of effectiveness audit is very much constrained by high 
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"outcome and cause uncertainty" (Thompson 1967, p. 134), which leads one to first 

question "received wisdom" on effectiveness and to see if there is a gap between the 

managerial ideal regarding and the political reality underpinning comprehensive auditing. 

In part one of this chapter, I begin by first revisiting definitions of accountability 

and the different ways of viewing language, the "currency" of any account. Following 

this, I once again review, but in more detail, the New Public Management and value for 

money or comprehensive auditing. The discussion then shifts to examine the problem of 

identifying program objectives in Canada's national parks agency. Here the framework 

of Bourdieu is revisited, for Bourdieu not only helps us better focus on this social world 

through his concepts of "field", "capital" and "habitus", he also gives us through his 

metaphor of the "market" a means of realistically describing social behaviour in it. This 

framework is then used to suggest the "true" (sans mdconnaissance) objectives of 

Canada's national parks program. Following this I return to the notion of comprehensive 

audit and examine this in the general context of the Canadian public sector. Two 

authoritative effectiveness audit templates (CCAF 1987, 1996) and one recent text on the 

topic (Cutt & Mumy 2000) are here carellly examined in order to highlight "received 

wisdomy' on the effectiveness problematic and how this wisdom is influenced by an 

ideology of the market. 

In part two of the chapter I attempt to fulfill the requirements of a Bourdieusian 

"praxeology" by moving away from an "objectivation of the first order" to the "symbolic 

templates of practical activities, mundane knowledge, subjective meaning, and practical 

competency" of those in the field (Bourdieu & Wacquant 1992, pp. 7-9). In this "second 

order objectivation7', I report on i n t e ~ e w s  held with members of and special advisors to 
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Canada's Office of the Auditor General, the "evaluators" referred to in the title of this 

chapter. 

The chapter closes on a more ccreflexive7' note by considering what I see as an 

alternative, "cornmunitarian" Gehman 1999) objective for Canada's national parks 

program. It firther reconsiders a number of questions raised throughout the chapter and 

the possibility of pure "managerial accountability'' and "independence" in the field of 

government audit. The chapter concludes with a number of suggestions for future 

inquiry. 

8.1 Part One 

8.1.1 Language, Accountability, and State Auditing 

8.1.1.1 Discourses of Conduct 

The reader might recall that earlier it was said' that an understanding of 

accountability needs to begin with a look at the notion of the "account7', an official form 

of "story" or "narrative", and to do this one needs to look hther, to the basis of the 

account, which is language. Language, as it is widely known, is a tool of understanding, 

a means of communication, and a vehicle for the transmission of ideas between a sender 

and a recipient (d, Shannon & Weaver 1949). Yet language is more than just this; it is 

also very much a social practice, a mode of power, and a means by which social relations 

are reproduced and transformed (Bourdieu 199 1). 
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What can be said about language holds true in the case of accountability, for 

accountability is merely a particular type of language use, a discourse really, of conduct 

(Day & Klein 1987). Like language, this discourse is also a relational social practice, a 

mode of transmitting power, and means of reproducing or transforming existing social 

relations. But, again, these discourses and the relations they imply are hardly simple, 

especially in the context of public sector organizations. This is because in public sector 

organizations one may be obliged to simultaneously provide an account to organizational 

superiors (organizational accountability), other government departments (legal 

accountability), one's self (moral accountability), professional bodies or associations 

(professional accountability), and members of society (public accountability) (ibid.). 

Even in the case of each of these accountabilities there may be great complexity. For 

instance, in the case of public accountability one sees that the public itself is quite 

complex. Its members differ materially, culturally, and politically. Further, even at the 

individual level there is complexity, since social actors usually have multiple and at times 

conflicting personal identities and interests, or "hybridities" (Bhabha 1994). Finally, 

there is too in the public sector a clear need to distinguish between those who are non- 

elected (administrators) and those who are elected (political official~), a need which has 

resulted in yet two Wher discourses of accountability, manageriaVadministrative and 

political. 

It is necessary to consider these latier two types of accountability a little more 

closely, since it may be that in today's public sector there is a tendency to implicitly 

priorize the managerial over the political in discussions of the need for "more 

accountability". Moreover, there may be a tendency to implicitly associate that 
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"manager" with a private sector, for-profit business manager rather than a public sector, 

not-for-profit administrator. It is important to consider this possible shifting of meaning, 

because where such priorizations and associations remain implicit there may well be 

"hegemonic effects" (Hall 1 988) or "symbolic violence", consequences related to the 

"production of an unequal distribution of personal capital and the legitimation of such 

production7' (Bourdieu 1977, pp. 177-197). The suggestion here is that the term 

"acco~ntability'~, like so many other contested terms (e.g., liberty, democracy), is itself a 

"site of struggle or maneuver over resources, stakes and accessa' (Bourdieu 1990a). This 

particular struggle resurrects Sinclair's (1 995) important consideration of "what 

accountability counts for whom and why?" (p. 232). 

The first of these two contested accountabilities is political accountability. This 

type of accountability implies an Athenian concept of democracy, a direct answerability 

to the people (Day & Klein 1987). It is essentially a discourse about what should be 

done. Ultimately, political accountability aims at helping people involve themselves in 

the policy process, and it does this in two ways: first by establishing or improving the 

linkages of communication between the people and their public servants, and second by 

making the process of decision-making more open and visible. One might even suggest 

that the ideas of linkages and openess could be the criteria for judging the adequacy of a 

political accountability relationship. 

The other contested accountability is managerial or administrative accountability. 

This accountability is concerned with making those with delegated authority "answerable 

for carrying out agreed tasks according to agreed criteria of performace" (ibid., p. 27). 

This accountability is essentially a discourse about whether what is being done is being 
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done right. It implies a technical process carried out by neutral, impartial experts and it 

implies a number of subdimensions. These include, for Day & Klein (1987), fiscal 

accountability (making sure that money has been spent as agreed), process accountability 

(making sure that a given course of action has been carried out), and programme 

accountability (making sure that a given course of action has achieved its intended result) 

(ibid.). For Cutt & Murray (2000, p. 11), two Canadian commentators whose work I will 

revisit later, these subdimensions include procedural accountability (conformity to or 

compliance with procedures) and consequential accountability (the achievement of 

programmatic or organizational objectives). 

8.1.1.2 State Audit: Theory and Practice 

It was said earlier that it is in respect of accountability that the need for audit 

arises. We can be more exact here and say that actually it is in respect of this second type 

of accountability, managerial or administrative accountability, that the need for audit 

arises. Audit helps provide an answer to the question of whether what is being done is 

being done right. It is in essence a formal or "ritualisticy7 process (Pentland 1993, Power 

1997a) of verifying means, rather than ends. Again, this process relies on a number of 

ingredients, among which are: "independence fiom the matter being audited, technical 

work in the form of evicience gathering and the examination of documentation, the 

expression of a view based on this evidence, and a clearly defined object of the audit 

process" (ibid., p. 5). 

There are, as I have said, problems with some of these ingredients. First, there is 

the problem of knowing whether one has "a clearly defined object of the audit process". 
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This is particularly a problem in the case of departments, agencies or programmes whose 

purpose is vague or whose mandate is loosely-defined. Second, there is the fact that 

auditors are like other social actors and have different interests and aesthetic preferences, 

making it questionable to assume that auditors really do engage in a "disinterested act" 

(Bourdieu 1998b, pp. 75-91) or truly can achieve "independence fkom the matter being 

audited". 

In relation to the issue of audit in the context of organizations or programmes 

governed by loosely-defined mandates, it appears that the audit model may be somewhat 

flawed, for audit theory, or at least comprehensive or Value-For-Money auditing theory, 

"assumes an ability to both know what the consequences of existing arrangements are 

and predict what the consequences of those mangements could be" (McSweeney & 

Sherer 1990, p. 302). It assumes, this is to say, that there is a clear relationship between 

structure, process and output. While it may be the case in some organizations that 

objectives are clear and undisputed and that the consequences of actions are known, it is 

certainly not the case in all organizations. In fact, ambiguous objectives, unknown 

effects of intervention and unidentifiable outputs probably characterize most public sector 

organizations and programmes. They certainly characterize many organizations involved 

in the areas of health, education, social services and environmental protection. Indeed, 

each of these important areas may be best characterized by its "high output and cause 

uncertainty" (Thompson 1967, p. 134). 

In relation to the issue of whether independence £?om the matter being audited is 

really possible, I have already suggested that a growing body of work suggests otherwise. 

There is for example Humphrey & Moizer (1990) who, stemming from their examination 
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of the provision of management advisory services to clients, question the notion of 

auditor independence. Similarly, Kirkham (1992) sees the increasing reliance on such 

services as establishing troubling dependencies. There is also Sikka et al. (1995% 

1995b), who not only see the character of auditing as deeply problematic, they also see 

the audit profession as striving to deflect and neutralize criticism aimed at exposing this 

deeply problematic character. Finally, in the context of state audit there is Power 

(1997b)' who sees auditors as actively participating in the social construction of the 

values of the accountability system in which they act. The powerfhl pretence of 

rationality and reason in audit (Sutherland 1986), it seems, does not necessarily imply an 

equally powefil ability to remain disinterested. This in turn has implications concerning 

the state auditor's ability to identify and help enact the "public interest". 

Between the problem of auditor independence and the audit model's weakness in 

contexts of high outcome and cause uncertainty is yet another problem, an increasingly 

pervasive ideological drive to replace the traditional bureaucratic model of state 

governance with an alternative market model. This brings the discussion back to that 

movement which has been euphemistically labelled the New Public Management (NPM), 

or, as its populist proponents David Osbome & Ted Gaebler (1992) would have it, a 

Government Reinvented. Such a drive, discussed in chapter four and which I have said 

can be seen in many if not most of today's Western nations (cf, Olson et al. 1998, Pollitt 

et al. 1999, Hood 1 999, demands to be revisited here, for it not only implies changes in 

the public sector, it may well imply a shift in both what constitutes the public interest and 

what constitutes the criteria of state audit itself. 



274 

8.1.1.3 The Shift From the Bureaux to the Market 

Our understanding and to a degree our adoption of the bureaucratic model of state 

governance is in large part attributable to Max Weber, the German sociologist (Savoie 

1994). Through his explicitly normative use of the metaphor of the rational, efficient 

machine, Weber pointed to the need for a clearly defined hierarchy and clearly defined 

spheres of competence in the bureaux. He pointed to the need to ensure that the 

bureaux's officials have only impersonal official obligations, that they be hired based 

only on technical qualifications, remunerated only through fixed salaries, promoted only 

as a result of seniority, and subject to strict systematic discipline and control (ibid. p. 25). 

He idealized this model because it appeared to him to be the most rational means 

of exercising authority over people and the best way of decreasing arbitrariness in power 

(Momson 1995, p. 292; on Weber's approbation of the bureaux see Savoie 1994, p. 24- 

27). Yet of course he also saw in it possible negative consequences. For one, he knew 

that there was the possibility that the governed might begin to accept the authority of 

bureaucratic decision-making without question, and thus give up the right to an 

accountable government. Such a lack of concern on the part of the public would only 

facilitate the influence of moneyed Qites and a disregard of their exchanging of donations 

for patronage appointments. He also knew that because bureaucracies were controlled by 

specialists and experts there was the ever-present tendency to develop secrecy with 

regard to these experts' knowledge and intentions. Both of these problems he thought 

could ultimately lead to decreased public participation in the production of consensus and 

the undermining of democratic decision making (ibid. p, 304). 
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One way to ensure that the problems Weber foresaw do not occur is to ensure that 

those two mechanisms of political accountability mentioned earlier, linkages and 

openness, are in place. This is no easy task; indeed, establishing these mechanisms 

constitutes one of the main problems in the public sector today (Lane 1996). This 

"search for political accountability" is making some headway, however, as can be seen 

from the increased attention paid to "impartiality7', "human rights", "due process" and 

"transparency of rules", and the increased discussion heard on corruption and the fight 

against it, on minority rights, and on legality (ibid., p.6). 

Notwithstanding this search for political accountability there is a more powerful 

force however, and this is the search for "reinvented government7' (Osborne & Gaebler 

1993). This search pits equity against economic efficiency, impartiality against 

proportionality, and the realization of democracy against the realization of the quidpro 

quo, a model based on the idea of equivalence between what public sector goods and 

services are worth and what the recipients of these goods and services pay (ibid.). While 

the question of "which side is winning?" is always empirical @orins 1995), it is clear 

who is involved in the struggle and what is at stake. 

Leading the charge toward proportionality and the quidpro quo model are market 

. economists, utilitarian philosophers and public choice theorists, all cultural goods 

producers who are collectively behind what is being called the New Public Management 

@I'M). NPM, as mentioned earlier, is a common cultural pattern (Pollitt 1993), a public 

sector zeitgeist that requires that state agencies account for their aims, actions and 

achievement in terms of quantifiable results (Gendron et al. 1999, p. 2). NPM shifts the 

emphasis to cost, efficiency, outputs, and performance accountability (Broadbent & 
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Guthrie 1992). It involves a move fiom policy-making to management skills (Pollitt 

1990), fiom a welfare state to an evaluative state (Power 1997a), fiom a focus on process 

to a focus on outputs (Hood 1995). 

This move is facilitated in large part through appeals to common sense 

argumentation. Converts are won over to NPM through arguments against rules, waste 

and inefficiency, and arguments for teamwork, empowerment and cooperation. Who 

after all would argue against these things? Yet this anti-bureaucratic thesis (Frederickson 

1996, p. 265) is deeply problematic, despite its concerns with inefficiency and seeming 

(Savoie 1995, p. 135) concern with a lack of accountability. This is because NPM is 

politically naive Prederickson 1 996), even "constitutional 1 y illiterate" (Savoie 1 995). To 

be sure, adherents of the bureaucratic ideal-type are also naive, given their vision of the 

"objective" bureaux, but they are not quite as naive because they do not attempt to skirt 

around fbndamental political issues the way that NPM adherents do, as if politics and 

ideologies did not matter. 

This is the crux of the problem with NPM: it subverts established political 

processes. In place of appeals to the need to understand complex issues are appeals to the 

common sense. In place of the generous use by bureaucrats of (modernist and 

reductionist) alternatives and options is the generous use by NPM adherents of (post 

modernist and "simulacral") managerial symbols (Fox 1996). Ideas like ''total quality" 

and "reinvention" and sociobiological metaphors like "entrepreneurial instinct'' and 

"competitiveness7' (Samson 1994) are all invoked as a means of turning the argument 

away fiom real public problems and tough policy choices towards better management as 

the universal solution Vrederickson 1996). Rhetoric holding the public service up to 
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ridicule and NPM's discursive switch from "citizenyy to "consumer/client/customei' force 

attention away from the old need of promoting equity and impartiality toward a new 

need: private sector management (Savoie 1995). In the process the separation between 

the private and public spheres is eroded and broken down (Hood 1995), ensuring only 

one thing: more work for management consultants, more profits for private sector 

"partners", and less constitutional literacy in Western society's most powerful 

organizations. 

The politically-subversive nature of NPM can be attributed to more than just 

symbolic play or a desire to "carve out a position in postmodem hyperspace7' (cf., Fox 

1996, p. 261), since NPM is findamentally a market doctrine (Frederickson 1996), 

meaning it carries with it all of the politics, morality and naivete of the "marginalist 

economic model" (for a definition see Tinker et al. 1982). This makes NPM theory 

doubly naive because, for one, the world is not solely inhabited by "self-interested" 

"individuals" as this model suggests. There is much besides self-interest, it seems, as the 

ubiquity of trust, fairness, kindness and love suggests (Granovetter 1984). There is also, 

it seems, much besides the individual, namely the other "individuals" amongst whom the 

"individual" lives. Were it not for them, the "individual" would not need a form of self- 

identification (i.e., a name)> nor would she or he feel the need to accumulate "cultural 

capitaly' (e.g., fashions, qualifications) or profit from a sense of distinction (i.e., taste) 

(Bourdieu 1986). In fact, were it not for them, the "individual" would probably not even 

be around, given the importance of cooperation (or exploitation) to survival (Axelrod 

1984). 
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NPM is also doubly naive because there is no adequate account in the marginalist 

economic model for disparities in power among market participants. Rather it is assumed 

that increases in economic or material wealth will be unaffected by power, that increases 

will all somehow be adequately redistributed (i.e., "that all boats will be raised by the 

higher tide'') (Korten 1998b), this despite the fact that the world-wide growth of 

capitalism has actually occurred in inverse proportion to the closing of the gap between 

the rich and the poor (Bourdieu & Wacquant 1999). It is even assumed that the market 

somehow promotes democracy (Barber 1999, in spite of two facts: first, that democracy 

produced capitalism-not the other way around-and, second, that the market has 

operated quite successllly in many undemocratic and tyrannical states (e.g., Chile, South 

Korea, Singapore). 

NPM's reliance on marginalist economic theory will not necessarily suffer simply 

because of this theory's shortcomings, however, for economic theory, as an "initially 

desocialized and dehistoricized theory, has.. .the means of making itselfme, empirically 

falsifiable" (Bourdieu 1998% p. 95). This is because it is a "strong discourse", a 

discourse that has "behind it all the powers of a world of power relations which it helps to 

make as it is" (ibid.). The self-interested individual must be seen to be "a fact planted by 

the theory" (Tinker et al. 1982, p. 173)' a presupposition simply intended to make the 

theory work, while marginalist economic theory must be seen to be "a fact planted" to 

make the economic order work. 
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8.1.1.4 Comprehensive Auditing and the Problem of Effectiveness 

Whether as a result of an unconscious naivett or a conscious understanding of the 

importance of the symbolic in the economic order, NPM thwarts democratic political 

processes and constitutional literacy. Yet this is not to say that it does not or cannot 

succeed in doing for the public sector what for-profit corporations often do quite well, 

which is reduce inefficiency. Indeed, NPM must be seen as offering benefits in respect 

of at least this criterion, which is perhaps why there has been such a widespread adoption 

and use (cf , Olson et al. 1998, Pollitt et al. 1999) of the NPM technology or technique of 

Value for Money (VFM) auditing. 

Value for Money (VFM) auditing, or, as it is known in Canada, comprehensive 

auditing, focuses as I said in chapter two on three basic elements: efficiency, economy, 

and effectiveness (CCAF 1996). The first criteria, efficiency, is about ensuring that a 

maximum output is obtained fiom the resources devoted, or conversely, that a minimum 

level of resources are devoted to a given level of output (Glynn 1985, p. 29). The second 

criterion, economy, is about "acquiring resources of an appropriate quality for the 

minimum cost" (ibid.). The third criterion, effectiveness, is about ensuring "that the 

output fiom any given activity is achieving the desired results" (ibid.). From this it 

becomes apparent that evaluating programs in the context of comprehensive or VFM 

auditing is more complex than evaluating programs in terms of efficiency alone. From 

this it should also be apparent that built in to the CA framework are two criteria that hold 

no small appeal to those with strong market values and ideologies, those criteria being of 

course efficiency and economy. These criteria give CA a findamental market 

orientation. 
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Potentially offsetting the inherent market orientation of CA is the criterion of 

efl?ectiveness, for it is possible that the "desired resulty' of a program will militate directly 

against efficiency and economy. For instance, some programs' objectives concern the 

fair distribution of services (e.g., public transportation, healthcare), regardless of the 

program recipients' ability to pay. This renders the issue of equivalence between what 

the service is worth and what the recipient of the service pays secondary. In other cases, 

however, the mere presence of the criteria of effectiveness does not ensure that the 

inherent market-orientation of CA is kept in check. This is because some of the 

objectives against which CA auditors assess outcomes are themselves so uncertain that 

they could be interpreted by an auditor in any one of a number of ways, and those ways 

may be very much rooted in market values and market ideals. With ambiguous 

objectives, unknown effects of intervention, and unidentifiable outputs characterizing 

many public sector organizations and programmes, there is the possibility that the "strong 

discourse" of marginalist economics may manifest itself, via NPM and C 4  in unintended 

or undesirable ways. This may be especially the case in organizations and programmes 

involved in the areas of health, education, social services and environmental protection. 

