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Figure 1. Sunrise at Jumbo (Tarasiuk, R., 2016).  
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ABSTRACT  

This study focused on understanding the role of gender in people’s participation in the proposed 

Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-making processes in southeastern British Columbia, Canada. 

Research questions focused on the ability of Transgender people, women, and men to participate 

meaningfully, and the identification of enabling and constraining factors of participation. 

Respondents had experience with formal and/or informal decision-making processes regarding 

the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort. Qualitative methodology was used to gather data through 

interviews, surveys, site research, and archival sources, which were analyzed using thematic 

content analysis. According to most respondents, gender impacted people’s participation in the 

proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-making processes by determining whether they held the 

right “key” to access participation; which respondents determined was held by men.  

Consequently, these findings show that the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-making 

processes were gendered, and were not representative of everyone who was impacted by the 

decisions. In 2017 this type of exclusion is no longer appropriate, and as both the literature and 

numerous international agreements point to, in order to achieve human sustainability, we all need 

to work together.  

Keywords: Jumbo Glacier Resort, gender, environmental decision-making, participation, 

Ktunaxa Nation, Sinixt Nation, environmental sustainability, deep ecology, patriarchy, 

resort development 

 
  



GENDER, PARTICIPATION, AND 
ENVIRONMENTAL  5 

 
 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

COMMITTEE APPROVAL ....................................................................................................... 2	
CREATIVE COMMONS STATEMENT .................................................................................. 3	

KTUNAXA NATION STATEMENT ......................................................................................... 3	
ABSTRACT ................................................................................................................................... 4	

TABLE OF CONTENTS ............................................................................................................. 5	
LIST OF FIGURES ...................................................................................................................... 8	

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS ....................................................................................................... 10	
DISCLAIMERS .......................................................................................................................... 12	

PREFACE .................................................................................................................................... 13	
SECTION 1: FOUNDATIONS .................................................................................................. 16	

CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION .......................................................................................... 17	
THE THESIS	........................................................................................................................................................	18	

Problem	Statement	.......................................................................................................................................	18	
Purpose	of	Research	......................................................................................................................................	18	

GUIDING RESEARCH QUESTIONS	........................................................................................................................	18	
OPERATIONAL DEFINITIONS (ORGANIZED BY RELATIONSHIP)	...........................................................................	20	
STRUCTURE OF THE THESIS	................................................................................................................................	23	

 .................................................................................................................................................. 26	
A JUMBO EXPERIENCE	........................................................................................................................................	26	

CHAPTER 2: THE JUMBO GLACIER RESORT ............................................................. 27	
THE JUMBO VALLEY	..........................................................................................................................................	27	

The Proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort	............................................................................................................	28	
Jumbo Glacier Resort Decision-making Process	..........................................................................................	30	

ENVIRONMENTAL DECISION-MAKING AND ACTIVISM IN CANADA	.....................................................................	35	
Indigenous Knowledge Systems	....................................................................................................................	39	
Piq-s-mx-ikn	..................................................................................................................................................	41	
Qat’muk	........................................................................................................................................................	41	
The	Role	of	the	Ktunaxa	Nation	....................................................................................................................	42	
The	Role	of	the	Sinixt	Nation	.........................................................................................................................	42	
Role of Colonialism	.......................................................................................................................................	44	

 .................................................................................................................................................. 46	

CHAPTER 3: LITERATURE REVIEW ............................................................................. 47	
INTRODUCTION	...................................................................................................................................................	47	
THE ROLE OF GENDER IN ENVIRONMENTAL DECISION-MAKING	........................................................................	47	

Gender Equality and the Empowerment of Females	.....................................................................................	47	



GENDER, PARTICIPATION, AND 
ENVIRONMENTAL  6 

 
 

Ecofeminism	....................................................................................................................................................................	52	
Feminist	Environmentalism	.............................................................................................................................................	53	
Feminist	Political	Ecology	................................................................................................................................................	55	

ENVIRONMENTAL SUSTAINABILITY AND HUMAN-CENTERED SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT	..................................	58	
Sustainable Development	...................................................................................................................................	60	
Deep Ecology	.....................................................................................................................................................	62	

THE ROLE OF DECISION-MAKING IN ENVIRONMENTAL SUSTAINABILITY	................................................................	66	
THE ROLE OF PARTICIPATION IN ENVIRONMENTAL DECISION-MAKING	..................................................................	68	

Participation at the International Level	.............................................................................................................	71	
Participation at the Canadian Level	..................................................................................................................	73	

Indigenous	Peoples	.........................................................................................................................................................	75	
CONCEPTUAL AND THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK FOR THE STUDY	............................................................................	78	

Circle of Participatory Environmental Decision-making (COPED)	.................................................................	78	
CHAPTER 4: METHODOLOGY ............................................................................................ 83	

INTRODUCTION TO THE METHODOLOGY	.................................................................................................................	83	
CASE STUDY	...........................................................................................................................................................	83	
DATA COLLECTION	.................................................................................................................................................	84	

Interview Data	...................................................................................................................................................	84	
Survey Data	.......................................................................................................................................................	84	
Archival Sources	................................................................................................................................................	85	
Site Data	............................................................................................................................................................	86	

DATA ANALYSIS	.....................................................................................................................................................	86	
Survey and Interview Data Analysis	..................................................................................................................	87	
Archival Data Analysis	......................................................................................................................................	90	
Site Research	.....................................................................................................................................................	90	

RESEARCH SITES	.....................................................................................................................................................	91	
SAMPLING STRATEGY	.............................................................................................................................................	92	
RESPONDENTS	.........................................................................................................................................................	93	
ROLE OF THE RESEARCHER	.....................................................................................................................................	96	
ETHICAL CONSIDERATIONS	.....................................................................................................................................	97	
STUDY LIMITATIONS	...............................................................................................................................................	98	
EXPECTED OUTPUTS AND OUTCOMES	...................................................................................................................	100	

SECTION 2: RESULTS ........................................................................................................... 101	
CHAPTER 5: FINDINGS .................................................................................................... 102	

OVERVIEW	........................................................................................................................................................	103	
THE PARTICIPATION OF ALL PEOPLE IN DECISION-MAKING PROCESSES IS IMPORTANT	...................................	106	

Ktunaxa Perspectives	..................................................................................................................................	108	
THE INCLUSION OF ALL PEOPLE DEFINES MEANINGFUL PARTICIPATION	.........................................................	108	

Ktunaxa Perspectives	..................................................................................................................................	109	
MEANINGFUL PARTICIPATION OF ALL IS A NECESSITY OF DEMOCRATIC DECISION-MAKING	..........................	111	

Political Theatre	.........................................................................................................................................	112	
Democratic Efforts to Overcome Barriers to Meaningful Participation	.....................................................	114	
Addressing Barriers to Meaningful Participation and Democracy in the Future	.......................................	115	
Ktunaxa Perspectives	..................................................................................................................................	116	

THERE ARE BARRIERS TO PARTICIPATION	........................................................................................................	119	



GENDER, PARTICIPATION, AND 
ENVIRONMENTAL  7 

 
 

Gender-based Barriers to Participation	................................................................................................	120	
THESE PROCESSES WERE LED BY MEN	............................................................................................................	122	

Participation of Transgender People	..........................................................................................................	125	
Participation of Women	..............................................................................................................................	126	
Participation of Men	...................................................................................................................................	128	
Equal Participation	.....................................................................................................................................	130	
Ktunaxa Perspectives	..................................................................................................................................	131	

GENDER IS NOT A FACTOR	...............................................................................................................................	133	
Government-associated Respondent Perceptions on Gender	.....................................................................	135	

