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Abstract

The purpose of this article is examinehe impacts of-government in
Canada on both integovernmetal relations and local governance.
The rationale for such an examination stems from the emergence, over
the past decade of two parallel discourses in public sector and
governance reform: first,-government as primarily a set of national
and provincial stategies for public sector reforms, and secondly, a
discourse has focused on the rising importance of municipal
government and local governance systeifise main problem at
present remains the absence of more holistic thinking on the need for a
new enterpise, federated architecture for collaboration that entails an
overhaul of the existing political arrangements of the federation. An
additional lesson to draw at present is that the weak status and limited
capacities of Canadads municipalities, a concern predating e
governmentés emergence, risk amplification as a governance handicap

for both individual communities and the country in adapting to a more
digital age. However, the consequences of the weakness also @epend
how provincial and federal governmentsspond to the erosion of
public trust by adapting their own structures, as well as the
effectiveness of emerging tdpwn mechanisms being deployed to
strengthen the infrastructure of cities and communities.

Public Administration and Management
Volume Eleven, Number gp. 306350
2006



307

Introduction

The purpose of this artiel is to undertake an
examination of the impacts ofgovernment in Canada on
both intergovernmental relations generally and local
governance specifically. The rationale for such an
examination stems from the emergence, over the past
decade of two paralletliscourses in public sector and
governance reform that carry implications for one another.
The first discourse,-government, has primarily emerged
as a set of national and provincial strategies for public
sector reforms, whereas the second discoursddtased
on the rising importance of municipal government and local
governance systenlsThe first discourse views cyberspace
as a virtual means to overcoming traditional spatial barriers
across a national polity, while the latter one embraces
proximity. The manner by which these two discourses
either align themselves or are at odds with one another is an
important matter for the future shape, suitability and
effectiveness of both democratic and digital governance
arrangements.

E-government is enteringsi second decade as a
widely embraced agenda for public sector reform. Although
there are many varying definitions ofgevernment, we
adopt the following as a starting pointhe continuous
innovation in the delivery of services, citizen participation,
and governance through the transformation of external and
internal relationships by the use of information technology,
especially the Internét.Building on this definition, we
offer four distinct but interelated dimensions of change:
service delivery, serity, transparency and trust (Roy
2005a). All of these dimensions are related, directly or
indirectly, to the widening presence and rapidly expanding
importance of a digital infrastructure encompassing
information and communication technologies and online
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connectivity (and they are explained more fully in the
subsequent section).

The methodology underpinning this article is
exploratory by adopting the Canadian polity as a single
critical case study for which context and empirical evidence
have been gathed from a variety of sourcesirst, a
review of relevant research literatures comprises the
following three areas: i) -governmentGs evolution (in
Canada and elsewhere); ii) the municipal perspective on
online and ICT adaptation as well as relevant inter
governmental developments; and iii) matters of local
governance capacities more generally in terms of resource
distribution and power relations in a mtlkivel, domestic
environment. In addition to the various studies and surveys
referenced in this artie, empirical evidence has also been
gathered in Canada from an online review of the 25 largest
local governments in Canada, as well as interviews with
more than 40 managers from the Canadian public s&ctor.
Although this paper is situated in Canada, tteeelessons
for many countries grappling with traditional jurisdictional
separation and boundaries on the one hand, and emerging
opportunities and pressures for interoperability, integration
and coordination on the other hand.

The article unfolds as fdbws. Section two
conceptually mapg-governmentés four dimensions while
also addressingthe nexus of both tensions and
opportunities between different levels of government in a
digital era. Section three probes the local and -nter
governmental perspectis®n service delivery and security.
Section four considers transparency, trust adéraocracy,
once again from local and intgovernmental planes.
Section five then examines the degree of alignment
between eovernments emergence and debates
surrounding fiscal resources and municipal authority.
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Section & draws together the main conclusions from this
assessment.

E-Government in a Multi-Level Environment

With regard to egovernmentGs four dimensions,
service and security are primarily focused on adagpthe
internal decisiormaking architecture of government, in
response to pressures and opportunities associated with the
Internet. Indeed, delivering services online became the
hallmark of egovernment during the 1990s: as more and
more citizens conductheir personal and professional
affairs online, these &customersd of government ook to do
the same in dealing with state, whether it is paying their
taxes or renewing permits and licenses of one sort or
another (Curtin and al. 2003).

During the 1990s- as countries and other
jurisdictions began to develop a web presence, it became
intuitive that an online reiteration of traditional government
structures would not suffice for efficient transactional and
interactive capacities (Fountain 2001; Gronlund 2002
Hart-Teeter 2003). Thus, the notions of life events and
service streams were developed, with Singapore often
credited as being the first nation to organize its public
sector online in such a manner and many others quickly
following suit (Allen and al. 205). As more and more
citizens have flocked to the Internet for online services in
areas such as banking and retail shopping, many in
government began to identify online channels as worthy of
exploration. Initially, the impetus for utilizing online
channed to deliver information and services was often
couched in terms of financial savings. Yet, many such
models proved exceedingly optimistic due to forecasts
predicated on massive transaction cost savings from
Internet communication (relative to paper aridghone) or
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strong, shorterm growth in demand for online services
(relative to other channels) (Roy 2003). Functionality also
remains limited, particularly with respect to the processing
of financial payments. This is a limitation due in large
measure tothe concerns about security (Bryant and
Colledge 2002; Holden 2004).