These organizations and programmes, while often aiming at an equitable distribution of 

services, are best characterized by their "high output and cause uncertainty" (Thompson 

1967, p. 134), meaning that the "the agreed task or desired result" is rather open to 

interpretation by the CA auditor. 

The implications of this potential obscuring of impartiality by proportionality or 

equity by efficiency are both theoretical and practical. For the CA practitioner wishing to 

maintain political independence there is a need to consider how political the seemingly 



neutral technology of CA really is, and how this technology, which is ostensibly 

concerned with managerial accountability (i.e., making organizational members 

"answerable for tasks"), may be making organizational members less politically 

accountable (i.e., less "answerable to the people") and more "market accountableyy (i.e., 

more "answerable to the market"). For those concerned with theory there is the 

possibility that an apolitical treatment of CA (cf, CCAF 1996) may obscure more reality 

than it illuminates. This is to say that academic discussions of CA may have effects of 

which those in the academic field may not be aware, one of which is to make the notions 

of C& "effectiveness" and "managerial accountability" (cf, Cutt & Murray 2000) 

"instruments, rather than objects, of analysis", "social products of a historical work of 

construction" of the (dominant) academic community (Bourdieu & Wacquant 1992, pp. 

242, 244). 

There is a need to see when and how the management technique of CA acts 

"politicdly", when and how it acts less in line with its stated "value-neutral" purpose and 

more in line with efforts to establish control over both meaning in a field and the field's 

resources, over, that is, both "the legitimate right to namey' (Bourdieu 1977, Bourdieu & 

Wacquant 1992) and the accumulation of "capital" (Bourdieu 1986) in a field. As a 

means of better understanding CA and the "effectiveness problematic", the focus now 

shifts back to Canada's national parks. There, we see the practice of effectiveness audit 

constrained by conditions of high "outcome and cause uncertainty" (Thompson 1967, p. 

134). 
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8.1.2 Objectives and Outcomes in Canada's National Parks 

According to the official mandate, Canada's national parks "are dedicated to the 

people of Canada for their benefit, education, and enjoyment.. .such parks shall be 

maintained and made use of so as to leave them unimpaired for the enjoyment of future 

generations" (National Parks Act, 1930). The Parks Canada Agency, the country's parks 

administration, is to ensure that this mandate is met and is also to ensure that there is 

public participation in parks management, that ecological integrity is maintained, and that 

intact ecosystems are protected (cf, National Parks Act 1988) (Bd-Bow Valley Study 

1996). This mandate and these objectives offer a starting place for determining whether 

Parks Canada is "being answerable for carrying out agreed tasks" (Day & Klein 1987, p. 

27) and whether it is ensuring "that the output from any given activity is achieving the 

desired results" (Glynn 1985, p. 29). 

But what exactly are Parks' "agreed tasks and desired results"? This question, it 

seems, is rather difficult to answer given the current mandate and above goals. Consider 

first the notion of "benefit". It is unclear if that "benefit" is to be monetary, spiritual or 

physical. Second, implied in the idea of "education" is the idea that national parks are a 

classroom of sorts, but to what does the curriculum pertain? Does it pertain to how to 

live offthe land? How to manage wildlife? Or how to promote tourism? The role of this 

"school" is unclear. Third, while the idea of "enjoyment" connotes some form of 

indulgence, pleasure or satisfaction of desire, one is not told what is to be enjoyed or how 

that enjoyment is to occur. There is too the suggestion that Parks' enjoyment potential is 

not to be "impaired", a suggestion that seems to rub up against the 1988 Act's 

prioxization of "the maintenance of ecological integrity". With regard to this latter 
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notioq what is "ecological integrity" anyway? For that matter, what is an ''intact" 

ecosystem? And, finally, there is the issue of "public participation in management7', an 

issue which could as easily imply the involvement of a "client" or "consumer" (the 

market model) as a "citizen" (the participatory state model) (Peters 1993). 

8.1.2.1 Protected Areas Sociology and the National Park as Essential Ideological 

Ingredient 

This ambiguity forces one to look well beyond the legally- or constitutionally- 

defined purpose of this program to answer the "what agreed tasks and desired results?' 

question. One needs in fact to step back and consider Canada's national parks from the 

perspective of the "protected areas sociology" laid out in chapter three. Such a sociology 

started with the idea that national parks are both spatial and temporal organizations d 

spatial and temporal conceptualizations (Harvey 1989), that is, material practices and 

symbolic constructions. There, it was said that national parks are part of a social process, 

one that includes a number of dialectically-related moments. To reiterate, these are 

discourse/language, power, social relations, material practices, institutiondrituals, and 

behaviour/values/desires (Hawey 1996, p. 78). National parks are not, this is to say, 

merely geographic spaces or physical objects, but rather elements central in "networks of 

social relations" and "struggles over resources, stakes, and accessyy (Bourdieu 1986). 

Again, these networks of social relations Bourdieu refers to as "fields" (1 98 5). 

Hierarchically-defined, there are two types of fields: the "restricted" field, wherein social 

actors compete to accumulate cultural capital; and the "widespread" or more generalized 

field, wherein social actors compete to accumulate economic capital. Once, again 
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economic capital as a type of capital is the most familiar, consisting primarily of money, 

property or other forms of material wealth. In contrast, cultural capital as a type of 

capital is less obvious, appearing in many forms, such as books and works of art 

(objectified cultural capital), educational qualifications and professional credentials 

(institutionalized culhrral capital), and linguistic competence, nature appreciation, and 

other "senses of distinction" (embodied cultural capital). 

One commonality amongst the many forms of cultural capital is that they are 

valued more highly the more scarce they are and the more they are disassociated with 

that good's position in the economic field or field of power. On the surface, the 

accumulation of cultural capital thus seems to involve a paradox: the accumulation of 

capital is inversely related to value. However it is not a paradox since it is the value of a 

cuIturaI good that is inversely related to that good's position in the economic field or 

field of power. This inversion of the economic world can be seen, for example, in the 

case of corporate giving. This act bestows cultural capital on the corporate 

philanthropist, and this cultural c$ital is all the more valuable the more the giving of gift 

is seen as an act of "pure" beneficence. To discuss the position of the giver in the 

economic field or field of power is taboo, sacrilege par excellence. 

What is important too about the accumulation of cultural capital is that it tends to 

be conducted in a semi-intentional fashion, since social actors are guided not by a 

calculative rationality but by the "structured, structuring dispositionsy' or habitus 

characteristic of their fields (Bourdieu 1977, p. 72). This is why the bourgeois nature 

enthusiast not only renounces his or her position in the economic field whilst "enjoying" 



285 

nature, he or she also tends to "misrecognize7' the fact that that appreciation of nature is 

habitus-specific. I will return to this point below. 

Another important point about fields is, as I have said, that there is a tendency for 

the widespread economic field to "colonize7' the restricted cultural field, though the 

degree to which this happens is an empirical question (Bourdieu 1985). Such 

colonization may be physical, but it might just as likely be symbolic. Either way, the 

identities or habitus of those in the colonized field will be affected. This colonization and 

resultant change in habitus is demonstrated in Oakes et al.'s (1998) study of the 

introduction of business planning in a government agency. There, the language of 

business not only became the legitimate language, but meaning and subjectivity in the 

field changed as a result of that language. Where such changes result in the production of 

an unequal distribution of capital and the legitimation of such production, symbolic 

violence has occurred. It is this symbolic violence, and the complicity of social actors in 

symbolic violence, that drives Bourdieu's research. How, he asks, is the social alchemy 

or magic that changes the "categories of appreciation and perception" of those in the field 

performed? 

This social alchemy, we can see fiom the previous chapter, appears to operate in 

the context of Canada's national parks. This is in large part because these are spaces 

wherein reside the "objects" of nature, objects which do not apriori have meaning; that 

i s  meaning out there waiting to be read transparently Gaclau & Mouffe 1990). 

Consequently, Canada's national parks are i f i sed  with meaning and individual "value- 

loaded metaphors" (Harvey 1996, p. 163). The "meaning" of nature is "willed upon" 

Canada's national parks, and that "willing" reflects various habitus, various forms of 
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capital, and what is deemed "legitimatey' in the national parks field. Of course, what is 

deemed legitimate is in no small way the product of the dominant habitus, dominant 

forms of capital, and what dominant social actors see as legitimate in this field. 

This is to suggest, following Harvey (1996), that Canada's national parks are 

essential ideological ingredients in configurations of power, for they provide an 

important element in the symbolic, and thus economic, order. To once again paraphrase 

Harvey, national parks need to be: 

. . .taken as moments in a social process in which conflicting forms of social 
power struggle to gain command of institutions, social relations and material 
practices for particular purposes. This is not necessarily to suggest that dominant 
power structures promote one and only one discourse rather than another. Rather, 
it indicates a situation in which different conceptions of nature [and national 
parks] get evoked for quite different political and substantive purposes.. . (1996, 
pp. 173-4) 

This framing of the "park-as-social-project7' and "park-as-essential-ideological- 

ingredient" helps begin answer the question of "what agreed tasks and desired results?" 

To more filly answer this question it helps to reconsider the national parks field, and the 

capital of those in it. 

8.1.2.2 Cultural and Economic Goods Producers in Canada's National Parks 

As I said in the last chapter, the restricted field in the context of Canada's national 

parks encompasses a culturally and relatively autonomous or independent field wherein 

two fairly distinct sub-types of cultural capital are the most legitimate. The first sub-type 

of cultural capital can be subsumed under the label of "the culture of romantic nature7'. 

The second sub-type of cultural capital can be subsumed under the label of "the culture of 

scientific nature". The widespread field in this contexf as I said, encompasses a field 
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wherein again two fairly distinct sub-types of capital are legitimate. The producer of the 

first sub-type of economic capital produces economic goods within parks themselves. 

These goods include views, unusual animals and fragrant smells, all "packaged" and sold 

to, and visual& consumed by, tourists fiom around the world. The producer of the 

second sub-type of  economic capital produces economic goods outside parks (though, as 

I explain below, this producer still affects production within parks). Its goods include 

"natural resources", such as oil and gas, minerals, forests, and fisheries. Again, the 

emphasis for this group is on the exchange of money for the opportunity tophyscaZ8 

consume nature. Locating this cultural and economic field and their various producers 

within the field of power and the "ultimate" material field, the life supporting natural 

environment, we again have the diagrammatic representation shown earlier (Figure 11). 

Figure 11: Hierarchically-Nested Fields in Banff National Park 
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8.1.2.3 Implications for the Dominance of Capital 

What I did not consider in the last chapter are the implications of the dominance 

of these particular forms of cultural and economic capital. For members of "the culture 

of romantic nature" Canada's national parks appear to be linked to notions of protection 

and preservation for the twin purposes of providing spiritual escape for visitors and the 

survival of non-human life forms. The implication of the dominance of this culture, of 

these producers, is the promotion of a strange combination of land devoid of physically 

productive human activity and land wherein the only killing that is allowed to occur is of 

the non-human by the non-human. Human activity, for these producers it seems, is 

always dirty, always wrong, humans always and only ever interfere with beauty and with 

nature. xetzsche's caveat for this group seems apt: 

Let us beware of attributing to [the Universe] heartlessness or unreason or its 
opposites: it is neither perfect nor beautifbl nor noble, and has no desire to 
become any of these; it is by no means striving to imitate mankind! It is quite 
impervious to all our aesthetic and moral judgments! (1 88 111 969, pp. 15-6) 

For members of the other dominant cultural goods producers, "the culture of 

scientific nature", Canada's national parks also appear to be linked to notions of 

protection and preservation, but the purposes invoked are somewhat different. In contrast 

to the prior group's idea that parks are for providing spiritual escape for visitors, this 

group sees parks being for "sustainability", "biodiversity", "biological quality", 

"ecosystem health", and "ecological integrity". Oddly though, this group's notions are 

far from being either scientifically (Goldstein 1998) or morally Gele & Norgaard 1996) 

sound. As Goldstein (1998) observes with respect to "ecosystem management": 



. . .no one really knows what ecosystem management means.. . [yet this] has not 
diminished enthusiasm for the concept. To the contrary, the vagueness of the 
term ensures that people can make of it what they want (p. 249) 

Callicott & Mumford (1997) echo this sentiment, suggesting that c'biodiversity7' and 

"sustainability" be viewed as buzzwords, inchoate conservation concepts that stand open 

to interpretation. Similarly Gnunbine (1994) points out that "ecological integrity" is 

simply yet another debatable concept. 

All of these terms are in fact loaded with a host of normative presuppositions and 

assumptions. Ecological integrity, for instance, implies an end, integrity, a structure that 

effaces the subjectivity, historicity and judgment always present in the act (here, of 

maintaining an "ecosystem"). Integrity is simply an empty abstraction, born of a 

transcendental idealism, a notion evocative of wholeness, but also of the virtuous hero, a 

"Leader of Ecosystemsy' (who has integrity). The term ecological integrity further 

privileges method and means, issues concerning the how of protection, over inquiry into 

the ends, the questions of why-and for whom-protection? The term, like Bentham's 

panopticon, seeks to constitute the object it generates within a normalized space (Law 

1996). It is in every sense a term in service of the expert, who is in this context typically 

the conservation biologist/ecologist. The term forms a knowing subject-the scientist- 

and an object to be known-the ecosystem, a process crucial to the reproduction of the 

false human.nature dualism. Facticity, scientism, and technique are always assumed by 

the term; the possibility that the bbecosystem'~ is a hyper-real good, a virtual object or 

simulacrum more real than the real (Baudrillard 1983), is not. Indeed, many of Canada' s 

national parks are hyper-real goods and simulacra, a point missed by most. Humans were 

an active part of "natural" ecosystems for nearly ten thousand years, hunting in and 
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burning many of the areas which now, after the original inhabitants have been forced off, 

are left unoccupied, "pristine" and "natural" (cf, MacLaren 1999). Many of these areas 

now sit as islands amidst the "working landscapesyy of agriculture, forestry and mining, 

meaning that many species are unable to move as freely as they should (e.g., grizzly bears 

in Waterton). In others, species populations (e.g., elk in Banff) and forest fire potential 

(e.g., Kooteney) are greater than ever before, again reflecting the fact that parks are now 

"more real than real". 

And there is the third group of producers vying to define the meaning and purpose 

of Canada's national parks. On the one hand, this group, the internal producers of 

economic goods, echoes the calls for protection of the previous two, for it knows that to 

degrade the aesthetic resources found in parks is to compromise economic growth and 

future earnings potential. Yet by the logic it follows it knows that in order to produce 

profits it must speed "product tumovef' and 'cthroughtime" (Harvey 1989) and cater to 

the wishes of the customer, that is, the tourist, an individual who often has little 

"attachment to place" (Macnaghten & Uny 1998) or real concern for the parks that she or 

he visits. Even the so-called "eco-tourist" on a conservation holiday may be less 

interested in protecting the environment than in marking him or herself with social status 

and cultural signifiers of taste (Sharpley 1996, Munt 1994). (Of interest here is the fact 

that conservation holidays have recently become a focus in Parks Canada's Mountain 

Region.) On the other hand, there is the external producer of economic goods, who sees 

effectiveness in terms of two benefits: first, the economic benefit to be derived from the 

rich old growth forests, mineral resources, rangeland, and fisheries which exist inside 

parks; and second, the cognitive benefit of knowing that as long as Canadians have 
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somewhere nice to go, they will not complain about what is happening to the other 

forests, lakes and lands-those "working landscapes"-around them. 

A fhther implication of the dominance of these forms of economic and cultural 

capital is the devaluing or "erasureyy (Eagleton 1991) of other forms of capital. One such 

form is that traditionally held by Canada's First Nations, or aboriginal peoples, those 

groups who once occupied the lands now known as national parks. While a number of 

Canada's national parks, particularly those north of the sixtieth parallel, allow for the co- 

management of park lands by First Nations peoples, there are still numerous and onerous 

restrictions placed on those wishing to use park lands for traditional purposes. This 

makes for a situation wherein it is difficult to say exactly what these groups' capital 

consists of, since theirs is a capital that is seldom traded in the current market for 

protected area cultural goods. 

Suggesting that certain types of cultural goods and economic goods producers 

dominate the field of national parks might seem to imply that the national parks field is 

static and unchanging. Such is not the case, for, as is suggested by the accounts analyzed 

in chapter six, it appears that the restricted field of cultural goods is indeed being 

colonized, in both symbolic and physical terms, by the widespread field. On the one 

hand, the discourse of business, that is, the "symbo1ic goods" of economic capital, have 

permeated the Parks Canada Agency and the texts of parks themselves: One hears, for 

example, appeals of a need to capture members of an "international high yield tourism 

segment" (Canadian Heritage 1996). Parks are more and more expected to be able to 

stand on a "finn financial footing", even though their expenditures have traditiooally 

outstripped their revenues by a ratio of ten to one. The head of the agency is now a Chief 
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Executive Oficer, its regions are now known as Entrepreneurial Units, and its plan is 

now known as the Corporate Plan (Government of Canada 1997). Volunteer Friends 

organizations have been established to help provide educational services in keeping with 

the spirit of establishing "partnerships'? with various stakeholders, which include 

members of the corporate community. 

This discursive colonization, as can be suggested by Oakes et al.'s (1998) study, 

has implications for not only what is valued in Parks (e.g., a youth hostel or a five-star 

resort?), it also has implications both for what parks are seen to be for (e.g., education or 

tourism revenue?) and for the identities or subjectivities of those working in them (e.g., 

wardedinterpreter or "entrepreneuWchange-agent"?). Along with these changes are the 

changes resulting fiom the colonization that is occurring in a physical sense. Industries 

based on the extraction of natural resources--oil and gas, minerals, forests, and 

fisheries-and industries based on the production of domestic products--cattle, hogs, and 

grain--are placing increasingly intense pressure on many Parks' ability to protect their 

c'ecological integrity", that is, their status of pristine, wild places. 

8.1.2.4 Summary 

This brief political sociological sketch of Canada's national parks was provided to 

address the question of "what agreed tasks and desired results? That "what" depends on 

who has the most capital. Currently the dominant capital is a mixture of the tourism and 

resource extraction sector's economic capital (the former needs to sell "beauty" while the 

latter needs "beauty" for people to "escape" to) and an admixture of science's and (white, 

first-world) environmentalists' cultural capital. Effectiveness in Canada's national parks, 
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then, must be measured in terns of the cuwent abili3, of Pmks C d  to reproduce the 

conditions most conducive to the accumulation of these fonns of capital. This means that 

for Parks Canada to be managerially accountable, and for Parks' auditors to be satisfied 

that the Parks programme is being effective, Parks Canada needs to demonstrate that it is 

reproducing these conditions. Parks Canada must show, and indeed it is showing (cf, 

Parks Canada Agency 2000a), that there is-for the accumulation of economic capital- 

adequate tourism infrastructure,-for the accumulation of Enlightenment capital- 

scientific research being conducted, and-for the accumulation of Romantic capital- 

ample parkland devoid of human presence. I will return to this (sans 

m~connaissunce) objective of Canada's national parks program a little later. 