CHAPTER 6: CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS ..................................... 139	
CONCLUSIONS	..................................................................................................................................................	140	

Disconnected Understanding of Gender Equality and Inequality	...............................................................	142	
Government-level	Perception	that	Gender	is	not	a	Factor	......................................................................................	143	

Gender and the Environment	......................................................................................................................	145	
Implications and Shortcomings	...................................................................................................................	151	
Future Research	..........................................................................................................................................	153	

RECOMMENDATIONS	........................................................................................................................................	158	

REFERENCES .......................................................................................................................... 162	

APPENDICES ........................................................................................................................... 177	
APPENDIX A: STAKEHOLDERS OF THE PROPOSED JUMBO GLACIER RESORT DECISION-MAKING PROCESSES	........	177	
APPENDIX B: IDENTIFIED BARRIERS TO MEANINGFUL PARTICIPATION	.................................................................	178	
APPENDIX C: COPED FRAMEWORK ANALYSIS OF RESEARCH	..............................................................................	179	
APPENDIX D: INFORMED CONSENT FORM (INTERVIEW/SURVEY)	.........................................................................	182	
APPENDIX E: INTERVIEW PROTOCOL	.....................................................................................................................	185	
APPENDIX F: ONLINE SURVEY	..............................................................................................................................	187	

 

 

Figure 3. Jumbo Mountain from the Ridge (Tarasiuk, R., 2016). 



GENDER, PARTICIPATION, AND 
ENVIRONMENTAL  8 

 
 

LIST OF FIGURES 

FIGURE	1.	SUNRISE	AT	JUMBO	(TARASIUK,	R.,	2016).	...................................................................................................	2	

FIGURE	2.	LARCH	AT	SUNSET	(TARASIUK,	R.,	2016).	.....................................................................................................	3	

FIGURE	3.	JUMBO	MOUNTAIN	FROM	THE	RIDGE	(TARASIUK,	R.,	2016).	......................................................................	7	

FIGURE	4.	ALPINE	SUNRISE	(TARASIUK,	R.,	2016).	........................................................................................................	9	

FIGURE	5.	HORSESHOE	GLACIER	FROM	THE	RIDGE	(TARASIUK,	R.,	2016).	.................................................................	15	

FIGURE	6.	HORSESHOE	GLACIER	FROM	JUMBO	PASS	(TARASIUK,	R.,	2016).	.............................................................	16	

FIGURE	7.	PEAKS	AT	JUMBO	PASS	(TARASIUK,	R.,	2016).	...........................................................................................	23	

FIGURE	8.	HORSESHOE	GLACIER	AND	VALLEY	FROM	JUMBO	PASS	(TARASIUK,	R.,	2016).	.........................................	25	

FIGURE	9.	JUMBO	MOUNTAIN	AND	HIDDEN	LAKE	OF	THE	HANGING	GLACIER	(TARASIUK,	R.,	2016).	......................	45	

FIGURE	10.	JUMBO	PASS	RIDGE	(TARASIUK,	R.,	2016).	...............................................................................................	57	

FIGURE	11.	JUMBO	MOUNTAIN	FROM	THE	TOP	OF	JUMBO	PASS	(TARASIUK,	R.,	2016).	..........................................	67	

FIGURE	12.	LOOKING	TOWARDS	JUMBO	PASS	(TARASIUK,	R.,	2016).	........................................................................	77	

FIGURE	16.	CIRCLE	OF	PARTICIPATORY	ENVIRONMENTAL	DECISION-MAKING.	.........................................................	79	

FIGURE	14.	DEER	AT	JUMBO	PASS	(TARASIUK,	R.,	2016).	...........................................................................................	82	

FIGURE	15.	FILMING	AT	JUMBO	PASS	(TARASIUK,	R.,	2016).	......................................................................................	91	

FIGURE	16.	ALPINE	MEADOW	(TARASIUK,	R.,	2016).	..................................................................................................	99	

FIGURE	17.	OUTPUTS.	OUTPUTS	EXPECTED	FROM	THIS	RESEARCH.	........................................................................	100	

FIGURE	18.	OUTCOMES.	OUTCOMES	EXPECTED	FROM	THIS	RESEARCH.	.................................................................	100	

FIGURE	21.	ALPINE	MEADOW	BEFORE	HORSESHOE	GLACIER	(TARASIUK,	R.,	2016).	...............................................	101	

FIGURE	20.	RESPONDENT	PERCEPTIONS	ON	DEMOCRACY.	......................................................................................	111	

FIGURE	21.	RESPONDENT	PERCEPTIONS	OF	BARRIERS.	............................................................................................	119	

FIGURE	22.	RESPONDENT	PERCEPTIONS	OF	PARTICIPATION.	...................................................................................	123	

FIGURE	24.	RESPONDENT	PERCEPTIONS	ON	GENDER.	.............................................................................................	133	



GENDER, PARTICIPATION, AND 
ENVIRONMENTAL  9 

 
 
FIGURE	25.	GOVERNMENT-ASSOCIATED	RESPONDENT	PERCEPTIONS.	....................................................................	135	

FIGURE	26.		MOUNTAINS	AT	SUNSET	(TARASIUK,	R.,	2016).	....................................................................................	139	

FIGURE	27.	JUMBO	MOUNTAIN	AT	SUNSET	(TARASIUK,	R.,	2016).	..........................................................................	157	

FIGURE	32.	STAKEHOLDERS	IN	THE	PROPOSED	JUMBO	GLACIER	RESORT.	..............................................................	177	

FIGURE	30.	ALPINE	FLOWERS	AT	JUMBO	(TARASIUK,	R.,	2016).	...............................................................................	192	

 

 

Figure 4. Alpine Sunrise (Tarasiuk, R., 2016). 



GENDER, PARTICIPATION, AND 
ENVIRONMENTAL  10 

 
 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS  

This research was made possible through the collaboration of many people, whose knowledge 

forms the foundation of this study. The following respondents gave permission to be 

acknowledged for their contributions: 
 

 

 

 

I am extremely grateful to all respondents, anonymous and acknowledged. You have helped me 

grow as a person, and have shared valuable information about the current reality of participation 

in environmental decision-making in British Columbia, Canada. To the Ktunaxa Nation, Ktunaxa 

Research Ethics Committee, Ktunaxa Elders Advisory, and Dr. Horsethief, I give many many 

thanks; it was an honour to collaborate with you! 

            Furthermore, I would like to give my appreciation to my thesis supervisor Dr. Kate Grace 

Frieson, and Thesis Committee Member, Dr. Leslie King, for their flexibility and support 

throughout this thesis process. The staff at Royal Roads University have also been wonderful to 

work with, and have consistently provided information in a supportive and prompt manner. A 

special thanks to Nicole LeBihan; your guidance and support has been irreplaceable. 

 

Andrew Weaver 
Barbarah Nicoll 
Bob Campsall 

Cartwright 
Codie Morigeau 

Dee Conklin 
Gerry Taft 

Gerry Wilkie 
Greg Utzig 

 

K.L. Kivi 
Karen Newmoon 

Kat Hartwig 
Keshia Clancy 
Kym A. Hines 

Michael Gilfillan 
Pegasis McGauley 
Shane Loukianoff 

Wendy Booth 



GENDER, PARTICIPATION, AND 
ENVIRONMENTAL  11 

 
 
            To my family and friends, I give my immense gratitude. To my dear friends, Hannah 

Needham, Dayna Ortner, Kailey Erickson, and Charli Blanchard, thank you for staying 

connected with me and believing in our friendship, even when my life has revolved around my 

thesis. Thank you to my family, Nicole Tarasiuk, Babs and Nick Tarasiuk, Michael McMurray, 

Brent Rayner, Celine and Paul Rayner, Neil, Allison, Lex, and Cole Rayner, Ashley Rayner, and 

Kiel Harvey, for supporting me along the way and for understanding (or at least pretending to 

understand!) all those times I had to do school and thesis work during family visits!  