The ability to interact effectively with customers
online requires a reliable architecture, particularly for the
handling of personal informatioin such as credit card
numbersi that dten underpins financial transactions. Yet
fostering governmenwide capacities for receiving, storing
and sharing secure information is a complex undertaking.
In areas such as health care, the benefits of more efficient
and integrated care through netwedkinformation systems
are entirely dependent on secure and intemected
governance architectures (Joshi and al. 2002; Pavliheév
Garson 2004).

Security issues hawdsorisen to the top of political
agendas as of latéor other reasons, agovernnents
become conscious that more citizgantric manners may
not always be consistent with a philosophy of friendly and
efficient customer service. For security can mean
surveillance as well as service. It may entail extracting and
sharing information not rdy in response to requests by
citizens, but also as a way to better forecast potential
actions and choices (Denning 2003). The trafie
between privacy, freedom and convenience have therefore
become more politicized, particularly in a p8st1 context
which has seen the security dimension ajogernment
expand from being largely a technical precursor to better
service to a more ovarching paradigm of public sector
action (Brown 2003; HaiTeeter 2004; Roy 2005b).
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The first two dimensionsshape the way in which
governments organize internally to address opportunities
and threats in the external environment. Transparency and
trust speak to changes rooted less in the internal structures
of government and more in the evolving democratic
environment withm which governments operaieas the
Internet has facilitated the creation of new channels of
political mobilization and interaction between citizens and
their governments. A fundamental challenge is a clash of
cultures between the expectations of an iasiregly open
and online society and the traditions of secrecy and
information containment that prevail in many public sector
settings (Reid 2004; Roberts 2005).

While egovernmentdrives interest indemocratic
reform, a chasm exists between the emphagisitizen
engagement as a principle and the difficulties in effecting a
meaningful application of this principle (Lenihan 2002a).
At issue is here the notion of trust as a basis for democratic
legitimacy (Oliver and Sanders 2004). Whereas service and
secuity focus primarily on retooling the public sector to
better deliver information and services within existing
political structures, transparency and trust reflect widening
pressures to rethink the structures themsélvearticularly
from the perspectiveof public participation (Geiselhart
2004).

These four dimensions can prove useful in
understanding how a system of government is adapting
holistically to online connectivity and the widening
pervasiveness of digital technology. At the same time,
however,any consideration of a public sector as a whole,
for a given jurisdiction (most commonly a country), must
recognize that there are many different governments whose
actions may or may not be similar and aligned. In the case
of federal environments, formal egarations shape
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governing contexts at each level of power, while various
inte-governmental arrangements, both formal and
informal, add further complexity. The local perspective in
such a setting varies considerably across jurisdictions, and
one interestig irony of local government is that municipal
authorities in formal federations may have less autonomy
than those in more unitary systelffhe Canadian system
examined in this paper will be presented as a set of three
government levels, although only twb federal and
provincial, enjoy formal constitutional recognition: local
government resides under the provincial domain.

The emergence of -government over the past
decade has inserted a new variable into what had already
been a complex governance equatibn many parts of
Europei and most certainly in Canada, the final two
decades of the twentieth century were a time of local
renaissance in many aspects of governance from both
political and economic perspectives: regional clusters and
localized system®f innovation were complemented by a
growing interest in Europe in particular in providing more
formal political recognition to subnational entities (that in
turn vary in scope and status across different European
countries) (Loughlin 2001). The resultsvkabeen evident
at both national and supranational levels. It is within such a
context that the seeds were planted for current debates in
Canada pertaining to a new deal for cities and communities
in order to bolster municipal capacities in a manner that
recognizes the increasingly strategic importance of local
governance systems (Paquet 2000; OECD 2002; Andrew
2002; Patterson and Biagi 2003).

By contrast, egovernmentGs first decade is most
prominently a national exercis@Heeks 1999; Fletcher
2004; Roy2005a). In many counties, such as Canada,
national (or federal) governments have embraced
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technological connectivity as a national project within
which cyberspace enables national organizations to better
reach out and encompass the country as a whole,
overcoming to some extent traditional limitations of
geographic space (Paquet and Roy 2004), limitations that
inherently favour, determine and necessitate subnational
governing structures. The degree to which this trend is
evident depends not only on the dems and intent of
governments at the national level, but also the federalist
structures shaping themNotably, even in a highly
decentralized federal country such as Switzerland, there is
some early evidence of creeping centralism at the federal
level dueto the deployment of new digital infrastructures,
albeit in a tentative manner reflective of the entrenched
powers of local authorities (Manz and Trechsel 2004).