8.1.3 Comprehensive Audit and the Ideology of the Market 

8.1.3.1 Public Sector Audit in Canada 

In the previous section, Canada's national parks programme was examined in 

order to highlight the "effectiveness problematic7'-the ambiguity that exists around the 

CA criterion of effectiveness, and specifically the ideas of "agreed tasks" and "desired 

results"-in contexts of high "outcome and cause uncertainty". In the following section 

the discussion moves on to examine "received wisdom" on this effectiveness 

problematic. The purpose behind this examination is to see if the problems with state 

auditing identified earlier-with identifying "a clearly defined object of the audit 

process", with achieving "independence from the matter being audited", and with 

dealing with the pervasive ideological drive to replace the traditional bureaucratic model 

of state governance with an alternative market model-have been identified in the 
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Canadian CA literature. To this end, I examine two authoritative effectiveness audit 

templates (CCAF 1987, 1996) and one recent text on the topic (Cutt & Murray 2000). 

However, before doing this it is first necessary to briefly sketch the history of 

comprehensive auditing, and the New Public Management, in Canada. 

It was with the 1962 Royal Commission on Government Organization (the 

Glassco Commission) that one could see a significant shift in the balance of power in 

Canada's public sector beginning to take place. Personnel and financial policy moved to 

the Treasury Board, making the Board in essence the "general manager" of the public 

sentice @wivedi 1988, p. 88). This move demonstrated that the business world approach 

to problem solving had entered the Canadian public sector. Six years later, in 1968, this 

managerial approach was reinforced by Pierre Trudeau when he implemented the 

Planning Programming Budgeting System (PPBS). This US-pioneered, goals- and 

performance-based system shifted the emphasis away fiom control toward planning, all 

in an effort to "let the managers manage" (Savoie 1994, pp. 71-2). The implementation 

of the PPBS represented the first time government departments were forced to make 

explicit their progr&ing objectives and results, that is, to make their departments look 

more like the private sector (ibid.). 

Later in the mid-1970s major concerns began to be raised over whether value was 

being received for public money expended. These concerns were manifest in the 

Macdonell Report in 1975 (Glynn 1985, p. 1 17) and later in the Adams Report in 1978, 

when Value For Money Audits were endorsed as appropriate for all levels of government. 

One year later government accountability became the focus, but here in the 

recommendations of the Lambert Commission. Government accountability was further 
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reinforced three years later in the recommendations of the D' Avignon Commission 

report. These reports and the implementation of PPBS all suggest that it was in the 1970s 

that a particular managerial belief became entrenched in the Canadian governmental 

conscience: that "the private sector would solve public sector problems" (Dwivedi 1988, 

p. 91; Savoie 1994). 

There is still a strong adherence to this belief; as is evinced by an examination of 

the Canadian Comprehensive Audit Foundation' s (CCAF's) 1996 publication 

"Accountability, Performance Reporting, Comprehensive Audit: An Integrated 

Perspective". This volume, intended for students and practitioners alike, clearly suggests 

that it is appropriate to apply private sector techniques in a public sector context. 

Paralleling initiatives of the Office of the Auditor General, CCAF advocates for public 

sector auditors a: 

. . . broad-based auditing approach which is aimed at systematically reviewing and 
reporting on account ability relationships and on the supporting activities, systems 
and controls employed by management in llfilling its responsibilities (Glynn 
1985, p. 119) 

That broad-based auditing approach is comprehensive audit and the systematic review 

referred to entails auditing an organization, department or programme-such as that 

administered by the Parks Canada Agency-against the three "Es" of efficiency, 

economy, and effectiveness. 

It would not be at all accurate to say that Canadian public administrators, 

academics or  auditors take effectiveness to be an unproblematic concept. Indeed, some 

attention has been paid to the notion. For example, concerning "value for money", one 

hears the Auditor General say that: 



. . .judgments of the "valuey' of the result remains [sic] essentially a political 
one.. . for an auditor to get too directly involved in the assessment of "value7' 
carried with it the risk that a non-elected official would be drawn into essentially 
political discussions and decisions.. . (in CCAF 1987, p. 134) 

In addition, and relating specifically to the notion of effectiveness, there is the 

(1987) CCAF study entitled "Effectiveness Reporting and Auditing in the Public Sector". 

This study aims at "understandingyy and operationalizing effectiveness. It does this by 

pulling effectiveness down fiom the level of the "program, organization or operation" to 

the level of the "attributeyy @. 21). This conceptual move, designed to make effectiveness 

more "meaningfUfY and practical, is worth some consideration. 

There are twelve effectiveness attributes. The first is management direction. This 

attribute forces the auditor to ask whether or not program or organizational objectives are 

clear. The second attribute is relevance. One is concerned here with the intent with 

which the department or programme was established, and with the question "does the 

program or organization make sense?" Third is appropriateness. The question here is, is 

the design and level of effort logical in light of the organization's or programme's 

objectives? Fourth is achievement of intehded results. Here one asks have goals and 

objectives been realized? Fifth is acceptance. Are constituencies or customers satisfied? 

Sixth is secondary impacts. What are the intended or unintended consequences of the 

programme or organization's activities? Seventh is costs and productivity. What is the 

relationship among costs, inputs and outputs? Eighth is responsiveness. Is the 

organization adapting to changes in the market and in technology? Ninth is financial 

results. Are revenues and costs being matched and is there accounting for assets, 

liabilities and equity? Tenth is working environment. Is the work atmosphere 
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appropriate for employees? Eleventh is protection of assets. Are assets being 

safeguarded? Finally, there is monitoring and reporting. This attribute asks one to 

consider if performance and organizational strengths are being identified, reported and 

monitored. 

A few other points found in the 1987 study are worth mentioning. For one, 

CCAF suggests that the attributes are not necessarily applicable in all circumstances, 

meaning that discretion is needed in auditing for effectiveness against these attributes. A 

related and more general point is that unlike in the case of efficiency and economy the 

Auditor General of Canada is not specifically empowered to measure and directly report 

on effectiveness. Rather he or she is only to report cases "where satisfactory procedures 

have not been established to measure and report the effectiveness of programs" (Auditor 

General Act 1977). That is, an effectiveness system is to be audited, rather than 

effectiveness itself. 

This concern over the notion of effectiveness is basically reiterated in both 

CCAF's (1996) text entitled "Accountability, Performance Reporting, Comprehensive 

Audit: An Integrated Perspective" and Cutt & Murray's (2000) study entitled 

"Accountability and Effectiveness Evaluation in Non-Profit Organizationsyy. In the 

former, the authors provide a brief review of the effectiveness literature and a comparison 

of a number of effectiveness attributes. Following this the authors propose using the 

same twelve attributes listed above. In the latter study, authors Cutt and Murray build on 

these twelve attributes by "prioritizing and longitudinally or chronologically reclassifying 

them7', in hopes of making them "more relevant and usefil" in the context of 

accountability in the non-profit sector. 



8.1.3.2 The Politics of Comprehensive Audit 

The 1987 and 1996 CCAF works appear to be authoritative texts for those 

interested in Canadian state audit. One sees in them a "conversation7' with and deep 

understanding of the procedures, practices and philosophy of Canada's state audit 

institutions. There are, in the 1996 text, careful references to the federal Office (pp. 67, 

106, 1 17, 1 19, 136) and its comprehensive auditing manual (pp. 1 18-1 19,264,3 13). The 

principle author of the text is of such stature that he in fact attempts to "provide a 

rigorous professional challenge of content" @. iii), a challenge which the reader will 

probably grant given that the principle author happens to be a former Deputy Comptroller 

of Canada. One similarly senses that the text by Cutt & Murray is authoritative, though 

perhaps in a more ccacademic" way. That work fi-equently references .CCAF and refers to 

a panopoly of Canadian federal and provincial government organizations, which suggests 

that the work's authors have at least some cultural and symbolic capital in the field of 

C k  

Authoritative definitions of accountability, in the sense of being legitimate 

"preconstructions of the common sense" (Bourdieu & Wacquant 1992, p. 233), are also 

provided in these texts, as are clear distinctions between administrativdintemal and 

politicaVextema1 accountability (CCAF 1996, p. 57; Cutt & Murray 2000, pp. 9- 10). For 

example, Cutt & Murray tell us that: 

. . .within organizations, the currency of the accountability relationship.. .is 
defined in technical terms relating to programme performance; this may be 
defined as administrative accountability. (p. 7) 

While CCAF, appearing to equate Cutt & Murray's "administrative accountability" to 

"internal accountability7', tell us that this is a: 



. . .rendering of account fkom the lowest echelons to the top, in a hierarchy.. . 
Generally, this internal accountability is not public; it remains within 
management. (p. 57) 

Cutt & Murray contrast this with a definition of "political accountability", which is: 

. . .the hierarchical accountability of governing bodies to external members or 
constituents.. . (p. 7) 

While CCAF in a somewhat similar vein define "external accountability" as: 

. . .a rendering of account by management to their governing bodies.. . @. 57) 

One might even suggest that these texts and definitions represent the "received 

wisdom" on or "normal science7' (Kuhn 1970, p. 35) of CA in the Canadian context. This 

is to say these texts and definitions appear indicative of the current state and direction of 

effectiveness reporting in Canada, important representations of "VFM theory", to use 

McSweeney & Sherer7 s (1 990) words. As such, questions raised in regards to these texts 

are applicable and worth considering in the context of Parks Canada, an organization 

which is audited, like other federal government organizations, according to the criteria of 

CA (Auditor General of Canada 2000). 

Indeed, a number of points need to be raised in regards to these texts. First, the 

CCAF authors (in both 1987 and 1996) refer to their collaborators as "independent". 

This seems odd given that one half of the text's collaborators are directors and chairs of 

Canada's largest accounting, consulting and business firms (e-g., Coopers & Lybrand; 

Deloitte & Touche; Stevenson, Kellogg, Ernst & Whinney; and Air Canada). Second, the 

CCAF authors, in their justification of the use of "the 12 attributes7', do not explain how 

"a consideration of effectiveness at the program, organization and operation level 

produces "meaningtess inf~rrnation'~" (1987, p. 21). That is, they provide no justification 
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for pulling the effectiveness criteria down from a meso to a micro level. This also seems 

odd since an agreed task or desired result (i.e., the "outcome" in the effectiveness 

calculus) is really only meaningfbl in a programmatic, organizational or operational 

context. In fact, "meaninglessness" comes from the very move the CCAF authors wish to 

make. Third, the CCAF authors see it "as an inescapable conclusion" that "a high-level 

understanding of effectiveness often involves the most important elements of economy 

and efficiency" (1987, p. 21). Such a conclusion is not "inescapable", for effectiveness 

might just as easily be seen as "often standing in direct contrast to economy and 

efficiency", particularly in situations where the agreed task or desired result is solely to 

advance or achieve equity and social justice. 

One might see these discursive moves and rhetorical sleights of hand as 

justifications for creating a list of effectiveness attributes that are themselves primarily 

indicants of economy and efficiency. In looking more closely at the discourse around 

each of these attributes, one sees that such a suggestion is not far-fetched. In the 

discussion of attribute five, for example, acceptance is directly linked to the notion of 

customer satisfaction. Attribute seven, costs and productivity, is directly linked to 

economy and efficiency. Attribute eight, responsiveness, is directly linked to the market. 

Attribute nine, financial results, to pure private sector accounting techniques, and all that 

they imply. And attribute twelve, monitoring and reporting, is directly linked to financial 

and competitive performance. 

Along with these direct discursive linkages, the CCAF effectiveness frameworks 

are run through with business and market language, suggesting that the "strong 

discourse" of marginalist economics has made headway into Canadian CA. In the 1987 
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study, for example, we hear of "customers" (p. 22), the "market7' (p. 23), 

"competitivene~s~~ @. 23), "risks" @. 26), the "chief executive officer" @. 27), "results7' 

@. go), "market share" (p. 92), "fill cost accounting7' (p. 99, "sales and profitability" @. 

97), "financial results" (p. 98), the "need to shift the focus fiom function to product" @. 

140), and the "Board of Directors" @. 193). All of this is apparently in regard to 

effectiveness in the public sector, an area that has traditionally concerned itself with 

impartiality and equity, not the economic concepts of proportionality and efficiency, 

which is what the texts seem to be trying to imply. On top of this, there are a number of 

other interesting discursive strategies. For example, in the 1987 text the very focus of 

what constitutes the task or desired result, "management direction", is downplayed by 

moving this key effectiveness attribute from position one in the list of attributes to 

position nine in the text which elaborates on this attribute. This attribute is fbrther given 

the shortest amount of discussion. Interesting, too, is how one hears students of audit 

being told in the 1996 text that we are in the middle of a "managerial revolution" that 

"may well be the only appropriateframework for the emerging generation of managers" 

(p. 93) [my emphasis]. ' 

To the extent that these texts provide a window into the guiding philosophies, 

occupational dispositions, and "categories of appreciation and perceptiony' (Bourdieu 

1977, Bourdieu & Wacquant 1992) of state auditors, one can see signs that effectiveness 

audit is not simply a neutral, disinterested technology. Rather, it appears that 

effectiveness audit is a site of struggle over "resources, stakes and accessy'. It appears to 

be linked to, even part oc a political project, one guided by market values, hopes and 

ideals. Just as the field of Canada's national parks is being colonized by the economic, so 
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too it seems the field of parks audit is being colonized. This creeping consecration of the 

economic suggests that C 4  the very technology said to be really only about ensuring that 

Parks staff are "being answerable for tasks carried out" (managerial accountability), may 

be as much about "being answerable to the market" (market accountability). It fbrther 

suggests that that technology, as a result of what amounts to a sustained effort to position 

that technology as non-political, is "an instrument rather than an object of analysis" 

(Bourdieu & Wacquant 1992, p. 244). 

8.2 Part Two 

"We just went through the reopened hearings on the Cheviot Mine outside 
Jasper National Park. The big problem there was the park and us are saying 
that this mine is going to have an impact on the park and so the company's 
lawyer says to us, well have you got any studies? We say no." (McNamee, 
pers. cornrn. 2000) 

8.2.1 Objectivation of the Second Order 

Up to this point, the analysis has been based on what Bourdieu refers to as an 

"objectivation of the first order", an examination of "the distribution of material 

resources, determinant relations, and the species of capital", those things which can most 

easily be "observed, measured and mapped" (Bourdieu & Wacquant 1992, p. 11). In this 

examination I focused on the types of capital most valuable in the national parks field- 

which I said are cultural and economic-and I considered some of this field's more 
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important "symbolic goods7*-namely three Canadian comprehensive auditing texts and 

templates--goods which need to be seen as "fetching a high price" in the "symbolic 

market" of state audit in Canada. What remains is to examine this field from the 

perspective of an "objectivation of the second order", a social phenomenology which 

comes to t m s  with "the symbolic templates of practical activities, mundane knowledge, 

subjective meaning? and practical competency7' of actors in the field (ibid. pp. 7-9). 

In the following section I attempt such an objectivation by reporting on the 

"practical intuitions" (Bourdieu 1990a) of Canada's national parks auditors. I consider 

whether or not these soci J actors feel state audit itself needs to be made "answerable to 

the public", whether or not these actors are aware of or concern themselves with the 

economic vocabulary of  effectiveness audit or the lack of clarity in Parks' programme 

objectives, and how these actors "understand" effectiveness and that Parks " b m o r d "  

ecological integrity. I also try in this objectivation to build on Sinclair's (1995) 

interpretive work on the "chameleon-like nature of accountability" by addressing her call 

"to find what accountability counts for whom and why7' @. 232). In addition, I try to 

complement RadcliEeYs (1999) investigation of efficiency auditing by answering his call 

to "treat social constructions of efficiency [here "effectiveness"] as seriously as more 

formally rational operationalisations of this concept" @. 3 5 9). Finally, I also try to 

confirm yet challenge Pentland's (1993) suggestion that auditors tend to "rely on the 

emotional resources generated by the audit ritual" (p. 6 19). To this end I ask, do Parks 

auditors actually follow a CA template and measure programme effectiveness against 

certain attributes, or do they simply rely on "gut feel" when they conduct audits? 
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8.2.1.1 Method 

In the summer of 2001 I visited Canada's capitol region (Ottawa) in order to meet 

and talk with members of and advisors to Canada's Office of the Auditor General. 

Specifically I was interested in meeting with those who had worked on the 1996 National 

Parks Audit Report and the 1998 Follow-Up Report. The history of the meeting is as 

follows. After a general (e-mail) inquiry into who was involved in the preparation of 

those two reports, I was directed to the Director Principle for the Audit of the Heritage 

Portfolio (Parks Canada was under Canadian Heritage until 1999). This individual put 

me in touch with her immediate assistant and it was through this assistant that I 

established other interview contacts and negotiated entrance into the organization. The 

Office was very helpful, but, it must be said, also quite guarded. One indication of the 

Office's concern about my research was shown in its review of my Participant Letter of 

Consent (see Appendix 2), which the Ofice had sent to two of its in-house attorneys for 

review. 

Ultimately I met with and interviewed six individuals, two of whom were 

employed by the Office of the Auditor General, three of whom worked as special 

advisors on the audits, and one of whom was a senior scientist and employee of Parks 

Canada. An interview with this latter individual, I was told by the assistant auditor, was a 

good idea even though this individual was not actually involved in the audits. Apparently 

this individual is an expert in the area of ecological integrity and ecological indicators, 

key concepts and ideas in both Parks Canada and parks audit (particularly ecological 

integrity). The recommendation suggests to me that he had or has a significant indirect 
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influence on the audits, justifying my interviewing of him and my inclusion of his voice 

in the following analysis. 

Each of the interviews lasted between one and two and one-half hours and each 

was tape-recorded. The interviews were held in a range of settings, fiorn the daunting 

and immaculate high-security offices of Canada's Auditor General to the comfortable and 

familiar suburban kitchens of its special advisors. The interviews were semi-structured, 

meaning each was guided not by a list of specific questions but by a list of general 

concepts and ideas (see Appendix 3). (This approach was also, it should be noted, 

subject to an Institutional Ethics Review. See Appendix 4: Certification of Institutional 

Ethics Review.) This is to say that I carried into the interviews a list that I hoped would 

stimulate discussion and in some way ensure that the interviews touched upon, 

specifically or conceptually, certain general concepts and ideas. This said, it was still of 

utmost importance to me that the respondent talked about the things that interested him or 

her, and that they talked about those things in their own voices and vocabularies. I felt 

this approach was in keeping with Bourdieu's general suggestion that one should make a 

conscious effort to try and avoid the "objectivist reading's tendency to destroy part of the 

reality it claims to grasp", a tendency rooted in the fact that what the analyst sees as 

practice is really only the execution of the analyst's preconceived model (Bourdieu & 

Wacquant 1992, pp. 7-9). I fbrther endeavoured in the interviews to make mine an 

"active and methodical listeningy', a "spiritual exercise intended to obtain a forgeffilness 

of self and a true transformation of the view we take of others" (Bourdieu 1996, p. 24). 