            To my Mom, Nicole Tarasiuk, I owe my inspiration to complete this thesis. Thank you 

for following your dreams, and for encouraging me to do the same. Writing this thesis was 

substantially easier with your support, including your endless supplies of homemade treats, 

countless reviews of all my various drafts, and simply sitting with me and brainstorming when I 

was feeling stuck.  

            Thank you to our beloved dog Jersey for taking me outside to go for walks and keeping 

me company for all those hours I worked on the computer. Finally, to my partner, Brent Rayner, 

I give my endless love and appreciation. Thank you for standing by me and supporting me 

through these years that I have been in university. I know it wasn’t always easy for you and 

appreciate everything that you have done to nourish me, including cooking me delicious meals, 

making me laugh, and most of all, loving me! I couldn’t have done this as well as I did without 

you.  



GENDER, PARTICIPATION, AND 
ENVIRONMENTAL  12 

 
 

DISCLAIMERS 

In conducting this research and writing about the context of the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort, 

I would like to acknowledge the lack of First Nation's voice since I am a second generation 

Canadian, and therefore a settler in unceded (forcibly removed) traditional First Nations 

Territory in Canada, and specifically Sinixt Nation tum'xula7xw (territory) where I live. 

Unfortunately, this limitation means that this research can only begin to address the reality of the 

proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort on the land of the Ktunaxa and Sinixt Nations.  

            As described by Marilyn James, a Sinixt Elder and spokesperson for the Nation, 

the decision-making processes of the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort have concerns far greater 

than the role of gender on people's participation, since the Sinixt, a traditionally matrilineal 

(female-led) culture, are already trying to work within the framework of a patriarchal (male-led) 

colonial decision-making process. Furthermore, as a non-First Nations individual, I have only an 

outside perspective of the deep impact of colonialism that heavily impacts the Sinixt Nation's 

ability to participate in the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-making processes. Here I 

would also like to acknowledge my limited insight into the land-related issues surrounding the 

proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort between the Ktunaxa Nation and the legally extinct, yet very 

much alive, Sinixt Nation. Out of respect for both the Ktunaxa and Sinixt Nations, I recognize 

that the decisions regarding this territory are between Nations, and not for me, as a colonially-

descended researcher, to decide. For more information, please contact these Nations directly.  
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PREFACE 

In order to be as transparent as possible in my research, let me first introduce myself through a 

story, so that you may better understand where I am coming from, as well as my own biases as a 

member of the human species. Many years ago, when I was just a small child I went on a family 

vacation to a lake in remote British Columbia, Canada. One day, while enjoying the warmth of 

the summer sun at the lake, I noticed a group of children talking excitedly and rushing from the 

water’s edge to a nearby bucket. Although I was much younger than them, I decided to go 

investigate. As I introduced myself, the other kids enthusiastically told me about the BIG frog 

they had just caught for a frog collecting contest that adults had organized. I knew what I had to 

do. I was taught from an early age to respect all living beings, and knew that handling frogs 

could hurt them. Using my age and perceived innocence to my advantage, I asked “may I hold 

your frog?” Well, the big kids hummed and hawed, and after much deliberation decided that this 

little kid couldn’t really do any harm, so why not. Well, the second I had that frog in my hands I 

spun around and bolted for the lake, launching the frog into the water, all the while yelling “run 

froggy ruuunnnnnn!!” before the big kids could understand what was happening. The frog 

disappeared out of sight as the kids ran up beside me in protest, how could I have released their 

valuable find?! I turned towards them and met their gaze with a firm kindness, and soon enough 

they forgave me and carried on their adventures.  

            Although the frogs and kids of my youth are long gone, what has emerged is an identity 

of self, intimately entwined with the well-being of the natural and living world around me. 

Reflecting on my behaviours then, I now understand that I have long practiced deep ecology and 
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that my respect for all beings and the environment has always been based on the belief that they 

have value in and of themselves. I believe I have a moral and ethical responsibility to ensure my 

presence in the world is positive, and to help foster positive change in any way I can. I care 

deeply about equality and equity amongst all living beings, including humans and other animals, 

and the plants we are depend on.  

            Fast forward nearly two decades, and my deep care for equality and equity amongst all 

beings had become more focused on matters between humans. I took the opportunity to enroll in 

an undergraduate course at UBC that focused on the psychology of sex and gender, and was 

taught by Dr. Jessica Motherwell McFarlane, who turned out to be the most inspiring professor 

of my undergraduate degree. Before this point, I had never even heard of the fact that the terms 

“sex” and “gender” mean something different, never mind the understanding that all forms of 

sexism saturate our societies. I was like a fish in water who didn’t know that water existed, and 

by the time I completed the course I knew my life would never be the same. All around me, and 

within my own experience, I watched in shock as the endless impacts of gender inequality, 

sexism, discrimination, and objectification continued to unfold. How could I have been so blind? 

It was so overwhelming to face this new reality that I often found myself silenced by my own 

anger and frustration, as people around me both intentionally and unintentionally perpetuated 

cycles of inequality and sexism. In the years since then I have begun to learn how to harness this 

energy and use it to propel positive change. Standing up for equality has become part of my own 

personal values, and I hope that I can share my view through equality-coloured glasses in a way 

that others find accessible, and in a way, that inspires others to take action as well.  
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            Because of my experiences, I have become increasingly curious about gender, 

environmental sustainability, human and environmental security, and being in harmonious 

relationship, and the way these concepts can be positively experienced both within my personal 

life and within the world.  My eyes that look upon this world see opportunities for positive 

change, hope, and resilience. It is my greatest wish that the work of this thesis, in collaboration 

with many members of my community and surrounding communities, may contribute to such 

positive change in our immediate future. Thank you for sharing this journey. 

 

Figure 5. Horseshoe Glacier from the Ridge (Tarasiuk, R., 2016). 
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SECTION 1: FOUNDATIONS 
 
 
 
 

 
  

Figure 6. Horseshoe Glacier from Jumbo Pass (Tarasiuk, R., 2016). 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

This research is founded upon a number of elements, including the objectives and questions, 

which are stated below, as well as other factors such as the importance of the research, 

background, and context. The importance of this research stems from its purpose, and aims to fill 

in some gaps in the academic knowledge on gender and environmental decision-making, which 

from my literature review generally focuses on women and men, exclusive of Transgender 

people, within national and regional-level environmental decision-making in developing nations. 

In contrast, this study explores gender as inclusive of the gender spectrum, and focuses on 

environmental decision-making at the local-level in a developed country. The background of this 

research includes theories such as feminist environmentalism and deep ecology, as well as 

literature on such topics as participation in environmental decision-making and the history of the 

proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort. This study was conducted within the context of increasing 

international interest in women’s participation in environmental decision-making and at the same 

time, a localized perception that the environmental field is gender-neutral. Furthermore, this 

study occurred during what appears as the closing of the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort 

decision-making processes, which have been ongoing since 1991.  

  



GENDER, PARTICIPATION, AND 
ENVIRONMENTAL  18 

 
 
THE THESIS 

The basic elements of this research are as follows:  

Problem	Statement	

Local environmental decision-making processes in British Columbia, Canada, are largely male-

dominated and understudied, causing me to consider the role of gender in people’s participation 

in local environmental decision-making. 

Purpose	of	Research	

Through this thesis, I identify the gender-based factors of participation among those who are 

involved and impacted by the controversial decision-making processes of the proposed Jumbo 

Glacier Resort in southeastern British Columbia, Canada. 