While such dynamics suggest a competitive
environmenti in which different government lelge seek
an upper hand over one another, there is also a more
collaborative perspective to-government and inter
governmental relation3 his view is predicated on the logic
of citizencentric governance that suggests a public with
declining tolerance forjurisdictional distinctions and
boundaries and a correspondingly greater in interest on
outcomes, particularly those involving information and
services. Accordingly, the same pressures that drive a
single government to transcend its internal boundaries can
also apply to a jurisdictioné public sector as a whole. A
more seamless public sector is the vision in this case,
predicated on varying levels of coordination and integration
across jurisdictions to either better share information, begin
to align and iner-link programs or even jointly execute
sets of transactions that have up to this point necessitated
separate yet highly similar transactions at different
government levels (Lenihan 2002b).
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While better service typically frames such directions as an
opportunity, other areas may entail more collaborative
action due to common threats and shared risks. The
emergence of the SARS epidemic in Toronto in 2003, for
example, revealed the systemic difficulties in different
government levelss each with relevant ral important
responsibilities for containing and managing this type of
public health crisis, acting concertedly to achieve shared
outcomes. A similar focus has emerged in the wake of
significantly bolstered anterrorism strategies sinceld,
strategiesthat increasingly represent an important new
dimension of ggovernment given their central reliance and
usage of information management and digital
infrastructure. In brief, service and security both share an
emphasis on the potential value of more camatid and in
some cases, integrated inggvernmental action, despite
ongoing challenges rooted in jurisdictional separateness.

Transparency and trustas the more externalized
dimensions to governance and public sector reform, can
be seen as havindpé potential to replicate either one of
these competitive and collaborative perspectives on
federalism and integovernmentalism. In terms of the
former, much as the Internet and cyberspace accords
national governments new opportunities to serve a
geograpitally dispersed public, the same is true for both
oneway communications and more interactive forms of
democratic outreach and engagement. Furthermore, an
increasingly instantaneous (and mualiannel) media
environment better informs citizens of issued @rocesses
at all government levels, but it is reasonable to presume at
least some potential for a digital advantage of sorts to
favour national level issues that are often more conducive
to commercialized media forms, soudbides and the Gpin
warsd of a heavily and digitally politicized environment
(Ridel 2001).
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At the same time, however, local governments have
typically been viewed as the most accessible in terms of
public participation and the direct ability of individuals or
grassroots groups to flnence decisions (Graham and
Phillips 1998). Here proximity plays a powerful role, one
underscored by the 1990 movement to create so-called,
Gmart communitiesd that reflect the potentially pdsie
coupling of the transformational potential of new
techhologies with the traditional advantages of localized
confines and familiarity (Eger 1997; Coe and al. 2001;
Paquet and Roy 2004).Supporting this localized
perspective is evidencsuggesting thatthe Internet is
perhaps most effective at strengthening wcamity ties
where relations previously existédand where they can be
further nurtured through a mix of online and offline
encounters (Oates 2003). In short, different government
levels may once again choose to seek some advantage
through their own relate strengths of wider technological
reach or stronger local familiarity and responsiveness.

Here too, as with service delivery, a more
collaborative inteigovernmental approach may also be
sought, premised on the notion that the citizenry is more
concernd with strong, integrated outcomes than with
respect for individual jurisdictions. In many areas such as
health care reform or environment management, it may
well be increasingly difficult for the public to assign
specific accountabilities to different gemaments given the
widening complexity and interdependencies of many policy
fields, particularly highly visible, strategic and overarching
aims such as public health, safety and security, economic
and sustainable development (etc.). One very specific
chalenge that many governments face in such an
environment lies in public consultatidnwhere different
levels of government may feel compelled to undertake their
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own studies and outreach strategies on issues that have
been, or are being addressed in simitenners by other
governmentsConsultation fatigue can thus result from a
public invited to contribute to multiple governing levels on
matters of overlapping interest, or from a public confused
as to which level should be the proper forum of
engagement.

In short, there are pressures that may lead us to
expect governments to act more competitively in pursuing
e-government reforms, and there are likewise pressures and
opportunities for more concerted, holistic approaches to
public sector governance. How teeforces play out are
important at all government levels, but particularly so
locally since it is of interest to determine whether their
evolution is aligning itself with and thereby reinforcing
the devolutionary and localizing movements emphasizing
the empowerment of communities, or instead, whether e
government represents a new deviation in public sector
governance that seeks to lessen the rising prominence of
local governance in favour of more centralized, national
based strategies and mechanisms.

Savice and Security

Like their provincial and federal counterpdtts
Canadian municipalities have actively pursued e
government agendas over the past decade. An examination
of the largest municipalities in Canada reveals a
sophisticated online presence&ving made large strides in
creating portals that are highly informative, easy to use, and
functional in a variety of ways. For instance, most
municipalities have organized their online portals around
streams of common services defined by user type (i.e.
resident, business, visitor etc.), while also offering a set of
dife eventsd or ey topicsd to facilitate quick and
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convenient navigatioll! For less obvious requests, site
maps, search engines and alternative inquiry methods (such
as telephone or email Ifow-up) are common
characteristics of local government wsites.

In terms of specific offerings, portals are being
utilized to offer a variety of services to local citizens. For
instance, many municipalities now accept the online
completion of various functions: examples include
applications for business permits, online payment of
property taxes, pet registration, recreational reservations
and so forth!" Many cities also allow residents to tailor
more interactive information sources to their specific
needs: email notifications of parking restrictions and
traffic web-cam updates are but two examples. As with
their federal and provincial counterparts, capacities for the
completion of financial payments online are often limited.
For instance, all of the 2®municipalities reviewed for this
paper allow for online payment for such items as parking
violations (but the processing of larger amounts is more
sporadic). In some cases municipalities are able to
circumvent the need for creating such aihduse capaty
- where the creation and maintenance of a secure
architecture denotes a significant expernse relying on
indirect channels of online payment: Vancouver residents
for example can pay their property taxes online via their
financial institution.