To the extent that such a transformation occurred, an issue I will discuss later, the 

i n t e ~ e w s  were successful. 



8.2.1.2 National Parks Audits 

Canada's Auditor General stated in his 1996 Report that he was concerned that in 

some instances "management plans emphasize social and economic factors over 

ecological factors" ($3 1.28) and that "there was a lack of key information necessary for 

park management" (53 1.3). More damning and more decisively he stated in his 1998 

Follow-Up Report that: 

. . .the ecological integrity of 30 national parks is impaired; and in 13 national 
parks this trend has increased over recent years. In addition, 22 parks have been 
identified as having severe or major environmental impacts from external sources. 
(Auditor General of Canada 1998, §28 -343) 

Statements such as these seem to have not been without effect in Canada's national parks. 

In fact, one advisor suggested that "there was a lot of blood on the floor" (4:26) as a 

result of the 1996 audit. The same advisor fhther suggested that this report had "quite 

dramatic effects" (4:29), both in the Parks bureaucracy and at the field-level. The point 

here is to underscore the importance of these audit reports in both the maintenance and 

transformation of the structure and operation of Parks Canada. It is also to underscore the 

point that Canada's Auditor General, an entity that reports to the Public Accounts 

Committee and regularly tables its reports in Parliament, has been and still is an 

important player in the operation of the Agency. 

8.2.2 The Practical Intuitions of the Evaluators 

8.2.2.1 Comprehensive Audit: Practice v. Theory 
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The comprehensive (performance/value-for-moneylefficiency etc.) audit of Parks 

generally involves a team comprised of one director principal, one or two directors, four 

or five in-house auditors, and two to four advisors hired on a contract basis. These 

advisors are chosen on the basis of reputation, which is initially assessed using general 

wordsf-mouth and, later, using the candidate's credentials and resume (wherein the 

Office looks for among other things the number and quality of the candidate's published 

papers). The role of these advisors is basically to assess the quality of the information 

provided by the auditee. In the case of Parks audit this information is ccecological", 

which is not at all surprising since there is little if any in-house knowledge of such things 

as ecological integrity and ecological indicators. 

According to the auditor, the Office "does not look directly at how effective a , 

department or an agency [that it audits] isy' (1: 1 :2)? It "only looks at if [the auditee] has 

in place the practices, the measures and the system in order to report, in order to know 

[the auditee's] effectiveness and to report on [the auditee's] effectiveness" (ibid.). In 

other words, the auditor is only supposed to be looking for an adequate effectiveness 

measurement system, not effectiveness per se. Such a defining of effectiveness in terms 

of the systems components themselves solves the problem of having to "objectively 

verify" effectiveness (Power 1997% p. 86). As one advisor said, this frees the Auditor 

from "having to determine what the objectives of Parks should be" (53). The idea is 

22 cs 1: 1:2" is for my own reference purposes. It denotes "interview number one, respondent 

number one (there was more than one respondent in interview number one), and coded passage 

number two". 
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then that, to quote the auditor, "parks] finds its own measurement" (1: 1:3) and the 

Auditor qualifies the provided information. Indeed the Agency has found a 

measurement, as one can (increasingly) see in the Parks' business plans and State of the 

Parks Reports. 

But it needs to be made clear that there is a difference between the normative 

understanding and descriptive reality of Parks audit, for the Auditor does more than 

qualify provided information: As the auditor said, "the first things we do.. . we look at 

where are the objectives? Are they clear? Are they measurable? Are they related to the 

mandate? Are they consistent with the mandate?'(( : 118). hd, as one advisor observed, 

. . .there's two levels of the Auditor General, there's I would say the kind of 
continuous improvement where they'll give information. Then there's the official 
evaluation. It's clear that in the continuous improvement process they'll probably 
say more there than what they give in their official report. (5:4) 

It is from quotes such as these that one gets a sense that the reality of Parks audit is 

different fiom the espoused approach. The practice of audit in fact appears to be rather 

"hands-on", meaning that the Ofice is involved in the messy reality that it tries and 

hopes to avoid. That messy reality is described as just on the other side of what the 

Office calls a "fine line": 

. . .there's a fine line because as you know we cannot criticize policy. We cannot 
audit policy or legislation. We can only criticize, well we can discuss the 
consequences of those policies and legislation in our chapters but there's a fine 
line.. .we have legal services that make sure that we don't cross the line.. . (1 :2:2) 

. ..a fine line that always appears to remain in view: 

. ..we were dancing pretty close to the political edge at times. (4:25) 

Ifthe Office is in practice actually looking at objectives, seeing if they are 

measurable, and asking if they are related to the mandate, it is necessary to consider the 
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nature of these objectives and this mandate. Here comments from the advisors are 

helpfbl. According to one, parks "should be the ideal", they "show us how it can be", 

which "can inspire us'' (457, 58). For another, they are simply a place wherein one finds 

authentic "nature"(5: 18). For yet two others, they are "benchmarks" that both help us see 

"how well we're doing in agriculture or forestry or urban systems" ( 3 5 )  and that give us 

something "against which to measure change" (2:7). For one of these latter two advisors, 

parks are also "arks7' needed to help us "make it through the future" (3: 6) and what is a 

current, and very real, crisis: 

It's frightening and it's too long scale.. . but it's only a hundred years away. 
We're heady  deep into our extinction crisis.. .The economists will argue that we 
have infinite substitutability and that we'll find solutions for all this stuE I think 
that's a load of crap. ( 3 9 )  

What is interesting is that none of the advisors or auditors saw parks as more generally 

for "the benefit, education, and enjoyment" of Canadians, that formal mandate regularly 

espoused by Parks' Chief Executive Officer. Rather the advisors saw a much more 

protectionist or ecological role for parks, perhaps best represented by the term ark. 

Since there appeared for the advisors to be both "formal" ("benefit, education, and 

enjoyment") and "informal" C'benchmark", "ark") Parks objectives, I went looking for 

both ccformal" and "informal" effectiveness measurement system attributes. What I was 

surprised to find was that the formal list does not include the "CCAF twelve", since the 

federal government has not adopted the CCAF framework. (This was surprising because 

in reading the CCAF work one really does get the sense that the CCAF framework has 

been c'received", in both theoretical and practical terms.) Rather, the Auditor espouses 

the use of "fairness and reliability criteria" for the "assessment of performance 



310 

information". These criteria include "relevance7', c'meaningfilness", "attributability", 

"accuracyyy, and "balance". But those are the espoused, formal attributes. There is also 

what might best be described as an "intuitive attribute7', so named because of the rather 

intuitively-based nature of Parks audit: 

w e ' d  go out into the field and start] walking around, and these guys are field 
guys, and they get walking around, they start relaxing and then they start to talk. 
By the second day everyone is joking, everyone is on a first name basis. Then we 
start to understand stuff and it was very good. It was, it was fascinating. It was 
particularly interesting. I'd love to say that we planned it all magnificently and 
we really knew what we were doing, but we sort of just lucked upon it.. .That was 
so valuable to do a field check. I didn't think so frankly.. .I thought this was a bit 
of a boondoggle. These guys just want to go on a trip right? Was I ever wrong. It 
makes such a difference.. . (4:3 7,3 8) 

This intuitive attribute, against which Parks' "effectiveness measurement system7' might 

be said to be measured in practice, could be labeled "making the moves7': 

. . . [I don't] think the auditor should get into a whole discussion as to what they 
think ecological integrity is. The question is whether the agency is making the 
moves to get there. That's what they try to measure more of (2:17) 

What one sees then in Parks audit is practical audit knowledge pitted against 

"euphemized, disguised, and transfigured" (Bourdieu 1977, p. 19 1) theoretical, espoused 

audit knowledge. This is at both the level of effectiveness-"the ark" v. "benefit, 

education, and enjoyment"-and at the level of effectiveness attribute-"making the 

moves" v. "relevance", "balance", and "attributability" . 

8.2.2.2 Accountability 

Formal acknowledgement by the Auditor General that Parks Canada is "making 

the moves" toward ecological integrity implies a relationship of accountability, 

particularly "managerial" or "administrative accountability", a discourse based on the 
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idea that one is "being answerable for carrying out agreed tasks" (Day & Klein 1987, p. 

27). For the advisors on Parks audits, this notion of accountability raised important 

issues with respect to the quantity and quality of accountability of Parks Canada. 

Regarding quantity, there was some concern with the fact that accountability reports were 

not being produced as mandated: 

. . .it takes you digitally three minutes to pass [data] on to a regional office or to a 
headquarters and three weeks for someone to pull it together into a State of the 
Parks Report. I mean this is not a difficult process. It's a very simple process and 
then it wasn't happening. This was saying either people didn't want it to happen, 
and I hope that's not the case, or they didn't feel that really effectively reporting 
what the hell was going on was an important priority.. . (4:9) 

The same advisor also commented on the quality of the reports: 

Putting out a report every two years, three years or twelve years whatever it is 
that's all glossy and saying aren't we wondefil does not satisfy the mandate. 
(4:9) 

Regarding quality, another advisor pointed out that while Parks was reporting its 

increased revenues-a managerial accountability issue-it was not reporting that this 

revenue generation, at least in one park, also meant the devolution of decision-making 

powers to external parties-a political accountability issue: 

Respondent: . ..one issue I don't see the Auditor addressing is they're charging 
more money in the townsites and stuff like that. In return what Parks Canada 
says, well because we're charging more, you should have more of a say.. .there 
are some fundamental issues on the financial side but I don't see people digging 
deep enough to look at them and the auditor is certainly not. 

Interviewer: So this becomes an accountability issue because it would be 
something that one would want the people of Canada to know about, to talk 
about? 

Respondent: It depends. If government policy is for the parlcs to raise more 
revenue then the accountability is on raising more revenue. So it depends where 
you clearly set the accountability at and, again, I don't know if the Auditor 



General has clearly set down what they think Parks Canada should be accountable 
for. (2:22) 

The quality of these reports does seem to be improving over the years, however: 

A couple of the parks we talked to said, that bloody SOP [State of the Parks 
Report], it's going fiom bad to temble. So when I heard the news that one was 
out I thought you'd better send me a copy. I couldn't believe it. It was a long way 
towards what [the Auditor] said.. .there's no way that the public would have any 
sense of what they were even trying to do previously fiom SOP documents. (4:42) 

Accountability mechanisms such as the State of the Parks Report and the new 

Pedormance Reports have become key foci for the Auditor General. This is because 

these documents provide a means by which the Auditor can evaluate Parks "effectiveness 

measurement system". In making these the focus, the Auditor, at least at a general level, 

has forced Parks to be more open, that is, more political accountable. One issue that 

arises here though is the possibility that in focusing on these reports, the Auditor might be 

"making things auditable" (Power 1997a) or "const~cting relations of accountability" 

(Power 1991). The fear is that by asking Parks to focus its efforts on these reports, Parks 

might be forced to become primarily a reporting agency and only secondarily a parks 

administration agency. This did not seem to be a problem for one auditor: 

Interviewer: . . .the whole idea of recommending to Parks Canada to do this. They 
do it. Next year you recommend they do that. They do it. After a while they're 
starting to do the things you're telling them to do and you're auditing them 
against the things that you told them to do. It becomes a self-hlfilling audit 
process. 

Respondent: Yeah, except that things are never settled. 

Interviewer: It's too dynamic then? 

Respondent: Yeah, it hasn't been a problem because in fact I feel that we have so 
much work to do, so many ideas, that it's not too often that we'll come back to re- 
audit something.. . [unlike the American system] we have complete ffeedom as to 
what we will audit (1 :2: 19) 



8.2.2.3 Ecological Integrity 

As I mentioned earlier, the notion of ecology is central in Parks audit, especially 

for the audit team's advisory members. This centrality was reflected in a number of 

statements. For instance, one advisor pointed out that, "ecological integrity is such a big, 

big thing', (1 :2: 10). Another emphasized the fact that ecological integrity is "the law 

since 1988.. . [it] is the first priority in the management of natural resources and park 

plans" (2:2). "Look at the mandate," said yet another, "it's right there" (4:21). 

However, one problem with ecological integrity, as it is currently defined, is that 

it will never be able to pay its own way, for ecological integrity is a notion that is 

conceptually distinct fiom the notion of economy. This conceptual separation allows for 

the strange situation wherein "a place like Banff could have the same kind of tourism 

draw with dramatically diminished ecological integrity7' (3 : I), as the ecological integrity 

expea observed. This is strange because the dependence and influence of economy on 

environment, a seemingly obvious dependence and influence, are neglected almost 

entirely by both the sciences of economy and ecology. Western rationality's 

characteristic reductionism and cognitive division of labour, which reduce reality into 

separate and distinct components, may allow for technological advancement, but they 

also obscure a rather obvious relationship. 

Ironically, though, ecological integrity's "anti-economic" or, better, "a-economic" 

character may have been behind the thoroughness with which the 1996 audit was 

conducted: 



I don't think this was to be a big audit.. .but we really went to town. I think [the 
Auditor's] sense was [Parks Canada was] really pushing generating money out of 
these exercises. These national parks are supposed to pay their way or supposed 
to pay a lot of their way. How can you possibly do that with this EI thing? 
There's something wrong here. From a management standpoint they seem to be 
sucking and blowing at the same time. Now how can you do this? And I think 
this just intrigued them as systems analysts, fiankly. (4:22) 

This centrality of ecological integrity @I) and its aeconomic nature moved me to raise 

questions in the interviews around such topics as "what is EI?', "people and EI", 

"auditing EI", and "EI and ecological indicators". 

When I put the question of "what is EI?" to the Parks auditors and advisors, there 

was no real effort to provide me with a concrete definition, though there was some effort 

to supply me with a basic definition: 

Interviewer: Is [EI] seen as being possible to measure? 

Respondent (after fifteen sentences describing the concept's importance and 
legislative history): . . .In terms of what it is exactly, that is of course the constant 
question. I think that one definition or one take on ecological integrity is that, I 
mean basically, the parks have to be kept healthy. Those things that you find 
within the parks, be they lakes, rivers, animals, forests or whatever, have to be 
healthy and also you have to have the processes that maintain those things in 
place.. . (2:3) 

Probably sensing that this was still an inexact definition, he took another tack: 

. . .I mean the way to look at it too is that in 1930 Parliament said we have to pass 
these parks on to fhture generations unimpaired. Unimpaired is not a scientific 
concept. Ecological speaks more to what unimpaired is about. 

Yet another advisor seemed a little more willing to address the ambiguity surrounding the 

concept: 

I would say that probably ecological integrity is what I call fbzzy, a more political 
concept than a real concept.. .there was a lot of work trying to determine the 
definition of ecological integrity and arriving at the conclusion that it's not 
definable except in a political context. (5:9) 
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Finally, another advisor hinted at ecological integrity's indeterminate nature, and its 

consequent political function: 

So ecological integrity has forced, it's almost culturally produced a common 
language to debate these issues as opposed to what is a park for, what is it not for? 
Those are still important arguments, particularly for the public.. . (2: 12) 

Ecological integrity as a concept, then, may appear on the surface to be scientific, like the 

concept of economy, but one sees that fundamentally the concept has a political side 

I also raised the issue of "people and El", for, as I said earlier, the discourse 

around EI seems to divorce the concept of both people and money. I suggested, in 

circuitous ways to the advisors, that the tern is "in every sense a term in service of the 

expert, who in this case is the conservation biologist/ecologist". The advisors were quick 

to disagree with this sentiment. One argued that: 

. . .an important measure of ecological integrity is how are park visitors and people 
who use the parks impacting on the environment and how do you lessen that 
impact? So ecological integrity very much tries to take into account, I think, 
human uses. (2: 13) 

Another, who had participated on the recent Panel on the Ecological Integrity of 

Canada's National Parks, (Parks Canada Agency 2000b), was more adamant: 

. . .it was clear for us that man is part of the ecosystem. It's clear, especially with 
North America, there's always, since the last ice age there has almost always been 
men and they've already had their impact on the ecosystem and on ecological 
integrity. So we insist that EI cannot be interpreted except in a historical 
context.. .I could, with our definition of EI, maintain a cultural use of a national 
park and have no problem with the definition of EI. (5: 10,ll) 

Their definition is indeed flexible: "An ecosystem has integrity when it is deemed 

characteristic for its natural region, including the composition and abundance of native 

species and biological communities, rates of change and supporting processes" parks 

Canada Agency 2000b, p. 1- 15). L i e  Bourdieu's "field", Parks Canada's "ecological 



integrity" can encompass anything, making it very usefil, but nonetheless also very 

arbitrary. 

Given this vague definition of EI, which leaves the terms "characteristic" and 

"natural" open to interpretation, I had to enquire into both how one audits for EI and how 

one evaluates an EI measuring system. These questions are rather important because the 

Auditor General's only legal avenue for influence in Parks Canada stems fiom its 

mandated responsibility of pronouncing upon whether "satisfactory procedures have not 

been established to measure and report the effectiveness of programs" (Auditor General 

2000, p. 5). This is to say that the Auditor is expected to qualify or pass some judgment 

on the qualiv of Parks' "effectiveness measuring system", which currently appears to be 

synonymous with an "ecological integrity measuring system" 

My enquiry revealed that ecological integrity and the ecological integrity 

measuring system are as much politicaVcontextua1 as they are scientific/universal: 

Interviewer: When we talk about ecological integrity, where are we starting fiom? 

Respondent: There's no definitive answer to that question.. .you have to look at 
what's characteristic of the region. You have to understand how these systems 
formed historically.. .I believe each park has to make judgments.. . So there's no 
exact way to do it, but neither is it, I don't want to leave the impression, and some 
people have this, that it's somehow just a bunch of people sitting around making 
up these things and making up these kinds of guesses for what these metrics will 
be.. .go back to the health analogy: if a physician would look at your metrics and 
choose a bunch of them which were diagnostic of your overall health-- 
temperature, respiration rate, white blood cell count, whatever-and each one of 
those things would be contextual, contextual to your age, to whether you've had 
previous diseases that you healed from, whether or not you lived in the city and 
breathed smog a lot every day, etc., etc. So we have set these metrics for 
ecological integrity in a contextual way, but it doesn't mean that someone is just 
going to pick them &om space. (33) 



Another indication of the context-dependency of the concept of ecological integrity 

emerges in this advisor's discussion of "conforming and non-codorrning uses": 

Intentiewer: If you're trying to put ecological integrity in some sort of 
quantitative terms, so that there's some standardization from park to park, doesn't 
something get lost in the process? 

Respondent: No, I don't think it does. I don't think it gets lost at all because I 
think if your system, or the process or structure you're putting into place is 
practical, it knows, it's built into the fact that you can't do [two parks] the same 
way but you certainly can demand the same standards of [the two paru. 

Interviewer: Is there a sort of model we should be looking at? 