GUIDING RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

1. What are the gendered characteristics of environmental decision-making 

processes?  

2. How have environmental decision-making processes incorporated gender 

concerns?  

3. How have women, Transgender people, and men participated in environmental 

decision-making processes? What are the levels of participation in the Jumbo 

Glacier Resort proposal decision-making processes—both in terms of the number 

of women, Transgender people, and men participating, as well as the quality of 

that participation? 
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4. What has been the response of participants to the need to include people of all 

genders equally, if this has been a factor?  If it has not been a factor, why not? 

5. What does it mean to participate? 

6. What does it mean to participate meaningfully? 

7. What has helped people participate meaningfully? 

8. What are the barriers to meaningful participation? 

9. What efforts have been made to overcome these barriers—were they successful? 

Why or why not? 

10. What could be done now and in the future to address these barriers and promote 

opportunities? 

This set of research questions was addressed in the interviews and surveys used within this 

research. The only question that I received little information on was the number of people that 

participated in the decision-making processes. Instead, most respondents described the overall 

trends of participations based on gender with terms such as “more,” “less” or “none.” Some 

questions emerged as more important as the research progressed, including questions 3, 4, 8, and 

10. These questions focused on the participation of people based on gender, whether gender was 

a factor in the decision-making, and the barriers to meaningful participation. The information 

that emerged from these questions alone showed gendered characteristics of the proposed Jumbo 

Glacier Resort decision-making processes.  
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OPERATIONAL DEFINITIONS (ORGANIZED BY RELATIONSHIP) 

First Nation: Based on Aboriginal peoples of Canada who are ethnically distinct from both Inuit 

and Métis, “First Nation” can either refer to the ethnicity of a person in the singular (EX: 

“First Nation” peoples), or to a band, reserve-based group, or tribal grouping when used 

in the plural (EX: Ktunaxa Nation) (The University of British Columbia, n.d.).  

Indigenous: A term used to describe diverse Aboriginal groups, whom have long periods of 

connection or settlement to specific lands (The University of British Columbia, n.d.).  

Colonialism: The subjugation of one people by another through the practice of domination 

(Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, 2012), which is still experienced by Indigenous 

peoples in Canada.  

Sustainability: “The ability to continue a defined behavior indefinitely” (Thwink.org, n.d.). 

Environmental Sustainability: Healthy ecosystems based upon communities of animals 

(including humans), plants, micro-organisms, and their non-living surroundings, that can 

sustain themselves far into the future (Government of Canada, 2016c). Currently, 

environmental sustainability is compromised by human-propelled climate change and 

environmental alteration. 

Human-centered Environmental Sustainability: “The rates of renewable resource harvest, 

pollution creation, and non-renewable resource depletion that can be continued 

indefinitely. If they cannot be continued indefinitely then they are not sustainable” 

(Thwink.org, 2016).  
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Development: Either new developments or redevelopments that include specific site-based 

infrastructure, such as buildings, dams, or roads (The Open University, 2016). However, 

this definition is based on money-centered capitalism. Development can also include 

improving well-being, happiness, peace, and other states of being that have non-monetary 

value.   

Sustainable development: Development that meets present needs without compromising the 

ability to meet future needs (WCED, 1987), and is comprised of the “three pillars” of 

economic, social, and environmental elements (General Assembly, 2012; 2015). Often 

used as a synonym for sustainable economic growth, which is an oxymoron, as no form 

of economic growth can be continued indefinitely. Furthermore, sustainable economic 

development can be environmentally degrading if not integrated with environmental 

sustainability (Thwink.org, n.d.). 

Environment: Our physical and biological life-support base, which is shared with other living 

beings (animals and plants), which we are interdependent with. The environment also 

includes social, psychological, economic, emotional, cultural, political, temporal, and 

institutional dimensions. People are always in their environment, and cannot be separated 

from it (The Open University, 2016). 

Biocentrism: The understanding that humans are part of, and derive everything we need 

including our survival, from the diversity, health, and well-being of the all-encompassing 

living world (Suzuki & Hanington, 2012) 
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Decision-making Processes: The ways decisions are made, which can be formal (ex: 

government-level) or informal (ex: civil society-level).  

Environmental decision-making: The process of analyzing the way humans impact the 

environment through their choices (Gillaspy, n.d.). 

Sustainable environmental decision-making: Local decisions that have worldwide environmental 

impacts, and can be maximized by individual and group choices to positively affect the 

environment, and reduce the incidence of detrimental effects. For example, how natural 

resources are managed (The Open University, 2016). 

Intersectionality: A concept created by Kimberlé Crenshaw in 1989, to describe how oppressive 

institutions such as sexism, racism, homophobia, transphobia, ableism, classism, etc., are 

interconnected and cannot be understood separately from each other (Intersectionality, 

n.d.).  

Gender: A social construct and variable of intersectionality that determines people’s realities 

within their lives. Differences and inequalities in behaviours between people often arise 

based on their gender, as seen in decision-making and resource control. The gender 

spectrum is diverse and includes identifying as any of the following and more: 

transgender, Two Spirit, woman, non-binary, man, genderfluid (UN Women, n.d.).  

Gender-blind: An approach that assumes gender doesn’t have any influence and thus fails to 

recognize the impact of gender on policies and programmes (World Bank, n.d.a). 

Gender-neutral: An approach that is considered appropriate for people of all genders (Gender-

neutral, n.d.). 
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Gender-responsive: An approach that addresses barriers to gender equality so that all people may 

have equal opportunities regardless of their gender (Aguilar, Granat & Owren, 2015). 

Gender equality: The consideration of people of all genders as equally valued and favoured, 

based on their unique needs, goals, and behaviours (ILO, 2000).  

Gender equity: Treating people of all genders fairly, according to their individual needs, through 

either the same treatment or treatment that is different but has the same value based on 

rights, benefits, obligations, and opportunities (ILO, 2000).  

 

 

STRUCTURE OF THE THESIS 

With both the understanding of the fundamental aspects of this research, and the definitions I 

have used in my reflection of this topic, I will provide a brief overview of the chapters which are 

divided into two sections.  

            Section 1 focuses of the foundations of this research, which include a brief introduction 

to myself and the research as seen in this chapter, as well as the literature related to study, and 

the methods that I used to conduct this research. In Chapter 2 “Literature Review,” I explore the 

literature that that formed the basis of many of the ideas that I created this research with. This 

chapter is important because it helps understand where this research has come from, and the 

Figure 7. Peaks at Jumbo Pass (Tarasiuk, R., 2016). 
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views that have helped shape it into what it has become. In this review of the literature, I discuss 

different ideas, histories, and theories Which ones? so that they build upon one another to form a 

comprehensive understanding of why this research on the role of gender in people’s participation 

in the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-making processes not only matters, but is 

relevant to all of us. This includes talking about the Jumbo Valley, the role of the Sinixt and 

Ktunaxa Nations, environmental sustainability and human-centered sustainable development, the 

roles of decision-making, participation, and gender, and the theoretical framework that I have 

used to guide this research.  

            With a firm understanding of the ideas this research draws from, I then introduce Chapter 

3 “Methodology,” This is where I describe the questions that guided this research, where I did 

research, where the information for this research came from, how I analyzed this information, 

and what the considerations, limitations, and expectations of this research are. The chapter 

intends to demonstrate that this research was done respectfully, ethically, and transparently.  