The ealy stage of eayments across Canadian
municipalities is not out of line with trends elsewhere,
notably in the United States. One unsurprising correlate of
such functionality is sizé as larger municipalities tend
toward more sophisticated digital opeoais internally in
direct comparison to smaller communitiesThe
concentration of broadband Internet access and use in urban
dwellings creates some pressure for moving in such a
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direction (relative to rural and remote areas in partictifar).
Beyond providinginformation and common services for
their citizens online, municipalities are also posting
employment opportunities on their welies and in some
instances, allowing for online applications to be submitted.
In larger communities, residents can also tait@ir online
experience to specific neighbourhoods in order to receive
information on local construction projects, community
events, or details on who to contact regarding an issue or
request of some sort.

This strong security emphasis is very muchlime
with US findings from the 2004 Digital Cities Survey in the
uUsS:

The survey of 183 city mayors, managers and
chief information officers found that the
growing use of information technology is
chiefly focused on fiservice-oriented, business
driven and osteffectived outcomes. City
leaders, however, are facing increasing
challenges to expand and maintain the use of
information technology due to escalating
budget pressures as well as public expectations
for seltservice”

This latter point, greater pectations for seléervice,
is partially the rationale for the importing of the @116
service from the US by several Canadian cities at present.
The emergence of @116 systems in North America is a
good illustration of both the need and the potential for
alignment across different service delivery channiels
notably, the telephone and the Internet. The City of Calgary
is Canadads pioneer for 311. Having set out to develop a
world-class presence on the Internet, a strategZ&gary
on the Welwas proposa in December 2000 to ensure the
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creation of a strong and flexible Web presence that
supported sharing of information through universal access
to efficient, effective products and serviéés.

The development of the portal would prove
instrumental in solidying the profile of egovernment and
IT management at the political level, thereby creating an
important foundation for subsequent, more recent
initiatives such as 311. Accordingly, in his 2005 State of
the City Address Mayor Dave Bronconnier delivered
public commitment to the 311 conceptas a means to
continually improving municipal performance in terms of a
timely and leading edge approach to citizen service:

3-1-1 will provide our city managers better
tools too. They will know exactly how lorg i
takes to respond. They'll know where resources
are being underutilized, and where resources
are stretched. And we can adjust service to
improve. 31-1 is as much about accountability
as it is responsiveness at City Hall. It's the new
kind of thinking tha Calgarians want for the
21% Century"

In 2003, Calgary led a coalition of Canadian cities in
submitting an application to the CRTC to approve the
designation of the 311 code for access to municipat non
emergency servicdsin a manner similar to the @of this
code in several American citi€%For many city officials,
311 denotes a shift toward a model of citizen service via
transparency and empowerment accorded through not only
the singlepoint access to all municipal services but also the
ability of citizens to then track their requests and the
processing of such requests by the municipal authority.
Calgary officials view 311 as an enabler of a-selfvice
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approach where citizens can leverage the existence of
multiple digital channels that can be quementary.
CalgaryGs portal and the 311 system are therefore
complementary means to an integrated objectiveetter
service outcomes (Dutil and al. 2005)1 ®lay 18" 2005,

the new system went live and City staff began fielding the
first calls and servie requests from citizers.

This type of local initiative, however, predicated on
simpler and more seamless governance for citizens locally,
raises a quandary intgovernmentally. As a federal
government official recently acknowledged in Canadats
pre-eminent egovernment forum, 311 should be a wake up
call for provincial and federal governments engaged in their
own service transformation efforts: what happens, the
official, asked, when a citizen dials 311 with an issue that is
partly or fully provincial ad/or federal in scop&? The
absence of seamless intgyvernmental coordination will
be exposed, creating a gap between the rhetoric routinely
espoused by government leaders that such integration is the
aim and the reality of separate initiatives within
jurisdictional boundaries.

In parallel to the 311 movement, some cities have
thus begun to experiment with integrated service portals
aimed at transcending jurisdictional boundaries. One such
example is the &eniorés Portad"', first piloted in
Brockville, Ontario as a partnership between the three
government levelsn order to provide a single online
source of information and services for Brockville residents
65 years of age and over. The level of irgevernmental
coordination is modest, more informatibnand cross
referencing in scope (via wdimks) as opposed to
providing fully integrated programs and transactions
involving multiple governments.
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The situation is similar in terms of the modest efforts
to date to better coordinate provincial and fedpragrams
and services online. In the Province afitBh Columbia,
for example, new companies can now register once online
via an integrated federgkovincial registration scheme that
replaces previously separatedprocesses. Similarly, the
Province of Qtario and the federal government have
signed a memorandum of understanding to explore joint
service integration through online channels. This agreement
is owed largely to the respective managers of both
government levels and a growing amount of admirtisga
interest in pursuing integovernmental collaboration via
shared digital infrastructuré¥"

Yet despite such efforts, the political climate between
provincial and federal leaders has been highly antagonistic,
largely due to accusations by OntarioGs Premier of a fiscal
imbalance creating federal government surpluses at the cost
of rising provincial deficits™”" The funding needs and
financing of capacities of cities and communities are also
central to such discussions (a theme returned to more fully
below).