Respondent: Well, one that I've logged [?I was a system that we had in evaluating 
conforming and nonconforming uses.. . in a certain class of park a golf course 
would be considered inappropriate but there it is and politically it could be 
difficult to say, well sony, we have to rip that up and turn it back to a sand dune. 
So it would be declared a nonconfiorming use.. .it shouldn't be there.. .in an ideal 
world we would take it out. And it also says, no one would even think of coming 
to the park and saying, well about that golf course, it's obviously not big enough, 
right? So it was a very valuable kind of passive way of flagging what should and 
shouldn't be.. .That can apply whether you're talking about [one park] or [another 
park]. It may be, oh, we had six people having a picnic here in [one park] and 
that's a big problem, or like we're building a new motel in [another park], because 
there are different scales. (4: 13) 

Ecological integrity as a concept can be seen here to be wavering between the contextual 

and the universal, the local and the global, + between a reliance on subjective, "emotional" 

community and a reliance on objective, "disinterested" science. What is interesting, at 

least fiom a Bourdieusian point of view, is that this dualism still leaves the issue of 

domination unresolved. It leaves this advisor's observation: 

there is a political arena to discuss what should be EI for each national park. So 
there is a process. (5: 13) 

. . .begging the question: whose interests (illusio) will dominate at the end of the day? 
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That the issue of domination is lefi'hanging forced me to wonder whether the 

auditors were really unable to comment on power, as their espoused "interest in 

disinterest7' would suggest. After all, the auditors are formally allowed to discuss 

whether or not measurement procedures are "satisfactory", meaning they are allowed to 

comment on whether the measures used in that system are "contextually appropriate". 

They could go even further, it seems, and draw attention to a particular "metricy7, such as 

say "the number of non-conforming uses in a park". They could highlight the 

"adequateness7' of such a metric (e.g., "that metric does not tell Canadians enough about 

the nature of the non-conforming uses or the administration's efforts to address such uses 

in the future"). Such a highlighting would automatically draw into political view the 

social relations within a number of the national parks and it would ignite public debate. 

All of this it seems would be within the auditors7 mandated responsibility. Pondering on 

these issues forced me to consider the auditors' "interest in disinterest", their 

independence, and their choice to remain arms-length from "the publicy' and "the 

political". 

8.2.2.4 Independence 

I asked the advisors specifically if they thought the Auditor General's Office was 

an "independent entity". "Completely," said one, "'they have a firm reputation of being 

independent fiom government.. .I have the impression they have complete independence 

f?om governmenty' (5:8). What seemed to emerge fiom these answers was not, however, 

that the auditors were independent of the views of the advisors, which were as I said 



ecological, but rather that the auditors were independent of the views of economy (in the 

modern restricted sense of the word). Consider this respondent's comment: 

Yeah, [the auditors] were constructively cynical, I think or skeptical. . . They 
accepted right off, non-judgmentally, that this was the mandate of Parliament and 
that our job is on behalf of the people of Canada to see if we're getting good value 
for this, okay? We're not going to judge that; we're just going to evaluate it. But 
as I say, I got the sense that as we went on they began increasingly to see the logic 
of this mandate. Hey, this makes sense for the people of Canada to be doing this 
as part of our national priority, to have a system across the country where these 
representative landscapes are finctioning and we've got all kinds of benefits and 
God I wouldn't have thought of this but hey, look at this, look at that and ain't it 
neat? (4:27). 

... and: 

. ..it has to be demonstrated that the best way of exploiting [the national parks 
system] is to leave it the hell alone and it' s a very good argument. It's a very 
convincing argument to be made that way sufficiently that it could convince 
accountants and I saw that happen. I saw that happen. It was very exciting to see 
that happen. So I think frankly that a very independent audit system is going to 
be really effective and very efficient.. .It's a really, it's a real sort of star 
government agency these days. (4:44). 

There was also this response, given by one auditor after being asked if the Auditor 

General him or herself has any affect over the interpretation of the audit: 

Yes. And [the current Auditor General] I'm sure. I'm sure that he has a role to 
play. I'm sure with Parks Canada. He's been criticized sometimes for not 
focusing enough on ecological integrity.. .My own personal views, the vision of 
one person has a lot of impact. Our Auditor General, the current one, he's been in 
about eight months. He's always been really keen about parks. He thinks it's a 
priority. He thinks it's very important. (1:2: 11) 

However, the views of the Office were ultimately not totally independent of 

economy, they were only much more supportive of ecology than the advisors would have 

expected. The auditors, in their visits with the advisors to a number of national parks, 

appreciated what they saw and appeared to buy in to an increasingly important 

conception of national parks-that of the "ark"-but their views at the end of the day 
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betrayed any total allegiance to ecology: "the ultimate document that went out wasn't 

nearly as hard hitting as I would have written it, or, putting it another way, as I did write 

at one pointy' (4:28). 

8.2.2.5 Business Language 

If the advisors were rather strongly allied with the notion of ecological integrity, 

there were some that were just as averse to the growing predominance of market ideology 

and market practices in the public sector. As one said, "Someone in a hospital is not a 

client and neither is a visitor to a park", and 'parks isn't a product" (4: 1,35). Another, 

who had been involved with the Report of the Panel on the Ecological Integrity of 

Canada's National Parks (Parks Canada Agency 2000b), appeared to have given this 

some thought: 

Interviewer: . . .there was a recommendation from the Panel that they drop the 
business language. How do you see that? 

Respondent: Personally, I'm totally in accord with this recommendation.. .This 
language was giving, it's a way of telling everyone in the organization that we're 
a business organization.. .it was giving the wrong clues both to people working 
inside and people outside. It gave the impression that Parks were indeed for 
recreation, for marketing, for tourism.. .it's saying the national park is a business. 

Interviewer: Do you think the Auditor General had a problem with business 
language? 

Respondent: The Auditor General, he's an auditor. He doesn't have opinions on 
the objectives. He has opinions on if you're attaining the objectives.. .if Parks 
Canada will want to talk about service lines, that's Parks Canada's prerogative. 
The Auditor General doesn't have an opinion on that.. . (5:7) 

Given the strong case Bourdieu presents on the power of language, I felt it necessary to 

pursue the idea that business language might be transforming the field of national parks. 
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One auditor seemed to be in accord with the Panel's suggestion that Parks language is 

becoming more "business-oriented and probably influences the way people do their work 

within the agency.. .it's quite subtle" (1:2:1). There was also this advisor, who stated "1 

don't like that language and I think it does color one's view" (4:2). 

There were, however, some advisors who saw business language as less 

threatening. Representative of this type of advisor, there is this comment: 

. . .if the Superintendent prepares something called a business plan, I don't care. 
TO a certain extent the business they are in is managing for ecological integrity.. .I 
don't have a problem with that if you call it a business plan. I mean language to 
me is that if you don't give that meaning then, yeah, it could mean anything to 
anybody.. .We had all kinds of language in parks policy. We had all the right 
language but the right decisions were not being made.. .the practice of managing 
those parks, that language of conservation.. .was there. They just weren't doing it. 
(2:20) 

None of this is to say though that market ideology or market language has made its way 

out to field sites: "There wasn't a lot of [business] language in the field.. .No one used 

that language with us, and had they done so, I guarantee we would have commented" 

8.2.2.6 Solutions 

My discussions with the auditors and advisors, a group of disinterested yet expert 

evaluators, offered what I thought was an excellent opportunity to find answers to the 

questions I had about ways to improve Parks audit and, more generally, Canada's 

national parks. My discussions also offered me the opportunity to query these evaluators 

on their views toward more "radical" alternatives, such as using national parks for "pre- 

modern", sustainable human activities (e.g., food gathering). The responses were 
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revealing, for they brought into stark relief some of the interests (illusio) of these 

independent evaluators. 

With respect to the problems of Parks audit, for the advisors the list of areas that 

need addressing includes the number of audits, the specificity of audits, the scope of 

audits, and the composition of the audit team. Concerning the first, there was a sense that 

audits needed to be conducted more regularly. As one advisor said, "if you want to 

improve the process, first off you need to have [audit done] regularly" (4:45). There was 

also a sense that audits need to be more specific; in particular, there was the suggestion 

that audits need to be conducted at the park level, since they are currently too general. 

Third, concerning the scope of audits, one advisor felt that there is a need to expand the 

purview of the audit beyond the current boundaries of the national parks, since so much 

of what affects the parks is external 1 y-located (e.g ., forestry, mining and agricultural 

operations along park boundaries). Concerning the composition of the audit team, one 

advisor felt that more in-house expertise on ecological integrity was needed, although 

another pointed out that there could be problems with the independence of in-house 

people. Pointing to the bias of Heritage Canada's internal auditors, one advisor 

commented: 

Heritage Canada had their own audit group that tailed us and in some areas we 
literally had to shake them before we could talk to the locals. It was really finny 
and you wondered, were these spin doctors or were these auditors? There were 
some concerns about about who was auditing what.. .the internal auditors are 
internal. They're part of the process and they have a vested interest, whether 
they're even conscious of it or not, in playing along. (4:48) 

With respect to the more general problems facing Canada's national parks, the list 

of areas that need addressing includes the lack of money in the Parks budget, the lack of 
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general dialogue concerning Parks' problems and the lack of managerial accountability 

in the area of ecological integrity. Concerning the f ~ s t  of these, the lack of money, it has 

been recommended that Canada's national parks system needs something in the order of 

$3 28 million (spread over five years) to bring the system up to an appropriate standard 

(Parks Canada 2000). Without this money, say the members of a recent Panel on the 

Ecological Integrity of Canada's National Parks, the condition of the system's ecological 

integrity will continue to degrade. Untbrtunately, with the recent and decisive shift away 

from the welfare state toward the market, an important component of globalization that I 

discussed in chapter four, such an inflow seems unlikely. This situation doesn't bode 

well for protected areas internationally, as one advisor pointed out: 

Ewe, who have the highest living standard in the world, by many counts, if we 
have trouble, if we find it's too expensive to maintain a chunk of mountains for 
God's sake in pristine condition, how on earth can we go to some poor country 
that's barely had twenty years to recover £?om a hundred years of exploitation and 
lousy education and no health care system.. .How are we going to be able to say 
to these folks, we want you to handle your park or your natural ecosystem in a 
more pristine manner than we've been able to do? They're going to tell us to take 
a flying leap and they're right. (4:60) 

Concerning general dialogue about the problems faced by Parks, one advisor 

suggested (somewhat exhaustedly): 

Ultimately we've got to, the kind of diaIogue we've been having, it's more a 
monologue, but the kind of dialogue we've been having is essential to have in a 
broader public. Now some segments of society are having that dialogue. Like 
we're in a crisis now. We're in a pickle. I don't think that people realize that 
we're in a pickle and most of the fbndamental philosophical debates that I see, 
such as the one you mentioned about the scientists versus the [members of a 
Wise-Use group known as AMPPE]. Well, I see it as fbndamental.. . (5: 10) 
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Finally, concerning the lack of managerial accountability in the area of ecological 

integrity, there was a strong sense of the need to tie park budgets and management 

performance evaluations to the achievement of ecological integrity gods: 

They really have to get a grip on the amount of Parks Canada's budget that goes 
into [ecological integrity] work and I have not seen that. So they've got to make a 
link between the work and the budget; even though [ecological integrity's] been a 
legislative priority for twelve years, it has not been the legislative fbnding priority 
for twelve years. (2: 1 8) 

Finally, for these members of the audit team, there is the overriding need for Parks to 

adopt a more ecological focus. As one said, "Everything has to be looked at through the 

lens of ecological integrity" (3 : 12). 

8.2.2.7 Indigenous People 

With respect to more "radical" alternatives, such as using national parks for "pre- 

modem", sustainable human activities (e.g., food gathering), my discussions with the 

advisors revealed that some of these independent evaluators are not without their own 

interests, or, as Bourdieu would have it, illusio. In fact, some of the advisors7 comments 

bear a striking similarity to what Barthes calls "bourgeois myths". Consider in the 

following quote, which concerns those who have little cultural and symbolic capital in the 

protected areas marketplace, that is, indigenous people, the use of Barthes' rhetorical 

figures of inomIation (a small admission of acknowledged evil as a means of protecting 

against the risk of a generalized subversion) and identrpcation (the reverberation of all 

experiences of confrontation, which is the equation of the Other to I): 

Interviewer: What about the idea of aboriginal involvement? . . .To what extent 
should First Nations peoples be allowed to hunt, fish, traditional harvest, etc. in 
national parks? 



Respondent: I'm philosophically opposed to that.. . if you let some guy go in with 
a four wheel drive vehicle and blow the brains out of a moose and put it in his 
fieezer back home because of some agreement that was or was not struck 300 
years ago or last month, the moose is just as dead.. .with all due respect to 
aboriginal origins and claims to the land, and also due respect for the abominable 
treatment those people received at the hands of other Canadian citizens for many, 
many years, [note the inocu20tion here] they are citizens of Canada and I'm a 
citizen of Canada [note the identj(icati0n here] and my national park belongs to 
me as much as it belongs to anybody. I remember debating with one fellow.. . he 
was 3 years younger than I was, so I said in other words I have a greater claim to 
AIgonquin Park than you do because I was born here. I have lived with, I have 
personally lived with that park longer than you have and you're telling me that 
just because your parents came from a place closer to that park that somehow you 
have a greater claim to it? That makes absolutely no sense. (455) 

This individual's interests do not include, and appear to actively oppose, a "third way", a 

returri to the land. Rather, he sees a more "modem7' market-oriented approach to 

protecting the land: 

[A big question for me is] how do you use national parks in a way that doesn't 
threaten them but can also generate more bucks? . . .The people who were dealing 
with, for instance rafting in Yoho, were very much aware of that and what they all 
seemed to want to do was to be offering a real top end experience. The national 
park commercial experience, if I can call it that, was the top end commercial 
experience. If you're going to go into a national park and you're going to do 
something commercial, by God you're going to pay through the nose because this 
is the ultimate and you're going to do it in very carekl ways.. .I thought that 
fkankly this was very positive.. .I thought, wow, that's a win win. (4:4) 

If it appears as though this particular advisor, who it should again be pointed out is 

regarded as both independent and expert, seemed a bit insensitive to the interests of First 

Nations peoples or low-income Canadians, it's only because he appears to have an 

overall contempt for human beings. This misanthropic view emerged when I raised the 

issue of the conceptual separateness of human and nature: 

I am one of those who vehemently disagrees with the concept of man as part of 
nature. I don't think we're any part of nature at all. I think we gave that up. 
That's like with traditional aboriginal rights, you know, I'm going to take my 



high-powered weapon and go and exercise my rights guatanteed in 1706.. .We 
have to define ourselves in contemporary terms. So the only thing that can be 
changed if we're going to take that kind of contemporary situation and we see 
ourselves as part of the system is the system. So what happens is it becomes a 
rationalization for changing the system to accommodate our needs and that, you 
know, we did this before; it's called the Bihle. The Bible talks about.. .man has 
dominion over the animals and the little sparrows and this kind of stuff.. . [the 
human and the nonhuman] are distinct societies. I think there is a natural society 
if you will and there's us and that when we interact with that, I think it's 
important that we're conscious of the fact that we are an intrusion into a system. 
(4: 14) 

"Human7' and "nature" for this individual are separate and ontologically distinct, with 

humans being unnatural, intruders, wrong to be present in nature. While it is refreshing 

to see someone reverse the "normal" colonial binary of dominance and subjugation 

wherein human is usually Center (civilized, masculine, and superior) and nature is Other 

(savage, feminine, and inferior) prasad & Prasad forthcoming), it is somewhat alarming 

to consider the logical and moral consequences of this reversal. Sachs' 

recommendations seem apt for consideration by this expert: 

The eco-cratic view likes universalist ecological rules, just as the 
developmentalist liked universalist economic rules. Both pass over the rights of 
local communities to be in charge of their resources and build a meaningfbl 
society. The conservation of nature [should be] intimately related to rights of 
communal ownership, traditional ways of knowing, cultural autonomy, religious 
rituals, and freedom fiorn state-centered development. (in Harvey 1998, p. 349) 

8 -2.2.8 Contradictions and Paradoxes 

One must grant that these experts are of course human themselves, and so are 

prone to flaws in logic and the narrowness attendant with ethnocentrism. But the 

problem of the myth of independence-and it is of course a myth-is that it hides these 

weaknesses behind a dangerous hubris, a false sense of confidence that may be pointing 

the subjects of these experts' thinking straight toward the crisis which these experts hope 
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to avoid (and which, incidentally, these experts are not really allowed to publicly discuss 

for fear of compromising their "objectivity"). What I would like to do now is fbrther 

explore the discussions I had with the members of the audit team as a means of showing 

just how human these (admittedly very intelligent) individuals are. I do this by bringing 

to the fore a number of contradictions and paradoxes which emerged in the interviews. 

The first contradiction can be labeled "anti/pro-private sector". It concerns the 

simultaneous embracing and admonishment by the advisors of private sector and business 

techniques. Contrast one advisor's early interview comment, " I don't like economic 

language7'(4:2) with his later comment (on alternative tenure arrangements in parks); 

"who the hell cares who owns it?" (4: 19). Or this advisor's aversion to business 

language: "I'm totally in accord with this recommendation [to drop the use of business 

language in Parksr' (57)  with his belief that it would be acceptable to have private sector 

audit firms carry out parks audits: "It could be that. It could be for sure.. . " (5: 16). And, 

finally, this individual's concern about the fbndamental difference between scientists and 

business members: "they're not coming f?om the same point" (3: 10) and his acceptance 

of the need to collect more revenue and even conduct marketing in parks: '9 don't see 

[revenue generation] as a hndamental problem right now and I think some of the 

marketing we've done, which hasn't been directed toward ecological integrity, is now 

being brought into the fold" (3 : 1 1). 

Perhaps this contradiction might best be labeled under the oxymoron "subtle 

commodification". Indicative of this, we see an advisor supporting corporate 

involvement in parks and simultaneously believing that such involvement could be "low 

key": 



Interviewer: What about the idea of corporate involvement in some of those 
things? 

Respondent: No problem at all. I don't have any problem. I don't like the idea; I 
think it has to be really low key. . .I don't think there's any problem in having 
commercial sponsorship or involvement as long as they're even more subtle than 
they would be in a normal situation.. .Tiger Woods gets $100 million to wear a 
little check on his hat. It's very low key. 

Interviewer: Who would judge whether it was low key enough? 

Respondent: That is the slippery slope isn't it?. . . They need outfits like the 
Auditor to come around once and awhile and say, well, you have a mandate, I 
don't know, you're pushing that pretty far to the line.. .Ultimately, it's a judgment 
call. (4~50-52) 

The latter part of this quote raises a paradox that I discussed in the previous chapter. I 

called this the "paradox of rationalism", and it applies equally in the case of scientists 

who conduct studies in national parks and in the case of advisors who make 

recommendations to Canada's Auditor General (indeed, they may be the same people). If 

the reader will recall, the paradox stems fiorn the fact that science was expected to save 

the day in the multistakeholder collaboration yet could not, because science is premised 

upon the an appearance of "disinterestedness" (Bourdieu 1998b), upon an interest in not 

"taking a position". Here the Auditor is science and Parks is the collaboration. The 

difference is of course that the Auditor is supposed to take a position. However, for the 

Auditor that position must be limited to reporting on Parks' value for money and whether 

Parks is managing with regard to efficiency, economy, and effectiveness. Even the 

Auditor's qualification on effectiveness, which respects reporting on cases "where 

satisfactory procedures have not been established to measure and report the effectiveness 

of programs" (Auditor General Act 1977), precludes passing a judgment on whether 

Parks is "pushing pretty far to the line" with such things as corporate involvement (e.g., 
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sponsorship, privatized interpretation services, ecotourism). Like science presiding over 

the collaboration, the Auditor presides over Parks, again like a eunuch presiding over its 

harem. With economic globalization threatening to package and offer up that harem to 

the market's biggest bidder, that eunuch would be well to thoroughly consider both his 

"disinterestedness" and his definition of ccaccountability'' (is it political, managerial or 

market?). 