            Section 2 presents the results of this research, including a summary of the themes and 

findings, a discussion of the findings, conclusions and recommendations. Chapter 4 “Findings,” 

begins by introducing four themes that emerged from the findings of this research. These themes 

include the following: gender is not a factor, gender-exclusive decision-making processes, 

meaningful inclusion of all as foundational to democratic decision-making, and the desire for 

democratic environmental decision-making. Within each theme’s section will be a summary of 

the findings.  
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            Using the findings as a launch pad, Chapter 5 “Discussion,” talks about key findings, 

themes, and relationships that have emerged, and the theoretical context that they work within. 

The identification of a disconnected understanding of gender equality and inequality will be 

explored, as well as Ktunaxa perspectives, implications and shortcomings of the research, and 

future research recommendations. Chapter 6 “Conclusion and Recommendations,” will draw this 

research to a close by answering the research question: what is the role of gender in people’s 

participation in the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-making processes? From there, the 

Circle of Participatory Environmental Decision-making framework will be used to produce 

recommendations based on the research findings, concluding the research phase of this topic and 

promoting real-world action. 

 

Figure 8. Horseshoe Glacier and valley from Jumbo Pass (Tarasiuk, R., 2016).  
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A JUMBO EXPERIENCE 

When we first moved to the Kootenays four years ago it wasn’t long before a certain catchy 

phrase entered our vocabulary: “Keep Jumbo Wild”. Of course, this caught our attention; 

what was this “Jumbo”? And why did it need to stay wild? As we learned more, we were 

determined to see Jumbo for ourselves, however time and time again our plans were thwarted 

by some mysterious twist of fate or another. Finally, and as a direct result of conducting this 

research, we made it.  

            We decided to make a trip out of it and visit the stunning parallel valley of Monica 

Meadows before our climb to Jumbo. After a particularly fast-paced trek around the 

Meadows due to an adoring cloud of insect groupies, we decided to camp out in our vehicle 

near the Jumbo trailhead rather than make up camp. Well, let me tell you, our so-called 

“adoring groupies” found us. All. Night. Long. If being trapped in a hot vehicle with endless 

tiny insects slowly eating you alive doesn’t sound appealing, well, you’re right! It turns out it 

was an especially “nourishing” season for our insect friends, who gladly accompanied us for 

the next 24 hours to our dismay. 

            However, on with the story! The next morning, we awoke at dawn and hauled our 

Teenage Mutant Ninja Turtle-style packs onto our bodies. We had every bit of equipment we 

could strap onto ourselves; including the camera, video camera, and drone. You name it, we 

had it! Although we were aware that the hike to the Pass would be effortful, people somehow 

failed to mention that the first 2 hours were straight up, sometimes at what felt like 90 degree 

angles … did we ever have empathy for pack mules after that trek!  
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CHAPTER 2: THE JUMBO GLACIER RESORT 

 

 
THE JUMBO VALLEY  

For the purposes of this research, the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-making processes 

are used to inform and test the theoretical framework identified in this study. This section begins 

with a discussion of the Jumbo Valley, which is where the proposed resort would have been 

developed, in order to provide a historical background on the area. From a historic settler’s 

            Fast forward through the sweat, and what at times felt like tears, to our arrival at 

Jumbo Pass. Even from the cabin at the Pass we were in awe, but we were not yet satisfied 

and decided to quickly setup camp overlooking Jumbo Mountain to the east, and then hike up 

the ridge line to … and I mean it … the top of the world!  

            Once at the top, the scenery was truly jaw-dropping. Imagine, 360 degree views of the 

most breathtaking mountains you have ever seen-cascading, lurching, dancing-right before 

your eyes! Majestic ancestral Earth towering before you, bold and piercing, holding the 

wisdom of all creation within its depths. Standing atop Jumbo Pass for the first time is a 

moment beyond the verbal capacities of humans, certainly this human, and is instead an 

opportunity for humbling insignificance and ephemeral realities. If ever you forget your place 

in the harmony of nature, you can find it atop Jumbo Pass.  

            It is with as much gratitude for this soulful wilderness as for those who have been a 

part of the decisions related to its fate, that I shall now introduce the history, relevance, and 

timeline of the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-making processes.  
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perspective, in 1890 a mountain in this British Columbia valley was staked out within a mining 

claim and was named after Phineas Taylor Barnum’s massive elephant, ‘Jumbo,’ to underscore 

the mining potential (Boles, Laurilla, and Putnam, 2006). This lead to the valley itself being 

named by settlers as ‘Jumbo’ as well. 

            However, the length of time that the Jumbo Valley has been colonized is short in 

comparison to the thousands of years that this area has been governed by First Nations. I choose 

to say this in plural, because currently there are land claim disputes between the Ktunaxa Nation 

and the Sinixt Nation regarding the territory covering the Jumbo Valley, and the West Kootenays 

in general. The Sinixt Nation acknowledges the confusion this may cause, and has tried to 

strengthen the local movement to protect this area, rather than create a division (Sinixt Nation, 

n.d.b). As I stated in the disclaimer above, I don’t believe it is my role as a settler-descended 

researcher to choose which Nation I think is correct, so instead I will try to portray, in 

alphabetical order, each Nation’s beliefs, roles, and history regarding the Jumbo Valley and the 

Kootenay region, as equally valid. 

            In 1991, the first formal proposal for the Jumbo Glacier Resort was submitted, with 

development intended to take place on a former sawmill site in the Jumbo Valley, 53 km west of 

Invermere, and within a 3-hour drive of 13 other existing ski resorts (Wildsight, 2014). The 

resort was designed to provide lift access to four nearby glaciers, at an elevation of up to 3,419 

meters, and would be the first year-round ski resort in North America (Jumbo Glacier Resort, 

n.d.). However, since 1991 much controversy has ensued over this project, resulting in an 

The Proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort 
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ongoing decision-making process to this day. The issues faced by the Jumbo Glacier Resort 

proposal include: the appropriation (unlawful taking) of sacred Ktunaxa and Sinixt Territory, 

economic sustainability, community impact, land use planning, incorporation of a resort 

municipality with no citizens, impact on the grizzly bear population, and the democracy of 

decision-making processes (Jumbo Wild, 2015). 

            The key participants in the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-making processes 

can be categorized into three self-identified groups: neutral, “for,” and “against” (see Appendix 

A). The Province of BC is the only key participant with a neutral status, although individual 

citizens also associate themselves with this category. Examples of key participant groups who 

self-identify as “for” the protection of the Jumbo Valley as a sacred and wild place, and therefore 

“against” the development of the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort, include the Ktunaxa Nation, 

the NGO Wildsight, and the District of Invermere. Key participants “for” the development of the 

Jumbo Valley, include the following examples and more: Oberti Architecture, Bill Bennett, 

Liberal MLA East Kootenay, and the Village of Radium Hot Springs. All groups have a deep 

investment in the outcome, however it is the BC Ministry of Environment that has decided on the 

approval of the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort since 1991, with a decision in 2015 to not renew 

the environmental certificate for the resort. Since then, the Ktunaxa Nation has filed a claim to 

the Supreme Court of Canada regarding the protection of Qat’muk (including the Jumbo Valley) 

on the basis of religion. As a result, the Supreme Court now has the responsibility to decide 

whether Qat’muk will be protected from development projects such as the proposed Jumbo 

Glacier Resort (Ktunaxa Nation Council, 2016). 
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Jumbo Glacier Resort Decision-making Process  

For over two and a half decades, the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-making processes 

have gripped the attention of Kootenay residents, the Provincial government, and numerous 

businesses. Throughout the entire process, a majority of Kootenay residents have been opposed 

to the development and have continuously voiced their opinions when possible. Furthermore, 

throughout this period, First Nations, as well as numerous NGOs and civil society groups were 

organizing and highly involved in both formal and informal decision-making. However, the 

actions of these groups are not well documented except for the instances of direct action 

mentioned below. For the purposes of this research, respondents were not asked, nor did they 

spontaneously offer, a timeline of decision-making events. The following timeline of decisions 

related to the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort is established through information from the 

Columbia Valley Pioneer Newspaper (CVPN) (2015), and the chronology provided by Glacier 

Resorts Ltd. (2016), one of the proponents of the project. 