The security imperative:

The pressures for more integrated online service
delivery offerings across jurisdictions are rooted more in
opportunity than necessity. In the postlD security
environment, however, an absence of stronger -inter
governmental capacities could well translate into
dramatically higher cost§ measured not only in lost
efficiencies and less convenience, but also public safety
and for some, survival itself. A recent repoNational
Emergencies: Canada's Fragile Front Linggepaed by
the Senate Committee on National Security and Defence
(2004), underscores the problem:
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Emergencies are local. The governments that
design and control angmergency strategies,
however, are federal, provincial and territorial.
Canadaés congtitution presents a formidable
challenge to the development of a swift and
comprehensive approach to dealing with
national emergencies. The Committee believes
that the best way to serve the citizen is by
listening to first respondersd needs and wants

to avoid sugggtions that there is a hierarchy of
greater and lesser governmenits.

Despite the CommitteeGs view, many signs
suggest a federal government viewing itself very as a
Ggreater governmentdi thereby focused primarily on
its own capacities rather than new atfinating
mechanisms and partnerships across government
levels. For example, CanadaGs first-ever National
Security Strategy is largdy a dederald set of
initiatives, coupled with limited promises to reach out
and dnformd other government levels. Despite a
much belated effort in early 2005 to create a federal
provincial dialogue on security matters, there remains
an absence of willingness on the part of these two
levels of government to incorporate the municipal
presence™

Such criticism T underpinned by he Senate
Committeets findings, would seem to have at the very least
sensitized federal leaders to this issue. In a May 2004
address to the dderation of Canadian Municipalitiesd
Annual Conferenc®', the Deputy Prime Minister
acknowledged the Senate Studymd its surveying of
municipal leaders across the country and pledgeddoess
the shortcomings revealed in it. In an effort to laud the
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importance of local government in security and safety
efforts, however, one example offered by the Minister
served tounderscore the severity of the gap in terms of
funding.

The initiative invoked as an example of municipal
involvement was the Joint Emergency Preparedness
Program, a $5 million annual commitment of matching
funds to help finance the purchasing of equiptnehe
development of emergency plans, and the conducting of
local training. In light of an annual operating budget of
Canadaés largest city, Toronto, that exceeds $8 billion, the
limited scope of such financing becomes appareiit the
more so in lightof nearly $8 Billion in new spending
commitments announced by the federal government since
2001 (Fife 20045 In light of the July 2005 London
bombings, Canada®s federal Minister (and Deputy Prime
Minister) responsible for public safety and security pripli
acknowledged that Canadians arepiépared for such a
threat at home, a weakness partly attributable to insufficient
intergovernmental coordination and local suppStt.

The resulting weaknesses in the countyGs governance
architecture are thus due: ta) limited local capacities for
first responders (as the Senate report makes clear); b) an
absence of municipal voice within the federal arena where
so much of the program decisions are made; and c) no
meaningful effort to create stronger inggvernmetal
mechanisms to share information and better coordinate
planning and preparation. In a more informational and
interconnected environment, where interoperability is
becoming more essential for all governments levels to
address common threats both proastivand reactively,
the significance of these weaknesses rises. Clearly, in the
realm of security the imperative for a more collaborative
view of federalism is sharpening, even though many
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traditions and boundaries of separateness remain
entrenched.

Secuity is also a key dimension of service delivery,
to the extent that more administrative collaboration is
sought in the future since here too, interoperability is
critical in order to align standards and systems in either a
unified or at the very least jully orchestrated platform for
processing and sharing information and executing
transactions via shared processes. Yet, the creation of the
secure channel at the federal levelcentrepiece of the
federal strategy for online service deliveijustratesthe
absence of collaborative governance between federal and
provincial governments. Built at considerable cost and
effort within the federal apparatus in concert with a private
sector consortiumfederal officials have been seeking
interest at the provinal level to have these governments
adopt the secure channel for their own service delivery
strategies, the cost of which would be negotiated as
essentially a contractual arrangement through which the
provinces purchase the usage of this service infragteict
from the federal provider.

To date, there has been widespread reluctance
amongst the provinces to pursue such an arrangement,
largely due to a feeling that i) the secure channel was
configured for federal government purposes and therefore it
may nd be ideally suited for provincial needs; ii) cost
overruns at the federal level are a now a key factor in
federa efforts to Geell6this infrastructure to the provinces;
and iii) other models and solutions may be available that
are more efficient and salble, either via the marketplace
in terms of offthe-shelf solutions or through the internal
construction of a secure channel more appropriate for a
provincial scale. In short, the absence of upfront
collaboration in terms of planning and deploying the
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chaanel as a shared infrastructure across jurisdictions is
now an impediment to doing so despite federal eagerness
for such directions.

This fragmentation is increased at the municipal
government level where the absence of a national
framework to coordinatesecurity provisions means that
municipalities are pursuing a diversity of approaches in line
with their own objectives such as @118 online payment
schemes and emergency preparedness and coordination.
Although such experimentation may be positive in some
respects (in yielding tailored solutions and a network of
experimentation that is often viewed as a hallmark of
federalism), there are offsetting costs in the failure of
governments to pursue wider and deeper forms of
collaboration that are essential toeir own service and
security objectives.