8.2.2.9 Dualisms 

Also raised in the previous chapter was the issue of linguistic dualisms, which I 

said are determinant of the possibilities of what can be expressed and which imply a 

relation of dominance, of an inclusive we and an excluded they, a choice between 

either/or which is seldom if ever hard to make (for the we, that is). Just as we saw the 

reproduction and maintenance of certain dualisms in the collaboration, my interviews 

with the members of the audit team revealed a similar reproduction and maintenance of a 

number of "common sense" dualisms. One of these I have already mentioned, the 

humadnature dualism. ' 

The humanlnature dualism has two variants: one "anthropocentric" and one 

"ecocentric". In anthropocentric relations, implied in Bacon's quote: ". . .the whole world 

works in the service of man'' (in Jagtenberg & McKie 1997, p. 13), this dualism's we is 

the human and its they nature. In ecocentric relations, implied in the antihumanistic 

(Stark 1995, Deudney 1995) philosophy of "deep ecology" (e.g., Naess 1990), this 

dualism's we is nature and its they human. It should be apparent that adherence to either 

is a recipe for disaster, since the former implies a gross and hubristic insensitivity to 



humanity's dependence on the life-sustaining natural environment and the latter a gross 

and fascistic insensitivity to the needs of other human beings. 

If forced, one would have to say that the discourses of the advisors tended to be 

characterized as ecocentric, but this was only noticeably so in one case: 

I don't think it's a duality. I think they're distinct societies. I think there is a 
natural society if you will and there's us and that when we interact with that, I 
think it's important that we're conscious of the fact that we are an intrusion. 
We're not part of the system.. .we're compromising the integrity of that system. 
(4: 14) 

More typically, the advisors wavered between a non-dualistic, "holistic" view and, 

seemingly out of frustration with the current state of things, an ecocentric view. This 

wavering is reflected in the comment of this individual: 

Interviewer: Now parks as they're run right now, the people are seen as stresses 
and so I'm trying to think does ecological integrity ultimately accommodate the 
human element? 

Respondent: Good question. People aren't always looked at as stresses. People 
can be but it's not a necessary condition. Because people are there, they stress the 
ecosystem, that doesn't follow. But obviously the reason that we're worried.. .It's 
because we have 6 billion people on the planet and they're consuming an 
inordinate amount of resources and we built these transportation networks. We 
appropriate 40 percent of the net primary productivity of the planet. We have an 
extinction rate which is probably exceeding four species an hour right now. We 
have intercontinental movement of pesticides. On and on and on. I mean, you 
can't ignore the fact that it's people causing this.. .they're causing untold havoc to 
the ecosystems right now and that is the issue we're trying to deal with. So I 
don't feel badly about calling humans stresses on the planet. 

One advisor even seemed sensitized to the harmhl implications of dualistic thinking: 

Interviewer: . . . [it seems with the term ecological integrity] we never really 
address that fundamental issue of how do we fit in with this thing called nature. 

Respondent: . . .In terms of parks, I don't know if that's necessarily 
true.. .ecological integrity very much tries to take into account, I think, human 
uses.. . So they're trying more to get at, wing  more to get at science, trying to use 
science more to alter land use patterns and human activities in such a way that 



things are sustained. I don't see that as a way of sort of saying, you know, 
humans don't fit into the equation. If anything, I'd say some of the other 
discussions around things like wilderness and that, although I think they're really 
important, to me those tend to drive more of those kinds of discussions than 
ecological integrity. 

Interviewer: Drive more at them in terrns of.. . 

Respondent: In terms of the sort of dualisms that you were talking about. (2: 14) 

A second important dualism, which I elaborated upon in the last chapter, is the 

economylenvironment dualism. The problem with this dualism is that by creating a 

continuum with "economy" on one end and "environment" on the other alternatives for 

both economy and environment are erased. The continuum establishes the terms of 

debate, and these terns are the terns of those who hold the greatest amounts of the most 

valued forms of capital. In fact, this dualism is not unrelated to the humaninatme 

dualism discussed above, for at one end "economy" implies an anthropocentric, 

aggressive, and masculine relation with the land, while "environment" implies an 

ecocentric, passive, and feminine relation with the land. The problem with the latter 

nodal point is again that ecocentric arguments have antihuman implications, which is 

perfect for ensuring that economy always wins in any debate over economy and 

environment. While no one would ever associate the "feminine" with a gross 

insensitivity to the needs of other human beings (again, one implication of ecocentrism), 

such an association has to occur when this continuum becomes established, for all weaker 

parties-nature, women, the poor, indigenous people--are the dominated Other. 

Indeed, the discourses of the advisors reinforced the existence of this continuum 

of "dominance and subjugation" (Prasad & Prasad forthcoming). Indicative of the audit 

teams' complicity in this act of symbolic violence (Bourdieu 1977), in the apriori 
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subjugation of "all things ecological and environmental", is this comment, which comes 

from the main auditor, and which, interestingly, was not preceded by any mention or 

discussion of "two aspects": 

Interviewer: I get a sense that you must have to consider the political milieu 
because I mean again with respect to the Parks Canada mandate there are these 
different elements that one could focus more or less on. 

Respondent: It's a question of balance, you know? Balancing their mandate 
between the two aspects. It's a big question right now.. . (1 : 1 :9) 

Adopting the metaphor of a struggle between sides, there is also this comment fiom an 

advisor: 

. . .the guys in the field, some more effectively than others, were all fighting the 
good fight for EI [ecological integrity]. They were far more protective and 
ecologically appropriately-oriented than I would have expected after all these 
years of being thumped with "you gotta make money, you gotta cut back" and all 
that. . . 

This focus on sides emerges again in the Auditor General's most recent annual 

assessment of Parks Canada's performance information. In that assessment (cf., Parks 

Canada Agency Annual Report 1999-2000), we see the Auditor commend Parks on its 

"reasonably balanced performance report". Such a focus on "sidesy7 probably should not 

be surprising, since it resonates with one of the objectives of the audit work of the 

Auditor General: 

. . .the Office.. . strives in its reporting to.. .provide a degree of balance (Auditor 
General of Canada 1998, p. 2) 

The problem remains, however, that "balance" seems to imply only two sides. The 

question is7 why only two, and which two? The notion of the 'binary continuum of 

dominance and subjugation" appears to provide the answer. 
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8.2.2.10 Summary 

In the preceding part of this chapter, I examined the field of parks audit from the 

perspective of an "objectivation of the second order", a social phenomenology which 

aimed at coming to terms with "the symbolic templates of practical activities, mundane 

knowledge, subjective meaning, and practical competency" of actors in the field (ibid. pp. 

7-9). I based this objectivation on meetings held with members of the teams responsible 

for the audit of Canada's national parks and I broke this objectivation down into a 

number of themes. These included "effectiveness audit", "accountability", "ecological 

integrity", "independence7', ccbusiness language", and "solutionsy'. I also explored issues 

concerning Canada's First Nations, looked at a number of contradictions and paradoxes 

that inhere in the field, and, echoing the last chapter, I discussed some important 

linguistic dualisms that appear to characterize the discourse found in Canadian protected 

areas. I move now to reflect on these two objectivations, in hopes of answering the 

questions with which I opened the chapter. 

8.3 Discussion and Conclusion 

The chapter started with the suggestion that, insofar as the New Public 

Management is driven by ideological appeals to the market, the NPM performance 

measurement technique of comprehensive audit must be seen to be a site of political 

contestation. It was further suggested that the inclusion of the notion of "effectivenessyy, 

the "matching of programme outcomes and programme objectives7', may offset CA's 

emphasis on efficiency and economy, but only where programme objectives clearly run 
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counter to the quidpro quo, proportionality model. Where programme objectives are not 

clear, or, more specifically, where the programmatic context is best characterized by 

"high outcome and cause uncertainty", eEectiveness is open to auditor interpretation and 

this interpretation may fall "in favour of the marketyy, rather than "in favour of equity". 

This is the nature of the "effiectiveness problematic". 

Given that there are important practical and theoretical implications of this 

problematic, the chapter set out to critically interpret the ideas of "agreed tasks and 

desired results" in the context of Canada's national parks system. This interpretation 

entailed a political sociological examination of national parks and the provision of a set 

of "true" (sum mdconmissance) objectives of Canaday s national parks program. The 

chapter next set out to examine the New Public Management and CA in the Canadian 

context. By specifically focusing on three authoritative texts on CA in Canada, it was 

shown how the dominant capital in the field, which is economic, has colonized to no 

small degree this seemingly benign field. This second examination brought the 

discussion back fill-circle by underlining the fact that benign fields such as national 

parks audit are, like national parks themselves, sites of political contestation. The chapter 

then moved on to consider the aforementioned themes and issues that emerged in 

discussions with the auditors themselves. 

What I would like to do at this point is consider this field from a more "reflexivey' 

point-of-view by considering what I see as an alternative, "communitarian" (Lehman 

1999) objective for Canada's national parks program. I would also like to reconsider a 

number of questions raised throughout the chapter and the possibility of pure "managerial 

accountability" and "independence" in the field of government audit. 



8.3.1 Toward the Recognition of "True7' Effectiveness 

Related to the idea of the "true" objectives of Canada's national parks program, 

the chapter argued that the true "agreed task or desired result" of Parks Canada is to 

ensure the "reproduction of the conditions most conducive to the accumulation of the 

dominant forms of capital". This is the true objective insofar as it is the objective sans 

mdconnaissance, meaning without "misrecognition". It is an objective that filly 

acknowledges the position of Canada's national parks within the economic field and the 

field of power. This is not to say there is not a problem with this objective, however, for 

indeed there is. Reproducing the dominant forms of capital may be "desirable" for many, 

but it will ultimately do little to rectify the problems inherent in anthropocentric thinking, . 

an aggressive and damaging mindframe that is bolstered by the humanhature duality. 

Neither commodified nature, nor romantic nature, nor enlightenment nature provide a 

truly workable metaphor for a proper relationship with humankind's life sustaining 

environment. Rather, these metaphors reproduce a white, first-world status quo 

metaphor, a metaphor based on an assumption of economic growth, instrumental forms of 

reason, and a systematic neglect of the social causes of the environmental crisis. 

In place of these metaphors one might suggest an alternative metaphor, one based 

on a "critical and democratic contextualization of the relationship between humanity and 

nature" Gehman 1999, p. 228), a metaphor which sees the environment as "an essential 

component and source of the modem secular self' (p. 229), a "post-communitarian" 

metaphor which gives humans a deeper sense of belonging and understanding in the 

humanlnature community @. 232) (for more on this Taylorian conception see ibid.) 
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More generally, the provided analysis shows that even with their privileging of 

managerial accountability-the idea that CA is neutral and disinterested and concerned 

only with "being answerable for carrying out agreed tasksy' (Day & Klein 1987bstate 

auditors are still being "drawn into essentially political discussions" (in CCAF 1987, p. 

134). This has implications not only for practitioners but also for students of state audit 

and public administration. By assuming a conceptual distinction between managerial and 

political accountability there is a tendency to create the false sense that managerial 

accountability is somehow apolitical, somehow divorced of the on-going struggle over 

capital that occurs among social actors in the broader field of practice. These actors' 

pursuit of economic goals colonizes even this field and for theoreticians and researchers 

to forget this is to allow for the "reificationy' of a technicist notion of managerial 

accountability, one which would make managerial accountability "an instrument rather 

than an object of analysis7' (Bourdieu & Wacquant 1992, p. 244). Even attempts to audit 

an "effectiveness systemay rather than effectiveness itself fail to depoliticize this field, 

since the CA auditor still needs to ask and answer the question "what task or desired 

result?' if any evaluation of an effectiveness system is to be complete. 

To prevent the term "managerial accountability" from becoming an instrument in 

an ideological struggle, there is a need for both practitioners and scholars to recognize 

that managerial accountability is, given its inescapably political nature, always an issue of 

political accountability. This in turn implies the need for practitioners and members of 

the public to make the audit finction itself more transparent, more politically 

accountable, and ensure that the state auditor is not "above or more legitimate than 

parliamenty' (Sutherland 1986, p. 144). This may necessitate changes in the legislated 
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mandate of auditors (ibid.) and will necessitate a renewed focus on the "received" (i.e., 

Cutt & Murray 2000, CCAF 1996, 1987) notion of effectiveness and its twelve attributes. 

It may also necessitate discussion of yet another type or discourse of accountability, one 

that reflects the "true" or "real" (sans m~comissance) accountability needs of the 

advocates of the New Public Management. This accountability is "market 

accountabilityy7 and it implies "being answerable to the market". Such an accountability, 

judging by the "received wisdomy' on the topic, would better represent the current 

orientation and values of the (dominant) academic and professional comprehensive 

auditing community (Bourdieu & Wacquant 1992, pp. 242,244). 

8.3.2 Muddling Through a Political Minefield 

Earlier I suggested there is still a need to follow-up on Sinclair's (1995) call "to 

find what accountability counts for whom and why" (p. 232). In the field of Canada's 

national parks, there is, as I have said, a type of accountability that might best be 

described as "market accountability". This type of accountability, one might suggest, 

counts for those whose capital is primarily economic. These are the ideologues of the 

"market" and "economic globalization". This type of accountability is important insofar 

as it satisfies the project of economic globalization, for it feeds into the "strong 

discourse" of marginalist economics, which is manifest in the public sector under the 

moniker "the New Public Management". Yet there is another type of accountability that 

is predominant in this field and that may best be described as "eco accountability", "eco" 

in the sense of "ecological integrity7' and in the sense of "ecological". This type of 

accountability counts for those whose capital is primarily cultural. These are the 
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conservation biologists and ecologists. This type of accountability is important insofar as 

it satisfies the project of conservation science, for it feeds into the "strong discourse" of 

ccscience7'. 

In trying to complement Radcliffe's (1999) investigation of efficiency auditing by 

answering his call to "treat social constructions of efficiency [here "effectiveness"] as 

seriously as more formally rational operationalisations of this concept" @. 359) and in 

trying to confirm yet challenge Pentland's (1993) suggestion that auditors tend to "rely 

on the emotional resources generated by the audit ritual" @. 619), I entered the field of 

audit, spoke with practicing auditors, and reported on my findings. What became clear 

fairly early in these interviews was that Parks auditors are less inclined to follow a formal 

CA template and measure programme effectiveness against certain attributes, and more 

inclined to simply rely on "gut feel" when they conduct audits. I hesitate to even say this, 

because, and this is on a more reflexive note, I can't help but agree in many ways with 

these auditors and their (eco)advisors and I think that any suggestion that these auditors 

are "biased" would be good grist for the market ideologues' political mill. This is not to 

say that I am on the auditors and (eco)advisorYs "side", but rather that I see a move 

toward an ecocentric philosophy as preferable to Wher  support for the aggressive and 

, damaging approach of the anthropocentrists, and their euphemism "economic growth". 

As means of concluding this chapter, it is worth revisiting Donald Savoie's 

reflections on the public sector. A noted public administration scholar who has spent a 

great deal of time studying public sector reform in Canada and other western states, he 

believes that the ""big hole" in government organization has more to do with policy than 

administration" (1994, p. 340). The problem is, he says, a lack of creativity, thinking, 
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and reflection in terms of policy, and managerialism-the formal rationality and neo- 

marginalist and neo-liberal philosophy that drives the New Public Managemext-does 

little if anything to encourage such reflection. In fact, given its tendency to treat citizens 

as customers, such thinking probably only diminishes the possibility that better policy 

will be developed. 



9. Chapter Nine: Concluding Thoughts 

9.1 Summary of Chapters 

This thesis began with the suggestion that there are serious problems in Canada's 

national parks system. This suggestion is based on my own personal (intuitive) 

observations and on the (scientific) observations of a number of recognized experts. The 

problems relate to what I have labeled "ecological/biophysical, aesthetic resource and 

society/community issues". That these problems appear to be growing and that Canada's 

national parks agency appears hesitant (judging fiom historic patterns) and unable 

(judging from the agency's cunent fiscal situation) to address these problems forced me 

to ask questions about how these problems are being represented (legitimatedde- 

legitimated) in the various authoritative accounts given regarding this system--where the 

problems are indeed being represented. It also forced me to wonder how, again in Parks 

Canada's accounts, non-dominant interests, such as the poor and aboriginal people, are 

being represented (legitimated/de-legitimated), where these specific actors are indeed 

being represented. Consequently, I looked to Parks Canada's most important accounts, 

its Annual rmd Corporate Reports and its State of the Parks Reports, to see what Parks 

says about the issues, problems, and solutions, to see in essence what Parks says about 

itself I also looked to the accounts provided at the Bmff-Bow Valley Roundtable, for it is 

there that one would expect to see alternative interpretations of the many issues, 

problems, and solutions facing parks. Finally, I also looked to the accounts provided by 

members of the Ofice of the Auditor General, for it is they who are expected to be 
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impartial, uninvolved, and independent interpreters of what is really going on. Through 

their audits, they are the ones who are expected to identify and sort out any contradictory 

accounts and ensure that Parks Canada is accountable. The Auditor General is expected, 

that is, to account for accountability in the parks field. 

Before looking at these accounts, however, it was first necessary to consider some 

of the theoretical foundations that necessarily underpin such an examination. These 

foundations pertained to the topics of protected areas; accounting, auditing and 

accountability; globalizatio~which I argued is an increasingly influential factor in the 

context of protected areas theory and practice; and, more generally, research method. 

Ultimately, the whole point of such an examination, both theoretical and empirical, was 

to achieve a number of objectives. These included the examination of the many accounts 

(interpretations) and many levels of interpretation (accounting) found in parks; the 

acknowledgement and discussion of the cultural and historical specificity of the things we 

call parks and the way we understand them; a challenging of the dominant interpretation; 

and an advancing along toward a solution of an intractable problem in Canada's national 

parks. 

9.2 Findings and Implications of the Study 

The one major finding that follows from my attempt to answer and achieve my 

research questions and objectives is that there has been a remarkable evolution and a 

good deal of diversity in the protected areas account in this one context: evolution in the 

sense of changing concerns in the content of what is reported and said about Canada's 
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national parks, and diversity in the sense of the range of what is reported and said about 

these particular spatial and temporal conceptualizations and organizations. But most 

importantly, this evolution and diversity appears to continually side-step one very 

significant thing, power--coercive, hegemonic, and syrnboliwnd how power might be 

and is affecting and shaping Canada's national parks. Power, judging fiom Parks' 

accounts, and as Hardy & Clegg (1996) would suggest, truly does appear to be a taboo 

topic. I would like to consider for a moment the implications of this omission, and how I 

came to arrive at this particular conclusion. 

Research findings are the product of the lens used to examine the given research 

domain. As I have tried to show in this thesis, there are a number of lenses available for 

looking at such things as language, protected areas, the market, multistakeholder 

collaboration, annual reports, audit, and nature. The lens used may be "positivist", 

meaning that only those things visible to the eye are relevant for study; or it may be 

"objectivist", meaning that the researcher is somehow independent from the object of 

study; or it may be "managerial", meaning that the research focus is limited to solving the 

problems of managers, who are just one of the many possible groups of social actors. 

The lens used may also be "political", meaning that power is apriori an important 

variable influencing the dynamics of the research field. And so on. 