- 1991: Associated with Oberti Architecture, Pheidias Project Management Corp. 

(Pheidias), on behalf of a group of investors called Glacier Resorts Ltd., formally 

submits a proposal for the resort to provincial government under the Commercial 

Alpine Skiing Policy (CASP) process. Local residents and First Nations express 

strong opinions for the development of the resort and for the protection of the 

Jumbo Valley (CVPN, 2015).  
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- 1993: The review of Jumbo is halted while the Commission on Resources and the 

Environment (CORE) process (initiated in 1992 and includes a specific land use 

decision on the Upper Jumbo Valley) is conducted (CVPN, 2015). 

- 1994: The East Kootenay CORE table wraps up its review process and debates 

whether the Upper Jumbo Valley and Upper Horsethief Creek area should be 

designated as an integrated management area (allowing commercial ski resort 

development) or a special management area (not allowing commercial ski resort 

development). Ultimately, the area was designated as a special management area, 

but with provision for the proposed resort, subject to a review (CVPN, 2015). 

- 1995: B.C. Environment, Lands and Park minister Moe Sihota announces 

approval of the East Kootenay Land Use Plan, allowing an environmental 

assessment review of the project by the provincial Environmental Assessment 

Office (EAO) (CVPN, 2015). 

- 1996: The Regional District of East Kootenay (RDEK) board of directors votes 

unanimously to adopt a resolution requesting the province designate the Upper 

Jumbo Valley as a mountain resort municipality (CVPN, 2015). 

- 2004:  EAO review of the project concludes and the provincial BC government on 

October 12th grants an environmental assessment certificate for a five-year period 

(Glacier Resorts Ltd., 2016). 
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- 2005: The RDEK board of directors votes narrowly to rescind its 1996 resolution 

requesting the province create a mountain resort municipality in the Jumbo area 

(CVPN, 2015). 

- 2006: The RDEK board of directors vote 13-2 against a motion by Sparwood 

mayor David Wilks to again request the province create a special municipality in 

the Upper Jumbo Valley (CVPN, 2015). 

- 2007: The provincial government formally approves the Master Plan for Jumbo 

Glacier Resort (CVPN, 2015). 

- 2008: Pro-Jumbo Wild protestors blockade efforts to begin development of the 

resort, including the construction of a new road to the Farnham Glacier and a 

temporary platter lift on it. An independent company McAllister Opinion 

Research, finds 63 per cent of respondents opposed to the proposed Jumbo resort, 

19 per cent in favour, seven per cent neutral, and 11 per cent with no opinion 

(CVPN, 2015). 

- 2009: The environmental assessment certificate is extended by the provincial 

government for a further and final five-year period, with October 12th, 2014 the 

final deadline for the start of substantial construction on the project (CVPN, 

2015). Another motion by Sparwood mayor David Wilks, requesting the province 

to designate the proposed resort area as a mountain resort municipality, is voted in 

favour (8-7) of by the RDEK board of directors (Glacier Resorts Ltd., 2016).  



GENDER, PARTICIPATION, AND 
ENVIRONMENTAL  33 

 
 

- 2012: B.C. Premier Christy Clark and Minister of Forest, Lands and Natural 

Resource Operations Steve Thomson sign a Master Development Agreement for 

the project with Glacier Resorts Ltd (Glacier Resorts Ltd., 2016). A motion by 

Area G director Gerry Wilkie to rescind the 2009 resolution asking the province 

to designate Jumbo Valley as mountain resort municipality, is voted against (8-7) 

by the RDEK board of directors. The Jumbo Glacier Mountain Resort 

Municipality is formally incorporated, and Greg Deck is appointed as mayor 

along with two councillors. The Ktunaxa Nation launches a lawsuit against the 

province, alleging that the Ktunaxa were not properly consulted and that the resort 

would affect their sacred territory of Qat’muk (CVPN, 2015). 

- 2013: West Kootenay Ecosociety launches a legal case to petition for judicial 

review of the government’s decision to incorporate Jumbo. A watchdog camp is 

created on the access road to Farnham by pro-Jumbo Wild protesters. Developers 

seek injunction in court on the basis that the camp is blocking access, which is 

dismissed, resulting in protesters remaining camped on the road and developers 

accessing the Farnham Glacier unimpeded (CVPN, 2015). The first rezoning 

bylaw is passed by the Jumbo Glacier Mountain Resort Municipality, allowing 

construction of the resort to begin (Glacier Resorts Ltd., 2016).  

- 2014: The Ktunaxa Nation’s 2012 petition for judicial review is dismissed by the 

BC Supreme Court. In late September and early October, the foundations for a 
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day lodge and a service building are poured, and ski lift line is cleared (CVPN, 

2015). 

- 2015: The foundations are determined by the EAO to be partially within an 

avalanche hazard zone and thus not compliant with the project’s environmental 

assessment certificate. Ktunaxa appeal the 2014 ruling on its case, which is denied 

(CVPN, 2015).  

- 2015: Glacier Resorts Ltd. Petitions the decision of the Minister of Environment 

overturned, which is denied by the BC Supreme Court (Glacier Resorts Ltd., 

2016).  

            In June 2015, BC Environmental Minister Mary Polak (2015) terminated the project due 

to inadequate project commencement, requiring a new environmental assessment certificate to be 

obtained before further development, “essentially going back to square one, in terms of getting 

approvals for the project” (Metcalfe, 2015, para. 3). However, the Pheidias Group, charged with 

the management of the project, states “in the meantime, the resort will proceed with an amended 

[altered] Master Plan that will fall under the thresholds of the Environmental Assessment Act. 

Construction of the resort will continue as soon as the amendment process is completed” (Jumbo 

Glacier Resort, 2015, para. 6). According to Stueck (2016) at The Globe and Mail, a 

spokesperson for the BC Ministry of Forests, Lands, and Natural Resource Operations said that 

proponents had submitted an amended master plan, but that it was not accepted by the ministry. 

At this time, they are still unable to legally move forward with the resort (Jumbo Wild, 2016). 

The Jumbo Glacier Mountain Resort Municipality (2015, p. 2) remains legally intact, and states 
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that its only objective in 2016 is to “continue developing municipal policies and regulations, 

including the resort base zoning bylaw, so as to provide the appropriate administrative 

framework for a functioning resort municipality.”  

            However, a legal case by Ktunaxa Nation to protect the spiritual significance of Qat’muk 

based upon the Canadian Charter of Rights and Religious Freedoms, was heard on December 1, 

2016 by the Supreme Court of Canada (Ktunaxa Nation Council, 2016). The outcome is still 

unclear, but a decision made by the Supreme Court could potentially trump the earlier decisions 

made by the BC Ministry of Environment that prevented the resort from being developed.  