Transparency and Trust

In terms of transparency, trust and new and
strengthened forms of democratic engagement,
municipalities have been no less determined than other
governments to make use of online channels o
communications to provide timely and accurate information
to their citizens (Lee 2004). Although the depth of this
commitment varies in part due to population size (as the
larger cities have many more issues within larger and more
complex operations), ¢ quality and quantity of
information available via local governments online is often
comparable to other government levels (Melitski and al.
2005).

Whether or not such openness is being pursued to
alter and strengthen local democratic capacities is more
uncertain. The formation of budgets by municipal
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governments would seemingly support the view that
political negotiation and public consultation much more
common at the local level (in part due to the -pantisan
Council structure of local governmentgo&ring the Mayor

to craft a coalition of Council supporters). There is some
evidence of such participation extending online as well. For
example, in coming to terms with a 2.93% property tax
increase in their 2004 budget, the City of Vancouver
deployedpublic consultation (including public meetings, a
local opinion poll, and online questionnairiesn English
and Chineseas a mean® explore the relative preferences
of residents between service cuts or modest tax increases
beyond the level of inflatioff"

Municipalities are also more detailed and accessible
in accounting for their spending plans and financial results
than is typically the case provincially and federally. For
instance, in addition to outlining the how the $7.1 Billion
municipal operatindpudget for 2004 was crafted, the City
of Toronto provides an online budget simulation for
residents to experiment with shifts in financial allocations
across municipal priorities: its purpose is also to provide a
public education vehicle on Councilé priorities for 2005
and 2006*Y. Notwithstanding such notable cases, there is
no systemic evidence to suggest that online government is
substantially expanding the participative means and culture
of municipal processes. One explanation lies in findings
uncoveredy Norris in the US:

Part of the reason that participants did not
indicate that edemocracy was a reason that
their governments adoptedgevernment can
be found in their operational definitions of e
democracy. Their definitions of-d&mocracy
were primaiy, if not solely related to
information and service provision with an
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added dash of access to and communication
with government officials. Thus, operationally,
they did not separate-@&emocracy from -e
government (p. 8, Norris 2005).

A similar mindset pevails in Canada, with wider e
democratic reform often viewed as a longer term phase to
follow the more immediate challenges of service
functionality customer service Bprins 2004). Many;,
elected officials emphasize that there is no apparent
appetite on th part of the public for wider-éemocratic
reforms As a result, politicians are much more concerned
with deploying new technologies to achieve results rather
than creating more direct and deliberative forms of citizen
involvement (Gattinger 1998; Norr2905)*"!

An additional barrier is the lack of obvious
organizational placement fordemocracyWith CIO-type
structures focused primarily on internal operatiénand
updating and reforming these operations to better Gserved
the municipal client baseod municipalities assign public
consultation responsibilities to communications
departments, despite the dramatically different purpose and
focus. The fact remains that much like all government
levels in Canada, municipalities are only beginning to focus
on deploying new technologies to widen citizen
participation and incorporate it into traditional forums and
decisionmaking mechanisms (Lenihan 2002b; Kaghan
and Gunji 2004).

Anotherfactor limiting democratic change locally is
the greater visibility ash attention accorded to provincial
and federal levels in matters of transparency and trust.
Unfortunately, much of this attention is negativeheT
absence of sufficient openness has emerged as a major
issue in the Parliamentary model at federal and pra@ilinc
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levelsi so much so it became a critical determinant in the
January 2006 federal election that would see a new
minority Government electedlthough local governments
have not been without examples of corruption and
mismanagement, there is clear evicethat Canadians are
increasingly demonstrating higher levels of trust for their
local governments and declining levels for their federal and
provincial government&™"

Such trends are partly fuellingguincial interest in
exploring democratic change ofoth institutional and
electronic variants. Several provinces, for instance, are
exploring electoral reform and the Government of Ontario
has recently begun to deploy online public consultatass
one element of its broader reform movement entitled,
Democatic Renewal The agenda hagpawredthe creation
of a formal Secretariat within the provincial government
and direct Ministerial status to overview it. Such
experimentation stems from the widening view both inside
and outside of government circles thableitrust is based
less and less on deference to traditional authoritative
structures and more on reputation and experiences derived
from more direct forms of participation and engagement
(Geiselhart 2004; OdHara 2004).

Still, this provincial activity mg also be viewed as a
more advanced microcosm of reform to the Parliamentary
model that is shared with the federal government: there is
no offsetting effort by the provinces to exteedher e-
democracyor more participatory forms of engagement to
the muncipal level that falls within their
domain®" Some scholars have even questioned the
motives and sincerity of the provinces in light of growing
federalism activism in seeking new arrangements to
support municipalities financially:
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Although the federal mows to be applauded,

it also draws attention to the increasingly
curious absence of provincial governments
from the national debate over cities and an
urban agenda. Given that provinces are a much
larger player than the federal government on
the municipal &age, and will remain so, their
very modest role to date is both puzzling and
troublingé At issue, then, is the need for a
strategic framework upon which can be built a
new relationship between the municipal and
provincial governmentsé And, we need to think
about more than the need for more money (p. 1,
Gibbons 20055

The need for a discussion beyond money is evident,
and it is one that will intensify in light of the nexus of e
government&s building and maintenance costs and inter-
governmental pressures dhe one hand, and questions
about the need for stronger local governance capacities on
the other hand. A closer look at this latter dimension and
how it related to the evolution ofgovernment is the task
to which we now turn.