The products derived from the use of these lenses are, again, dependent upon the 

lenses themselves. The product of positivist research is one that obscures the many 

cultural and historical subtleties of the research field, for these are of lesser importance 

compared to the field's more visible and tangible "universals". The product of objectivist 

research is one that obscures the manner in which the researcher him or herself influences 
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the behaviour of the research object, or how the understanding of the research object is 

ultimately influenced by the researcher's economic, cultural, and social position. The 

product of managerialist research is one that obscures critique of the managerial class, for 

such research is premised on the apriori primacy and legitimacy of this group. Finally, 

the product of political research is a product that obscures non-power-related 

phenomenon and? depending upon the type@) of power under consideration, the detailed 

dynamics of certain types of power. In this thesis, non-power-related phenomenon such 

as, for example, evapotranspiration and thermodynamics, which one assumes for some 

are pertinent to the study of protected areas, are obscured. Similarly, given Bourdieu's 

focus on language, coercive power is of secondary importance to the power of consent 

(hegemony) and symbolic power. 

Given these self-referential and inherently limiting features of research, it is 

imperative then that one evaluates the social value of the research product based on the 

implications provided by the research (not on the even more self-referential criteria of 

how well "x" or "y" approach was used, though this is of course important for those 

working within the "x" or "y" paradigm). Consequently, I would like to consider at some 

length the theoretical and 'ccontext-specific'~ implications that follow fkom this study. 

The theoretical implications of this thesis stem from chapters two through five, 

the more theoretically-oriented sections of this study. One of these implications stems 

fiom what has been said about the nature and fbnction of language. This is that any study 

of accounts, accounting, accountability and auditing (the 4 "As") necessarily needs to 

consider not just the communicative role of the account, but also the role the account 

plays as a social and cultural practice, a mode of power, and a means by which social 
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relations are reproduced and transformed. In other words, accounts, financial or 

narrative, need to be looked at completely. A second theoretical implication points to the 

need to consider the many different types of accountability that may be implied in any 

use of the term. There are, as I have suggested, many accountabilities, or discourses of 

conduct, including organizational accountability, professional accountability, moral 

accountability, public accountability, managerial accountability, legal accountability, 

political accountability, the seldom mentioned but often implied market accountability, 

and, now, eco-accountability. For researchers, failure to clarify what is meant by the use 

of the tern accountability may make accountability an instrument rather than an object of 

analysis. For practitioners, such a failure may unwittingly draw the practitioner into what 

is a very political contest. 

Theoretically-oriented implications also follow fiom my examination ofthe parks 

and protected areas literature. These pertain to the way the notion of the park or 

protected area is understood, the solutions posed for them, and the approaches used in 

their study. As I have suggested, there have been few "understandings, appeals, and 

approaches" founded on a "cultural theoretical" or "political economy" framework. The 

implication of this lacum is that parks and protected areas are not seen in the literature as 

'cessential-ideological-ingredients" in the unequal distribution of material resources in 

society, which Harvey for one would argue they well might be. Moreover, by adhering 

strictly to the dominant academic parks and protected areas fkameworks, there is the 

potential for a slip into the "weak thesis" of ecological modernization, and all the 

unintended consequences associated with such a slip. These include a privileging of first- 

world "rationality" and first-world "global" solutions, an imposition of an implied rather 



345 

than explicitly identified "we" (e.g., "we7' as in USAID), and the academic's possible 

unintended assumption of the role of "organic intellectual", an intellectual who works 

only for a small sub-set of the many possible social actors. For practitioners, failure to 

consider how one is contributing to the "strong" or "weak" thesis has implications for 

local people and local understandings, which are critical to the improvement or 

maintenance of relationships with the land. 

Yet another more theoretically-oriented implication of this study pertains to the 

assumptions which underpin Bourdieu7s framework. As I suggested earlier, the idea that 

the social and the cognitive are genetically linked suggests that an understanding of the 

things we call parks is linked to, or may even be a knction of, the social relations that 

characterize them. This is to say that the "thinking about parks" does not occur 

independently of the thinker's relation to parks. Practically, one would think then that in 

a situation where there is "thinking" about parks, say in a scientific forum or ecological 

integrity workshop, there is a need to consider the thinker's relation to the parks, say 

whether or not that "thinker" has a vested interest in parks. Second, the idea that the 

correspondence between social and mental structures fidfills crucial political fbnctions 

raises the need to carefilly examine parks accounts for their potential political fimaion. 

. Here one is motivated to see both the "thinking about parks" as political and the 

messages (accounts) issued by these thinkers as political. This latter point is made 

explicit in Bourdieu's third assumption, that language is critical in the reproduction and 

transformation of social structures. Not only might the messages about parks, for 

example the accounts found in parks reports, be of importance in the maintenance of 
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existing social relations, those accounts might offer the potential to transform those 

relations. 

There are also implications concerning the use of Bourdieu's concepts of field, 

capital, habitus, and symbolic violence. For example, one might consider other 

environmental fields besides parks management as fields wherein evaluation is conducted 

according to "field-specific criteria", and wherein it is expected that there will be a 

general "refisal of the commercial" by those doing the evaluating. The idea of capital 

may also have direct theoretical applicability in other environmental areas. For instance, 

one could look at other public participation forums in terms of the capital possessed by 

the various participants. Some of these participants will be wealthy in terms of economic 

capital, some in terms of cultural capital, and some in terms of social, linguistic, symbolic 

or "environmental" capital. Some may berich in terms of all of these forms while others 

may lack capital entirely. Moreover, the possession of some forms of capital may be 

misrecognized, despite the fact that those who posses these forms will be actively trying 

to reproduce the conditions most conducive to their accumulation. In terms of other 

types of environmental accounting, the notion of capital alerts us to who has the "the 

power to consecrate and impose both the legitimate vision of the world", and to what it is 

that is being consecrated. Given the idea of "habitus", one might also suggest that a 

change in any environmental field's capital in turn changes the identities, i.e., habitus, of 

those in the field. Where economic capital, for example, becomes increasingly legitimate 

in a field, one can expect to see a restructuring of the individual habitus into a more 

economic habitus, into an identity more closely tied to, and appreciative oc things 

economic. In terms of the notion of symbolic violence, there are also implications in 
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respect of general environmental accounting theory. Consider the case of the corporate 

environmental report. In such reports there may be a promulgation or reproduction of the 

common sense, of mylh, the primary effect of which is to maintain a situation wherein 

less dominant actors have unequal access to one or more of the various forms of capital. 

There are too theoretical implications that stem fiom the use of Harvey's work in 

a protected areas context. Harvey links ideas of nature to society's underlying social 

relations and, more importantly, to domination, injustice, and inequality in society. With 

his ideas of the dialectic and geographical materialism, we see that the social construction 

of nature is more than just a benign interpretivist concept, rather it is a crucial element in 

need of addressing. The representation of nature, wilderness, and the environment, that 

is, must be seen as a site of contest over which social actors struggle for "resources, 

stakes and access", that is, capital. This idea alone represents a significant break with the 

dominant discourse concerning "nature". 

I fbrther argued in this study the need to consider the global context in which 

protected areas theory is developed and applied. That context is increasingly influenced 

by economic globalization, a complex and dialectic interplay of symbolic and material, 

and production and consumption-oriented, manifestations. The basic implications of this 

phenomenon for protected areas concern an erosion of protected areas administrative 

capacity, the imputation of prices to nature, and, perhaps most importantly, the 

imputation of a particular metaphor of nature or wilderness, that of the environmental 

"goob' or "commodity". This imputation, it would appear, adversely affects the way 

humans interact with and relate to those things deemed "nature", since it fbrthers the 

undesirable view that nature primarily has an exchange, rather than use, value. I say 
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undesirable because those who need but are unable to "aEord" environmental goods may 

be (and, judging fkom what I witness around me, will be) excluded fiom their 

"cons~mption'~. 

Finally, the use of a Bourdieusian framework has theoretical implications for 

research method itself With respect to the protected area, it is not enough to treat the 

research object at hand, for example, "the national park", as a given. Rather the research 

object needs to be constructed anew for each research study. For my study, that 

construction produced an object I called the "national parks field" and "field of 

accountability in national parks", the latter of which I saw as central in understanding 

how the contest in the national parks field is being played out, and how non-dominant 

interests, such as the poor and aboriginal people, are being represented. My own 

particular "construction of the research objecty' also forced me to focus on specific groups 

of actors, those being the producers, consumers, and "objectivators7' of accountability 

texts. These actors I labeled "Stewardsy', ccUsers'7, and "Evaluators", respectively. The 

implication of this is that a Bourdieusian research fiamework leads one toward new and 

(for me) interesting research projects and new and different research "objects". In 

addition to a reformulation of what qualifies as a research object, one can see fiom this 

study how one might begin to examine a research object fiom both an etidobjectivist and 

emidinterpretivist point-of-view. Significant too is Bourdieu's call to be reflexive. 

Reflexivity, again, is intended to acknowledge the way in which the researcher's 

knowledge about the world influences research claims. Here the implication is that more 

research needs to turn the sociological gaze upon itself. 
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The context-specific implications of this thesis, found in chapters six through 

eight, follow &om a unique use of theory in a unique empirical setting. That unique use 

of theory saw a coupling of the protected areas and accounting literature, a coupling 

which forced me to go beyond my initial research questions and ask in respect of Parks 

Canada's accounts: What are these accounts saying? what should they be saying? and, 

who is in control of what is being said? 

What these accounts are saying amounts to a myth suggesting that Parks is a 

business of sorts. I say sorts because Parks appears to want to look like a business 

without really acting like one. The implications of its symbolic, but not substantially 

material, shift toward the private sector are two-fold: first, by legitimizing business and 

the market in its discourse, Parks is changing the composition of the national parks field 

and the identity of those in it. Second, by not re-investing in its people and its material 

assets, which real businesses are inclined to do, Parks pushes the organization toward 

crisis, and toward a "common sense" solution, the transfer or selling off of Parks assets to 

the private sector. 

Neither this situation nor these possibilities are considered in any way in Parks' 

accountability texts. The implication here is that Parks should be less "polite" about the 

causes underlying its immediate problems and the consequences, and ccobvious" 

solutions, which lie waiting around the comer. Of course, this all begs the question as to 

how much knowledge there is regarding these problems and as to who is in control of 

what can and is being said in Parks accountability texts. The implication of Parks' use 

and reproduction of certain myths also suggests the need to struggle against certain 

myths, particularly the myth of globalization (Bourdieu 1998a) or, as Harvey (1989, p. 



350 

238) calls it, the "discipline of money7'. This myth naturalizes the market and 

consumption, which in turn facilitate attempts to marketize parks and the biophysical 

entities and processes within them. For those interested in change, it should be 

remembered that in an ideal neo-liberal world national parks are simply drawing cards for 

high-yield tourists, drawing cards in need of exploiting where "opportunities" are 

"uncapitalized", or in need of "sustainability" where profits are "beyond market 

expectationsy'. It should also be remembered that in an ideal consumerist world-such as 

that envisioned by the Banff-Bow Valley Roundtable's Tourism sector chair, for 

example, national parks are for "enjoyment" and peacefbl self-indulgence, not for better 

understanding humanity's relationship with its life-giving environment, an understanding 

which is sorely needed. 

Related to.this is the need to struggle against the myth that nature and wilderness 

have an "essence7'. This is the classic Romantic, Leopoldian myth. Against this, national 

parks, and the nature and wilderness within them, must be seen as social constructions, 

sets of metaphors that change over time and space. It would be well to realize that the 

current metaphors-in-use for nature and wilderness (e.g., "nature-as-storehouse" or 

"resource") disproportionately benefit a privileged few, damage non-human life-forms 

(e.g., nature-as-Other), and emasculate and alienate environmental activists through these 

myths7' fundamentally misanthropic character (e-g., nature-as-temple, nature-as-Eden). 

For this reason, national parks need the support of a strong civil sector (which is not to 

say the support of "volunteersyy or "Friends", though they too may help) that can ensure 

that the metaphors chosen to lend meaning to these places will benefit all members of 

society. 
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My unique use of theory in a unique empirical context also forced me to go 

beyond my initial research questions and ask in respect of Parks Canada's accounts "why 

and according to what principles is the work of social production of reality produced and 

what is the origin of the categories that social agents use in their construction of the social 

world?" In answer to the first question, I necessarily pointed to the Weberian notions of 

"domination" and "rationalism7', and Durkheim's notion of the "cultural arbitrary". In 

the environmental collaboration focused on in this study, there were the dominant and the 

dominated, and rationalism infused the collaboration: order was critical, emotion 

unwelcome, non-technical, and "vague" talk unheard. Sectors were expected to act as 

sectors with logical, well-defined "interests". Consensus was to be "achieved". The 

cultural arbitrary related to particular ideas of "nature" and "wilderness", ideas 

represented in a certain way, ideas that may act as "essential ingredients in the 

maintenance of existing social relations". 

The consequence of the use of these categories was a collaboration that by and 

large reproduced the status quo, and in so doing ultimately militated against change. 

Alternatives were marginalized, potentialities obscured, options foreclosed. Sadly, the 

less dominant members of the collaboration were complicit in this reproduction, for they 

misrecognized both the "hidden curriculum" and the collaborative field's position within 

the wider economic field and field of power. One practical implication of this is that a 

new approach to collaboration is needed, one that takes consensus, dialogue and 

understanding more seriously. The practitioner, I think, can use the previous discussion 

to look more carefully at her or himself, at the collaboration's participants, and at the 

collaboration's context. Facilitators and convenors (who should not be limited to 
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members of the dominant (i.e., white, male, first-world) class) need to challenge 

collaborative participants to become more "reflexive" and ask: what is going on here?, 

why am I saying this?, why is she saying that?, what reality are we constructing with this 

discourse?, and who is here?, who is not here?, who is silent?, and who is vocal? 

Finally, my unique use of theory in a unique empirical context also forced me to 

go beyond my initial research questions and ask in respect of Parks Canada's accounts, 

do Parks Canada's auditors have a "clearly-defined audit object"? how independent are 

these auditors? and, how is the New Public Management, an ideology linked to the 

dismantling of the welfare state, affecting Parks audit? The answers suggested that the 

object of audit is not so clearly defined, that independence is always relative, and that the 

New Public Management has made significant inroads into the Canadian public sector, if 

not Parks audit. One implication of this is that the tern "managerial accountability" has 

become an instrument in an ideological struggle, and that there is a need for both 

practitioners and scholars to recognize that managerial accountability is, given its 

inescapably political nature, always an issue of political accountability. This in turn 

implies the need for practitioners and members of the public to make the audit fbnction 

itself more transparent, more politically accountable, and ensure that the state auditor is 

not above or more legitimate than parliament. This may necessitate changes in the 

legislated mandate of auditors and will necessitate a renewed focus on the "received" 

notion of effectiveness and its (twelve) "attributes". It may also necessitate discussion of 

yet another type or discourse of accountability, one that reflects the "true" or "real" (sans 

m8comtaissonce) accountability needs of the advocates of the New Public Management. 

This accountability is "market acco~ntability'~ and it implies "being answerable to the 
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market". Such an accountability, judging by the "received wisdom" on the topic, would 

better represent the current orientation and values of the (dominant) academic and 

professional comprehensive auditing community. 

9.3 Limitations of the Study 

Just as there are a number of theoretical and context-specific implications, so too 

there are a number of theoretical and context-specific limitations of this study. 

Theoretically, and related to the aforementioned critiques levied at Bourdieu's work, one 

could suggest that this study is vulnerable to an implied social determinism, the idea that 

Parks agents have little ftee will and that their actions are strictly guided by social 

structures, rules, and codes. Since I devoted my efforts almost entirely to first theorizing 

what might be happening in Parks and to, second, determining if there is evidence to 

support such a theorization, I had little time to conduct an investigation of individual 

strategies and acts of resistance against such things as "the colonization of the restricted 

by the widespread field". I am thus admittedly unable to ward off the critique of implied 

social determinism. 

Bourdieu's work is also alleged to be tautological, since a field could be anything, 

capital is n e a  to impossible to quantify, as too is habitus, a notion which, at least from a 

positivistic research point-of-view, is not a whole lot more tangible than Freud's 

unconscious. But one needs to say here that all research is ultimately tautological, for the 

instruments of science in no small way are responsible for the findings of science. The 

volume is only fathomable because of the beaker, the weight because of the scale, the 

changing mass of the sub-atomic particle because of the accelerator. As Kuhn (1970) 
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observes, this is why it is necessary that there is agreement among members of a 

scientific community as to what constitutes acceptable scientific practice. (Science, in 

this sense, is analogous to the more general human community, which inter-subjectively 

agrees on what constitutes the Right, the Good, and the Moral.) Similarly, my 

explanation of the field, my qualification of capital in the field, and my understanding of 

the field's habitus await assessment by a scientific community. 

Yet another theoretically-borne limitation of this study stems fkom the fact that 

Bourdieu runs the risk of drawing attention away from a deeper understanding of specific 

struggles, of specific forms of social life. Indeed, in adopting Bourdieu's concepts and 

framework I substitute a discussion of the domination of indigenous people lwornenlthe 

poor with a discussion of the domination of those "with less of the most valued forms of 

capital". Consequently, I do undermine the specific struggles of indigenous people 

Iwomedthe poor. But this is as it must be, for I am neither indigenous nor female nor 

poor, and so cannot speak for these groups. Really, I can only be witness to, and speak 

about, a more general form of domination, and I think this is why Bourdieu's concept of 

capital is so useful. Hopefblly, what I undo in terms of specifics I make up for in terms 

of generalities, in terms of contributing to that thing known as "unity within difference". 

Finally, and related to this point, Bourdieu entreats the researcher to be reflexive, 

and so I have tried at various junctures to comment on my own biases, on my own social 

position in the research field and how that position affects my research. Most 

significantly, I pointed out earIier that I have no vested interest in Parks Canada, that I am 

not a member of an environmental group, local or national or otherwise, that I do not 

have any ties to the tourism industry, tourism management, the tourism profession, or 
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tourism science. I pointed out too that I personally have much to lose (and e m )  in the 

restricted field of academic cultural goo&, but little to lose by declining participation in 

the Yrade of the most highly valued protected areas cultural goo&. As I have said, 

mine is, by being in a critical management studies "markety', a different market 

altogether. So indeed I do have my biases and interests, and these orient me toward one 

"truth" and away fiom other "truths". And here is where I see another limitation of a 

Bourdieusian framework: he asks the researcher to turn the sociological gaze upon him or 

herself, but if I am structured by my field, how am I to know, much less articulate, what 

my own habitus is? Habitus implies an actor that does not know who she  is, or why she  

is. In fact, I think one would be lucky to know one's habitus (or social, intellectual and 

field biases) even retrospectively. 

I mention this because of two events. The first concerned my interviews with the 

members of and advisors to Canada's OfXice of the Auditor General. These interviews 

affected, much more than I expected, the way I understood what protected areas are for 

and should be for. The second event concerned a trip that I have just taken. On that trip I 

visited some ccparksy' and "natural areas" in France and Spain. So different are these 

areas fiom Canada's national parks (so much less "natural"), and so different are these 

countries fiom Canada (so much more dense), that I returned feeling deeply disturbed 

about many things, not least of which is, again, my understanding of protected areas. 

Both of these events resulted in a palpable shift or transformation in my habitus. But 

only a palpable shift, not a qualifiable shift, or a knowledge of how that shift will affect 

my understanding of the protected areas field, or, for that matter, how I will later view 

what I have said and argued in this study. So how, given this, can one really be 



356 

reflexive? How, even more hndamentally, can one ever begin to transcend the 

subjedobject duality? 