ENVIRONMENTAL DECISION-MAKING AND ACTIVISM IN CANADA 

When researching environmental decision-making and activism in Canada I found it interesting 

that although there are a number of books and papers on the environmental history of specific 

parts of Canada, there are very few accessible resources that contain the environmental history, 

including environmental activism, in all of Canada. As a result, what you will find below is an 

overview of environmental events in chronological order that I have pieced together from a 

number of sources. Certainly, there are more events, both for decision-making and activism, but 

this list can serve as a starting point. According to MacDowell (2012), before the arrival of 

Europeans, the lives of Indigenous Nations and communities were entwined with the natural 

environment, with environmental decision-making based on maintaining this harmony. However, 

upon the arrival of Europeans in the sixteenth century things changed quickly, and it wasn’t long 

before Indigenous people were forcibly moved to reserves, and the exploitation of natural 

resources for profit began (MacDowell, 2012). By the late nineteenth century a conservation 
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movement led by European settlers began, resulting in Canada adopting legislation to “regulate 

hunters and resource extractors and to preserve forests, watersheds, and wildlife” (p. 5). From 

this point forward, environmental concerns slowly became mainstream, although one could 

argue that we are still struggling with making environmental sustainability a priority to this day.  

- 1885: Canada’s first national park—Banff—is formed, with Yoho and Glacier national 

parks created in 1886 (Hummel, 2010).  

- 1887: the first federal bird sanctuary is created in Saskatchewan (Hummel, 2010). 

- 1909: The Commission of Conservation is established, providing Canadian governments 

with current scientific advice on the conservation on both human and natural resources 

(Smith, 2006). 

- 1909: Canada and the US create the International Joint Commission for the Boundary 

Waters Treaty to address pollution in the Great Lakes (Canada History, n.d.). 

- 1916: Canada and the US sign a treaty to protect migratory birds, making it Canada’s first 

international environmental agreement (Hummel, 2010).  

- 1930: the Canadian National Parks Act is incorporated (Hummel, 2010).  

- 1960s – 1970s: protests against environmental degradation are renewed (MacDowell, 

2012). 

- 1960s – 1970s:  numerous environmental organizations are founded, including the Sierra 

Club and Greenpeace (Hummel, 2010).  
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- 1970-77: environmentalists opposed the Mackenzie Valley Pipeline, which would have 

transported oil and gas from the Arctic Ocean to Alberta; the project was canceled in 

1977 (Marsh, 2006). 

- 1971: environmentalists oppose the James Bay hydroelectric dam in Quebec; the project 

is approved (Hummel, 2010).  

- 1971: Ontario passes the first Act in Canada to protect endangered species (Hummel, 

2010).  

- 1976: Canada declares a 200-mile coastal fishing zone (Canada History, n.d.). 

- 1978: the intergovernmental Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada 

is formed (Hummel, 2010).  

- 1981-91: the Canadian Coalition on Acid Rain fosters agreements between the US and 

Canada to mitigate emissions of sulphur dioxide and nitrogen oxide (Hummel, 2010).  

- 1983: The Green Party of Canada is founded (Hummel, 2010).  

- 1991 – 2017: residents of the Kootenay region protest the proposed Jumbo Glacier 

Resort.  

- 1992: at the Earth Summit in Brazil, Canada is the first country to sign the international 

biodiversity convention (Canada History, n.d.). 

- 1993: activists protect ancient forests near Clayoquot Sound from logging (Canada 

History, n.d.). 

- 2002: Canada ratifies the Kyoto Protocol (Hummel, 2010).  
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- 2006: The Great Bear Rainforest Agreement is signed by First Nations, BC government, 

and businesses, to ensure sustainable logging practices (Hummel, 2010). 

- 2008: a carbon tax is implemented in BC (Hummel, 2010).  

- 2011: Canada withdraws from the Kyoto Protocol (Hummel, 2010).  

- 2011: the first Green Party member, Elizabeth May, is elected to the House of Commons 

(Hummel, 2010).  

- 2011 – 2015: the Canadian Government, under Stephen Harper, reduces scientific 

environmental knowledge, weakens environmental policy, eliminates and reduces 

environmental funding, and deems environmentalists as a threat to the national security 

(Hummel, 2010).  

- 2014: the last coal-fired power plant in Ontario is closed (Hummel, 2014).  

- February 2016: First Nations, Province of BC and industry agree to permanently protect 

85 per cent of the Great Bear Rainforest from industrial logging (Morrow, 2016).  

- April 2016: Canada, under Justin Trudeau, ratifies the Paris Agreement (Hummel, 2010).  

- November 2016: Canada approves the Kinder Morgan Trans Mountain pipeline (Tasker, 

2016).  

            As showcased by the examples above, Canada and Canadians have made many important 

decisions about the environment since European settlers arrived in the sixteenth century. 

However more than ever, environmental protection, preservation, and conservation are coming to 

the forefront of Canadian issues. Although, as Forkey (2012, p. 4) says, “in so many instances, 
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we search for ways to accord the natural world some sort of sustainable future, while 

simultaneously pursuing fossil fuel use that contributes to climate change.” 

While working with both the Ktunaxa Nation and the Sinixt Nation, culturally-specific 

knowledge about gender, decision-making, and Qat’muk or Piq-s-mx-ikn (aka the Jumbo Valley 

in English) emerged from interviews and my visit with the Ktunaxa Elder’s Advisory 

Committee. This is most evident within Chapter 5: Findings, where the perspectives of the 

Ktunaxa respondents illuminate the intersection of culture on worldviews. One example of 

Indigenous knowledge systems on gender roles was shared with me by Ktunaxa Elder, who 

stated: 

            I think, sometimes we start to lose a little bit of our own Ktunaxa traditional way 

of doing the right thing when we do step back and say “well, you know, that thing, like 

looking after children, is women’s role.” Well it’s everybody’s role, or otherwise the 

child doesn’t survive. Or we say you know, “I don’t have to look after my house, Band 

Council is supposed to look after it.” You know, it’s just, we’ve really gone a long ways 

away from what our traditional roles were, which first and foremost always started with 

the individual. You have a responsibility first and foremost to look after yourself to make 

sure you are well enough to look after all those other people around you, starting with 

your immediate family, your children and your immediate family, and then everyone else 

within your community and everybody else within the Nation. I’m always a little bit um, 

not so much troubled but [pauses], I don’t know what the word is. I question sometimes 

Indigenous Knowledge Systems 
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when I’m asked you know, “what were the traditional roles?” And I think “what is it that 

you’re asking me?” Are you asking me what are the traditional roles as they have evolved 

since contact, with colonialism and all the measures it has impacted on us, is that what 

you’re asking? Or are you asking, traditionally, what we have left, because we don’t have 

a whole lot left, of how we did things traditionally before contact? 

            I think there is enough of who we are as Ktunaxa ʔaqǂsmaknik̓ [“ah-ksmak-nik”] 

that has survived all the impacts of everything that has happened to us, so that we can 

continue, we will continue, as a nation of people. I think that some of those roles will 

probably continue to evolve, but I think that the basic traditional role of Ktunaxa is to 

ensure that there are Ktunaxa, forever more, on our lands, with our language. That’s what 

each of our “traditional roles” are, and it doesn’t matter if it’s a man or woman, child or 

elder, we all have that role.  

The knowledge regarding gender roles is further developed by the Ktunaxa respondents in 

Chapter 5, demonstrating that it was more important to ensure the human security of the Nation 

than to create stereotypical gender role expectations, as experienced in the external Western 

culture.  Furthermore, the way Sophie describes the basic traditional role of Ktunaxa as 

inextricably linked to their lands, is also echoed by the Indigenous knowledge systems of 

environmental stewardship described by both the Ktunaxa Nation when describing Qat’muk, and 

the Sinixt Nation when describing Piq-s-mx-ikn. This culturally-specific understanding of the 

natural environment specifically in regards to an area that is spiritually significant, is described 

in the following columns.  
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Qat’muk	

According to the Ktunaxa Nation, the Jumbo 

Valley is located within the Traditional 

Territory of the Ktunaxa (pronounced ‘K-

TOO-NAH-HA’) Nation, in the Purcell 

Mountain Range in southeastern BC, 

Canada. The Jumbo Valley is spiritually 

significant to the Ktunaxa Nation and is 

known as Qat’muk (pronounced ‘GOT-

MOOK’). The Ktunaxa people believe that 

Qat’muk is where the Grizzly Bear Spirit 

“was born, goes to heal itself, and returns to 

the spirit world” (Ktunaxa Nation, 2010a, 

para. 1). According to the Ktunaxa Nation, 

Ktunaxa people have a deep spiritual 

connection with the Grizzly Bear Spirit, 

which provides “an important source of 

guidance, strength, protection and 

spirituality” (para. 1). Furthermore, 

Qat’muk is not only considered significant 

for the Grizzly Bear Spirit, but for living 

grizzly bears now and in the future, as well 

(Ktunaxa Nation, 2010a).  