Resources, Identities andrederated Capacities

Despite the aforementioned local renaissance in
many parts of the world that arose in the 199
recognition and strength was partially stalled in Canada by
what some observers have termed an obsession with
federalprovincial rehtions (Andrew 2002). Accordingly, it
was not until the late 1990s and early part of this century
when cities, urbanization and territorial governance matters
began to penetrate the political and policy agendas of
Canadian governments (OECD 2002), a tirhat twould
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also see the emergence ofg@vernment in a forceful
manner at the federal level (Paquet and Roy 2004).

Canadian reforms hawarguablylagged behind the
European experience in terms of a focus on both local and
multi-level capacity building. GaCanadian observer notes
that: fiusing a mix of principles, programs and networks,
the EU in the 1990s developed mildtvel governance to
implement more place sensitive policies and programso
(Bradford 2004§*. Importantly, many European countries
seem inént on extending this sensitivity to the realm of e
governance (Jorgensen and Rosamond 2002; Lodge 2003;
Gerster and Haag 2003J"

Although  comparative examinations of local
government are notoriously complex (due to a variety of
cultural and structuralvariables across all levels of
government in any one jurisdiction), a review conducted
for the Government of Scotland pointed to the following
issues as the main contours of what should be considered in
a broadly structured debate on local governance:

1 theconstitutional status of local government;

1 the distribution of functions between the levels of
government;

T powers of intervention and direction;

1 electoral arrangements (and the role of elected
mayors or executives);

T financial powers or responsibilitee of local
government (including taxation); and

1 themes and issues which characterize the different
national approaches to local governméfit!

Canadian municipalities face handicaps in many of
these areas (Barnett 1997; Paquet 2000; Wong 2002;
Paquet andRoy 2004; Bradford 2004). The governance of a
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country such as Denmark, for example, comparable in
population size to larger Canadian provinces, features
taxation powers structured inversely to the residual
property tax feature of local governments in Canad
income tax in Denmark is predominantly localiZ&4" A
similar set of financial structures characterizes Switzerland,
where local communes enjoy not only significant taxation
powers relative to other government levels but also the
ability to restructure # electoral and decisiemaking
systems, both individually and in concert with other local
communes.

An alternative system in the Netherlands features
more nationalized taxation mechanisms that nonetheless
enable the transferring of a substantial lealesources to
local governments via unqualified granSuch transfers
enablelocal governmentto exercise budgetaguthority in
a locally decided upon manner. Even within the more
similarly structured federations of Canada and the United
States, munigalities south of the border enjoy a wider
array of financial mechanisms ambverning provisions
that providewider degrees of freedom within Stdéwel
legislative frameworks than their Canadian counterparts
(Vander Ploeg 2002).

In Canada, although ¢hfederal government has
introduced various new funding schemes deigned to
provide resources to the municipal level (as acknowledged
by Gibbons above), these reforms are being introduced in a
predominantly togdown manner, on the basis of federal
infrastricture programs, competitive granting schemes, and
federatprovincial agreements to share limited taxation
sources with local governments"Y While such
initiatives provide an important financial stimulus for
infrastructure investment according visibility © the
federal governmentthey are an insufficienbasis for
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strengthening municipal autonomy and sgivernance
capacities(McMillan 2004). There may well be a more
acute threat here for local governments pursuing e
government reforms where financial eafy has been
demonstrated to be increasingly important with higher
levels of technological sophistication and deepening
commitments (Moon and Norris 2005).

E-goverrance thus becomesan important prism
through which the new style of governance arrangésnen
may be identified and crafted, as organizations in all sectors
seek to foster coordination in a manner that reconciles
central authority and flexible autonom§uch is the notion
of a federated architecture that is as much political and
organizational s it is technological. Indeed, the scope of
what must be sought is explicitly muttimensional:
technically, it permits decisiemaking systems within a
variety of organizational subunits to join together; and
strategically and politically, it allows fdboth action and
authority to be facilitated, shared and coordinated across a
multitude of levels Cairncross 2002; Batini and al. 2002;
Koch 20(). Realizing such a vision, however, requires
coordinationi often from organizational and institutional
changs that must be orchestrated by imposition or
agreement. In the case of political federalism in a formal
sense, agreement is almost always essential since no one
level holds power over the otherthough a complicating
variable forCanadian municipalitiess their subordination
to provincial control.

There is a body of evidence irgevernment and IT
management demonstrating that in the absence of
significant pressure to modify the existing structures of
power and authority, the application of new tecbgas
will result by and large in a strengthening of existing
arrangementsKraemer and King 2003)With respect to
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the adaptation of Canadals federalist structures to a more
digital era,this view of technological incrementalisseems
consistent with themanner by which federal action
continues to grow in terms of both its own governance
mechanisms (partially liberated through cyberspace from
traditional geographic confines) and its support for shared
inter-governmental initiatives and matters of local
infrastructure and development.