On a more context-specific note, and as I just mentioned, I did not investigate 

resistance in this field's general struggle. Similarly, neither did I investigate the eflects of 

the (suggested) colonization of this field. As the reader may have noted in looking at 

Appendix 4, the investigation of effects was in fact one of my original objectives. This 

objective was eventually dropped however after I realized that I must first theorize the 4 

"As" in this field and then find evidence to qualitatively support or challenge this 

theorization. A study of effects, I knew, would have to wait for fbture research. 

9.4 Future Research Directions 

A number of fbture research directions follow from this study. The first concerns 

discourse. While discourse is an important indicator of the many elements of the social 

process, one needs to ask if it as significant as the other elements in terms of its potential 

to act as a mechanism for resistance (resistance against, that is, globalization, neo-liberal 

ideology, and the tyranny of the market). Further, what are the limitations of producing, 

disseminating, and inculcating alternative discourses to those that currently dominate the 

protected areas field? Finally, what of the myths, discourses and practices of 

'localization", the antithesis of globalization? Each of these theoretical questions is in 

need of addressing in the protected areas context. 

Relating to the empirical components of the study, I suggested at the end of 

chapter six that I hoped to identify in chapters seven and eight what it was about the 
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protected areas field that forces important issues and questions to go "misrecognized", 

what the participants in the contest have to say about these questions and issues, and what 

the state auditor real& has to say about these reports, or Parks Canadq or the participants 

in "the contest". The first two of these questions very much remain unanswered. 

To find an answer to the first, that is, how rnisrecognition occurs, requires both a 

microinteractionist or ethnomethodological investigation of dialogue in, and a general 

ethnographic study of, the protected areas field. But more than just a carefbl study of the 

actual mechanics and dynamics of misrecognition, domination, and complicity is needed. 

So too there is a need for psychoanalytical investigation into these things. How is it that 

social actors fail to see the significance of their embeddedness in the economic field and 

the field of power? What drives the dominant along their path of domination? Why is 

competition, conquest, and exploitation so much a part of everyday existence? Is it 

inherent in the human species, or is it a pathology that can be conditioned out of us? 

Why is complicity in domination seemingly acceptable to social agents? 

Similarly, an answer to the second of these question-what do participants in the 

field have to say about iha t  is happening in Canada's national parks?-requires further 

investigation. This is simple insofar as interviews with members of the various national 

parks stakeholder groups may be conducted. These may, in part, be based on what has 

been said in and concluded from this study, though they must also be conducted in order 

to better understood the ccobscure intuitions of the practical sensey' of the members of this 

field, as Bourdieu would put it. That is, more of the voice of national parks stakeholders 

and actors needs to be heard. 
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The research directions stemming from chapter seven concern a need to examine 

the ultimate effect of the crafting of the vision statement in the Banff-Bow Valley 

Roundtable. What beneficial and adverse effects will this vision have? Will it produce 

the much needed change in Banff Park? Also, how might this multistakeholder 

collaboration differ from one where real consensus (i.e., consensus in a more First 

Nations or Quaker cultural sense) is achieved? 

From chapter eight, there is again the need to conduct an investigation of effects, 

but here of the effects of the emerging form of comprehensive audit, as per Pentland's 

(2000) suggestion. Of interest here are two suggestions made by Power. First, given that 

Canada's auditor is empowered only "to report when satisfactory procedures have not 

been established to measure and report the effectiveness of programs" (in CCAF 1987, 

p.134), there is a sense here that effectiveness audit may be becoming "a mere "surface" 

which makes a certain style of auditing possible, a style which tends to drive rather than 

follow the process" (Power 1997% p. 86). One needs to ask of effectiveness audit, might 

not the measurement and reporting of effectiveness come to be more important than 

effectiveness itself as a result of the state auditor's need to remain arm's length fiom 

"essentially political discussions and decisions"? That is, is effectiveness audit "making 

things auditable" (Power 1997a) or "constructing relations of accountability" (Power 

1991) in this context? A related question follows from the work of Oakes et al. (1998), 

who point to the need to examine the "pedagogic" effects on organizational members, 

organizational purpose and organizational identity that result from the adoption of 

technologies such as effectiveness audit. 
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The second point relates to Power's (1 99%) suggestion that environmental audit 

currently represents a contested terrain for a number of occupational groups hoping to 

establish dominance in the environmental field. In the case of effectiveness auditing in 

parks and protected areas, are state auditors hoping to establish such dominance? If so, 

are they developing both "strategies to establish relevance (similarity) and strategies to 

subordinate competing claims to relevance (difference)" (p. 140)? These are just a few of 

the questions that this chapter alludes to but leaves unanswered. 

9.5 A Fairy Tale 

Academic research, by its very nature, does little to promote popular 

understanding of a problem domain. The vocabulary used is typically esoteric. The 

arguments are usually turgid and dense, sometimes even sleep-inducing. The ideas and 

concepts are often difficult and complex. And the findings are at times completely 

counter-intuitive, or worse, tentative. Consequently, the results of an academic study 

often need to be reformulated and rewritten in order to be made "popular" or accessible. 

This is of particular importance in the case of critical studies, since these studies are 

much fewer in number and much less-oriented towards the "common sense" than 

. managerialist studies or works designed primarily to reproduce the status quo. It is for 

this reason that I endeavour in the following to provide an easily understood and 

'cdigestible" summary of this study, a summary that I offer in the form of a "fairy taley', 

perhaps the most digestible of all forms of sumrnaty. Admittedly reductionistic, 

admittedly based on binary oppositions, and admittedly aimed at the common sense (how 
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could a fairy tale be otherwise?), the following is offered in hopes of beginning yet 

another in a long series of myths about Canada's national parks. 

(or, Just One Account of 
What is Happening in 

Canada's National Parks) 

rice upon a time there lived a Good ~ u e e n . ~ ~  This Queen had a Great 

Kingdom and many Loyal Subjects. Her Subjects worked hard, but 

didn't mind so much because the Queen was always fair and helped those that were 

hungry or sick or had nowhere to sleep. 

One of the most remarkable things about this Queen, besides her fairness, were 

her ~ a r d e n s . ~ ~  The Gardens were wonderful little plots of land spread throughout the 

Queen's Great Kingdom. In these Gardens there were tall trees, thick shrubs, and 

brilliantly colored flowers. There were also every imaginable type of bird, many of 

which sang sweet songs, and every imaginable type of animal, some of which were scary 

and bad. It was not a problem that there were scary and bad animals though, because 

11 Canada, personified. 

Canada's national parks. 
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even these liked the Good Queen and so never scared or harmed the Loyal Subjects. That 

all the animals in the Gardens were so fiiendly was important, because the Good Queen 

let her Subjects come to her Gardens as often as they wished, so that they could look 

about and relax fiom their hard work in their factories, mines, fields and houses. What is 

also interesting about the Good Queen's Gardens is that they were so rich in plants and 

animals that many of the Gardens were once used for food and shelter by people, but that 

was before the Good Queen's Father's Father's Father sent those particular people 

away.25 

One day bad things started to happen to the Good Queen's Gardens. This was on 

account of the Evil ~ i n ~ s * ~  and their Bad Knights." You see, the Evil Kings very much 

liked the things in the Good Queen's Gardens and so they would make their Bad Knights 

sneak into the Gardens and take the flowers and animals, trampling the shrubs and trees 

in the process. They knew too that the Good Queen was far awag8 and so would not 

always know what was going on in the Gardens and, besides, even if she knew she was 

so trusting and kind she was unlikely to do anything. What is more, even if she did want 

to do something the Evil Kings knew the Good Queen's Good ~ n i ~ h t s ~  had been trained 

to think their weapons were for everyone but themselves to use, and so the Good Knights 

25 TO "indian reservations". 

The dark side of the masculinist (hence, "kings") culture of capitalism. 

" Darker capitalism's functionaries. 

28 In Ottawa. 

UObjecti~ist" scientists (esp. conservation scientists and landscape ecologists). 
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would be most unlikely to take their weapons30 up against the Evil Kings and their Bad 

Knights. This was all very sad of course because the Evil Kings and their Bad Knights 

always wanted more and more and more, meaning that one day the Gardens would be 

empty, just like the hearts and souls of the greedy Evil Kings and their Bad Knights. 

Not all of the Subjects of the Good Queen were as unaware or trusting as the 

Good Queen however. some3' didn't like what was happening to the Gardens and so one 

day a few of them traveled a great distance to meet and speak before the Good Queen. 

"Queen! Queen!" they exclaimed, "Your Gardens are being picked and trampled and 

robbed! What are we to do?" 

Seeing how upset her Subjects were, and always being one to try to let her 

Subjects suggest the proper course of action, she asked them, "What do you think we 

should do?" 

'9 think we should put fences up around the Gardens," said one Subject. 

'1 think we should count all the trees, shrubs and flowers and all the birds and 

animals," said another. 

"I think we should ask some of the Loyal Subjects to stay in their factories, mines, 

fields, and houses and leave the Gardens alone," said yet a third. 

"Those are good ideas," said the Queen. ' l e t  me think about them and I will do 

something soon." 

30 Science. 

31 Environmentalists. 



The first thing the Queen did after hearing from her Subjects was summon her 

Good Gardener," Good Knight3' and Good ~ h e ~ u e r . ~ ~  "What of my Gardens?" she 

asked them. 

"Your Gardens are getting picked and trampled and robbed," said the Good 

Gardener, "and if I may, Good Queen, I think you should ask the Evil Kings if they 

would be kind enough to help you solve the problem."35 

"Indeed it is true," said the Good Knight, "and if I may I would like to suggest 

that you allow me to stand watch and count the trees and flowers and animals as they are 

being trampled, picked and robbed."36 

"Without a doubt," agreed the Good Chequer, "these things are happening, and if 

you would allow me I would suggest both of these solutions: first, ask the Evil Kings and , 

their Bad Knights for help and, second, stand watch and count all that is being trampled 

and picked and robbed.'' 

The Good Queen thanked her trusted helpers and then summoned her Royal 

Scribe and Court Courier. "Prepare and deliver a letter asking the Evil Kings what they 

think should be done about the problem in my Gardens," she told them. 

32 The Chief Executive Officer of Parks Canada and the Minister of C d a n  Heritage, 

personified. 

33 Members of the Banff-Bow Valley Task Force, personified. 

" Auditors of and advisors to Canada's Office of the Auditor General, personified. 

" By engaging in ccpartnerships". 

36 That is, measure and monitor ecological integrity indicators. 
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The letter was delivered to the Evil Kings and eventually they replied. "Good 

Queen," they said, "We know what you should do, nay, must do. You must' collect grain 

and fatted cattle from your Subjects and sell these in order to fix your ~ardens." You 

must also make the helpers3* of your Good Gardener collect more of the manure fiom the 

horses of the Bad Knights and sell this for bread so that they will quit complaining. And 

you must bring in more Rich subjects3' fiom Other Kingdoms and take more of their 

grain and fatted cattle in exchange for the pleasure they receive in looking at and 

smelling your Gardens. What you must not do though, ever, is question our right to be in 

your Gardens, for remember it is only we who can help your Gardens become healthy 

again, and it is we, you must always remember, who stand at the foundation of prosperity 

and happiness of you and your subjects."" 

With these. many suggestions the Good Queen thought the best thing to do was go 

visit one of her Favourite Gardens in hopes of finding an answer. So she set out with her 

Royal Maids and Royal Guards and rode long into the night and long into the next day. 

Just as she came to her Favourite Garden, the skies closed in and a tempest let loose upon 

her. Thunder boomed and lightning struck all about. So temfied were the horses by the 

clamour of the storm that they all ran away, including those attached to the Royal 

Carriage. To make matters worse, a great torrent of water descended down fiom the dark 

mountains looming above and washed the road right out from under the Queen. This 

37 That is, collect user fees. 

" Employees of Parks Canada. 

'' 'High yield" tourists. 

40 The common sense. 
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t o ~ ~ e n t  carried the Royal Carriage and the Queen deep into the Garden, which by now had 

come to resemble more a dangerous dark jungle than that happy place which the Queen 

always thought the Garden was. "Eeek!" shrieked the Queen, "My Maids! My Guards! 

Where are they? Where am I? What am I to do?" 

For hours the Good Queen was stranded alone in her Garden, surrounded only by 

deep pools of figid water and dark patches of sucking mud. Night fell and hordes of 

mosquitoes and biting flies descended upon her and these were later replaced only by a 

cold that chilled her to her bones. The next day saw no relief as the sun baked her from 

without and hunger gnawed at her from within. She even contemplated capturing and 

feeding upon one of her Garden's animals, so great was her hunger. But this she could 

never do, for the thought of the sight of blood made her weak and, besides, she had 

neither the knowledge of how to nor the means of killing, cleaning and cooking a real 

animal. 

The thought of her plight made the Good Queen break down in tears. 'Boo hoo, 

hoo!" cried the Queen. "I'm alone and I will die! My Garden, once so friendly, has 

become something evil and different. My Maids and Guards and Loyal Subjects are 

nowhere to be seen. Why has all this happened?" 

Just then a little toad beside her croaked, "Rrrriibit, rrrriibit." It then suddenly 

looked up at her and said, in a raspy voice, "Good Queen, all of this has happened in 

order that you might begin to understand what to do about your Gardens. It is, what is 

often called, an ordeal. Now I realize of course that you are quite distraught, so if you 

would like, I can help you make some sense of this whole matter." 
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"What. . . huh? Who are you?" asked the Queen, "Why, you're just an ugly little 

toad? What makes you think you can help me? And why, by the way, are you talking?' 

"You see, Good Queen, I used to be a Handsome Prince, but that was before I 

challenged the Evil Kings and dared criticize their evil, greedy ways. Because I did that 

they had a spell put upon me, one which made me appear as I am, small and slimy and 

covered with warts." 

"What are you saying? Are you saying you represent The Good? And are you 

saying that the Evil Kings are capable of evil? How could that be? They are the 

foundation of prosperity and happiness.. .and I've never before heard the things you are 

saying." 

"Yes, that is what I am saying. And you've never heard these things before 

because everyone in your Kingdom, including your Good Gardener, Good Knight, and 

Good Chequer, apparently believe that the only way to prosperity and happiness is the 

way suggested by the Evil Kings. They are all swayed by the Evil Kings' and Bad 

Knights' sweet and seductive but ultimately flawed4' arguments and "common sense7' 

appeals. Where they are not swayed by these arguments, they are swayed by the gold 

coins thrown down from the purses of the Evil Kings and their Bad Knights, or the 

arguments which convince your Subjects that they too can be Kings one day." 

"Are you saying that my Subjects are all fools?" Are you suggesting that we can 

so easily be blinded by gold coins, "common sense" appeals, and tales of rags to riches?' 

4' Tlat is, a critical management scholar. 

42 See, for e.g., Tinker et al. (1 982). 
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"Well yes.. .and no. Your distance fiom your Gardens does keep you &om 

recognizing your essential and real ties to them; you somehow think they are Wendly, 

happy places suited only for your relaxation. But no, you are not fools. Not at all. 

Rather you are only too busy to reflect upon these things. This keeps you &om 

recognizing that the Evil Kings and their Bad Knights want one thing and one thing only: 

More. More gold. More land. More power. And more Things. It keeps you fkom 

recognizing that the Evil Kings and their Bad Knights never have enough and are 

convinced, and try to convince others, that Things are the key to happiness. And all of 

this keeps you fiom seeing that the hearts and souls of the Evil Kings and their Bad 

Knights are really very empty, just like your stomach is right now." 

At that moment the Queen swatted a mosquito that had been feeding at her a m  

and in the process smeared a large droplet of thick red blood across her skin. She stared 

at the smear for a second and then said to the toad, "If you're so smart then what do you 

suggest I do to solve my and my Subjects' problems?" 

"Please, Good Queen, I am neither so smart nor really even capable of solving 

any problems. All I am is lucky, for I have had the luxury to think about these things at 

length and I have not had to depend on the few gold coins that the Evil Kings and their 

Bad Knights are wont to throw down. Being a mere toad I need now not even be polite 

towards them. In fact, I revel in being able to dive into the muck and weeds whenever 

they become a threat. I would like though to suggest that you consider a few things, and 

ask that your Subjects do likewise." 

"What? What are your suggestions?" the Good Queen asked. 



368 

"Well, first, h o w  that you are not outside of or somehow detached from your 

Gardens. As you yourself know fiom the last few hours, you are to your Gardens as the 

hunger is to your stomach, the rains are to your thirst, and the mosquito is to your blood. 

Nature is in you, on you, and you are in it. It really is all one and the same. This is why 

it is so wrong to say that Gardens or nature are somehow separate or different than 

Subjects, or, worse, that Subjects are somehow above Gardens or that nature is somehow 

something that can be possessed, bought, or sold. Second, and related to this, tell the Evil 

Kings that your Gardens are first and foremost for the use of you and your Subjects, and 

by use I don't mean "Wise Use", that term the Evil Kings and their Bad Knights so very 

much like to use, but rather use in the sense of the people your Father's Father's Father 

sent away. And that is why, third, you must find the Sent Away People and learn from 

them what their Father's Father's Fathers knew about use, in order to find a way of 

relating to the land that works better than the way being espoused by the Evil Kings and 

their Bad Knights. Finally, you must go look for all of the other Good Queens and all of 

the Good Kings and gather together to make new rules and decide how much of the Evil 

Kings' grain and fatted cattle rightllly belongs to them and how much rightfblly belongs 

to your Loyal Subjects and the Sent Away People. But be careful, for the Evil Kings and 

their Bad Knights are certain to come up with arguments that are sweet and seductive and 

that appeal to the "common sensey', but that are of course truly flawed and designed only 

to serve them. That is all I can say, Good Queen, for I am only one single little toad. 

Really, it is all up to you, your Subjects, and the Sent Away People." 

At that moment the Good Queen's Royal Guards burst out into the clearing and 

sounded the Royal Trumpet, signaling they had found their lost Queen. The Good Queen 
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thanked the little toad and kissed the top of its bumpy little head, whenceupon there was a 

loud Toof!" and the toad turned back into a Handsome prince." Doubly delighted with 

her good deed and her having finally been discovered, the Good Queen then raced off 

towards her Royal Guards and tearfully happy Royal Maids. 

Immediately upon arriving at her castle the Good Queen sent word to her Loyal 

Subjects that henceforth the Evil Kings and their Bad Knights were never to be trusted 

and always viewed with skepticism and deep suspicion. She also decreed that all of the 

Lands in the Kingdom were to be treated like gardens (small "g") and all of the Gardens 

treated not like Gardens but like the Loyal Subjects themselves, with a deep and profound 

respect? This was of course very confusing to the Subjects so the Queen also decreed 

that a new and serious process of learning and understanding be begun, and that this 

learning and understanding involve the Sent Away People, from whom the Loyal 

Subjects could learn a great deal. Word was also sent out that all little ugly toads were to 

be treated with very special care, for they might actually be Handsome Princes or 

Princesses. And it was from that point on that the Good Queen, all of the Kingdom's 

ugly little toads, the Good Queen's Loyal Subjects, and even the Sent Away People, lived 

happily ever after. 

a Be enb. 

43 That is, a ckecognized expert". 

44 In the spirit of a communitarian land ethic, as described in, for e.g., Lehman (1999). 
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