The two critical weaknesses with this scenario are:
i) an absence of a political architecture to overte=
pursuit of nteroperabilitythat is increasingly interwoven
with the stated commitments and intentions of all
goverrment levels to pursue more seamless forms of
governance in the realms of service and security; and ii)
regardng transparency and trustimited capacities for
democratic engagement locally as the federal government
and the provincesare likely to extend heir financial
resources and political clout intoigtrealm Here too, the
absence of an intggovernmental architecture politically
ensures that politicians at each level are most concerned
with their own visibility and relevance rather thanthe
collecive performance of the public sector.

Clearly consequential for municipalgevernment
strategies such weaknesses alsdaise the stakes
considerably forthe evolution of egovernment atederal
and provincial levels. As digital technologies permeate
wider segments of public sector operatiorend adurther
democratic innovation is pursuetthe deployment of new
technologycan only expandni scope and complexity. The
risk of federal and provincial technocracies is reiaice
administratively larger goveaments have typically agted
more slowly tharsubnational ore (Goldsmith and Eggers
2004).
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One way to manage such risk is undertake a political
conversation that links democratic renewal, fiscal
federalism and the widening need for new and more
regulaized forms of integovernmental collaboration
within the context of @overnance and-governmentin
other words, the provincial and federal governments might
launch a public reflection on democratic governance as
enterprise architecture for the coundiya whole.

Here, thenfgrail of enterprise architecture is to
create a map of information technology (IT) assets and
business processes and a set of governance principles that
drive a constant discussion about business strategy and how
it can be expressl through 1D (p.4, Koch 2005). Four
main components include: i) the information architecture;
i) the infrastructure architecture; iii) application
architecture; and iv) business architecture (ibid.). Although
such parameters are now commonplace withitividual
governments (a sufficiently complicated tasks in wrestling
with the balance between decentralized autonomy and
governmenwide interoperability), such a perspective is
now increasinglyalled for across all government levels.

Providing such a t#hnological perspective can thus
better enable a strategic reconsideration of fiscal federalism
arrangements where a commonly held principle has been
that dinance follows functionsd (McMillan 2004. One
must go further in an era of-governance and -e
govanment and ask how form is best facilitated by and
adapted to new technological and social realities. In the
public sector, more so than in industry, these social realities
are tied to the complicated relationship between
transparency and trust that deteres accountability
mechanismsof ovesight and participation involving
government bodies, elected officials and the citizenry.
Thus, the enterprise architecture of a public sector in a
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federal environment is complicated by the need to sort out
roles and ssign resources and authority in a manner that
either respects or explicitly seeks agreement to overcome
the sovereignty of each political level enjoined.

Conclusion

The structures and rules of federalism in Canada
were forged in the century at a the when Canada was
a patchwork of largely rural communities dispersedoss
a country that would for some time remain partially
unconnected by rail, much less a modern
telecommunications infrastructure. Cities were almost non
existent and town and commtias were swunits of
provinces hostile toward any notion of a strong national
government that would infringe on their jurisdictional
autonomy. Despite this strong provincialism, much of the
twentieth century would see the continued emergence of a
much stonger federal government and ongoing federal
provincial tensions over mainly political and financial
matters. Most recently, cities have emerged as an
acknowledged third government order, albeit without
formal recognition ad with a high level of dependeyon
bothfederalandprovincial processes

By way of concluding, it is important to
acknowledgethe preliminary nature of the assessment
undertakerhere. Indeed, thereak been only limite@ffort
devoted to the study of-government and federalism
geneally. This article therefore provides a basis for
broadened debate as to the digital transformation of the
public sector as a wholeinclusive of its many levels that
are becoming more intertwined due to pressures and
opportunities  for  connectivity, codination and
collaboration Further research is warranted on not only the
sorts of mechanisms for intgovernmental activity
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(including technological, organizational and political
dimensions), but also the manner by which fiscal
arrangements across diféert levels of government shapes
public sector deployments of digital technologies and how
these deployments, in turn, affect democratic activity and
selfgovernance capacities at the local level.

With respect to the two views of federalism put
forth eary on in this paperi namely the competitive
rationale modeled on jurisdictional separateness and a more
collaborative approach based on integration and
interdependence, both would appear to have relevance in
Canada at present. Whereas the former perspedsiv
clearly more in line with the origins and much of the
ongoing traditions and structures of Canadian government,
the latter imow beginning to beecognizedas an important
component of the-government transformation that cannot
unfold in a strictlyunattached manner at each government
level. The main problem at present remains the absence of
more holistic thinking on the need for a new enterprise,
federated architecture for collaboration that entails an
overhaul of the existing political arrangemerda$ the
federation.

One importantlessonis that the weak status and
limited capacities of Canadas municipalities, a concern
predating egovernment@ emergence, risks amplificationin
an increasingly digitahge.However, the consequences of
the weaknesslso depends in part on how provincial and
federal governments respond to the erosion of public trust
by adapting their own structures, as well as the
effectiveness of emerging taown mechanisms being
deployed to strengthen the infrastructure of citesd
communities. More research will be required in order to
gauge such consequences, as well as the efforts of all
government levels to gradually construct a more
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collaborative and interoperable governance architediyre
adapting current arrangements thatny such systemic
orientation
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