 

Piq-s-mx-ikn	

According to the Sinixt Nation, the Jumbo 

Valley, and a large portion of the West 

Kootenay region, is within the Traditional 

Territory of the Sinixt (pronounced ‘SIN-

EYE-EXT’) Nation (n.d.b). Jumbo 

Mountain and the surrounding area is 

culturally and spiritually significant to the 

Sinixt, who know the area as “piq-s-mx-

ikn,” meaning “White Grizzly Bear,” which 

is considered to be one of the strongest 

spirits on the land. The Sinixt recognize 

this area as integral grizzly bear habitat, 

and affirm that the survival of the species 

in their Traditional Territory depends on 

the protection of the Jumbo Valley, one of 

the main grizzly bear corridors in the 

Purcell Mountains (Sinixt Nation, n.d.b).  
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The	Role	of	the	Ktunaxa	Nation	

To this day, Ktunaxa people have held their 

stewardship obligation and duty to Qat’muk 

and the Grizzly Bear Spirit, despite 

countless efforts of non-Ktunaxa nations to 

settle their Traditional Territory. Recently, 

the Ktunaxa Nation Council (KNC), an 

umbrella organization that facilitates 

services and programs to Ktunaxa citizens, 

produced the Qat’muk Declaration on 

behalf of the Ktunaxa Nation (Ktunaxa 

Nation, n.d.b.). This declaration legally 

affirms the sacred significance of Qat’muk 

and outlines the Qat’muk Stewardship 

Principles to safeguard the spiritual nature of 

the area (Ktunaxa Nation, 2010a). Kathryn 

Teneese, KNC Chair, has served as the main 

point of negotiation for the Ktunaxa Nation 

within the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort 

decision-making process.   

            The role of the Ktunaxa as stewards 

of the land comes from their long history of 

living sustainably in the region. The 

The	Role	of	the	Sinixt	Nation	

The Sinixt Nation governs their Traditional 

Territory collectively through whuplak’n, 

“natural law” and smum iem, “women’s 

council” (n.d.c). According to the Sinixt, 

their stewardship obligations have been 

held since time immemorial, and endow 

collective cultural responsibilities to stand 

for the future seven generations by 

protecting water, air, earth, and fire in the 

Headwaters of the Columbia River. This 

stewardship obligation has propelled the 

Sinixt Nation to take a stand for the 

protection of piq-s-mx-ikn, the Sinixt 

sacred Traditional Territory, grizzly bear 

habitat, and the Purcell Mountain range. 

The Sinixt Nation has continued to demand 

immediate cessation of all development, 

plans, and exploration in the area of the 

proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort, and has 

expressed support for all groups and 

individuals who have been working to 

protect Jumbo Valley (Sinixt, n.d.b). 
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Ktunaxa have occupied their Traditional 

Territory for more than 10,000 years, which 

is currently recognized as covering 

approximately 70,000 square kilometers 

within the Kootenay region in southeastern 

BC (Ktunaxa, n.d.a). However, historically, 

this territory also included parts of Alberta, 

Idaho, Montana, and Washington (Ktunaxa, 

n.d.a). Currently, the Ktunaxa Nation is 

comprised of 6 member bands, with 4 in 

Canada and 2 in the United States. 

According to the Government of B.C. (n.d.), 

there are 1,089 registered members, not 

including members of the Ktunaxa bands in 

the USA or unregistered Ktunaxa people. 

 

 

 

 

Marilyn James, Matriarch Sinixt Nation, has 

served as the main representative for the 

Sinixt Nation during the proposed Jumbo 

Glacier Resort decision-making process.  

            The Sinixt have faced severe barriers 

to their formal participation in the decision-

making process of the proposed Jumbo 

Glacier Resort as a result of being declared 

legally extinct in 1956 by Canadian 

Department of Indian Affairs (Sinixt Nation, 

n.d.a). Since the 1980s, the Sinixt Nation has 

been fighting to reverse the imposed legal 

extinction, filing a BC Supreme Court Land 

Claim in 2008 on behalf of the collective 

rights of all Sinixt descendants regarding 

their Traditional Territory. Currently, the 

Nelson Court is hearing a case for Sinixt 

hunting rights in Nelson, BC (Metcalfe, 

2016). At this time, there is no information 

available on the number of Sinixt Nation 

members, as none of them are able to be 

registered with the Government of Canada 

due to the legal extinction of their Nation.  
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           The way that both the Sinixt Nation and the Ktunaxa Nation engage Indigenous 

knowledge systems in environmental decision-making stands in stark contrast to Western 

strategies. The way mainstream, and extremely influential decisions about the environment are 

conducted in Canada are not based on Indigenous knowledge systems, nor, as the Ktunaxa 

respondents have described in Chapter 5, are these systems taken into consideration or allowed 

to have influence over the way decisions are made. As Kress-White (2014) acknowledges, 

“resistance to an Indigenous worldview is commonplace in our society, while 

reality shows contemporary forms of colonization play out in the far north of our country 

and on the streets of urban Canada.” Unfortunately, important environmental decision-making in 

Canada is still based on the colonial conquest of the natural environment and the exploitation of 

natural resources for profit, regardless of the true cost to Indigenous communities, Canadians, or 

the environment, which is acknowledged by Kress (2014) to be environmental racism.  

When considering environmental decision-making in Canada, both historically and in reference 

to the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort, it is integral? to acknowledge the colonial undertone that 

propels these behaviours. As Kress (2014, p. 22) states in regards to environmental racism in 

Canada, “neo-colonialism attaches itself to the justification of government and corporate actions 

as these institutions defend their racist actions as necessary and normal. It is business as usual 

here in Canada.”  As MacDowell (2012) describes, the rejection of Indigenous environmental 

knowledge systems was fundamental to colonial expansion. Forkey (2012, p. 1) further 

emphasizes the exploitive focus of European settlers, stating that “since Aboriginal and 

Role of Colonialism 
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European peoples’ first encounters with this land, natural resources have been essential to 

Canada’s unfolding story. Fish, furs, timber, agricultural produce, minerals, and hydroelectric 

bounty continued to propel Canada’s economy until at least the middle of the twentieth century.” 

In other words, the role of colonialism has, and still maintains a stronghold on Canadian 

environmental decision-making processes, using the same strategies of exploitation, depletion, 

and expansion employed by early European settlers. 

 

 

Figure 9. Jumbo Mountain and Hidden Lake of the Hanging Glacier (Tarasiuk, R., 2016). 
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When considering what experiences I could share with you about the ideas in this literature 

review, I realize that the most unusual (or the most expected, depending on your own 

experiences), is what I came to know deeply as the power of knowledge.  

            When you are in school or perhaps at work and someone, a teacher or supervisor 

perhaps, asks you to write a literature review, my guess is that you don’t jump for joy. I 

certainly didn’t. Yes, I have done countless literature reviews over what I like to call my 

“academic career,” but I never had to sink right down into them, like a well-used arm chair 

that you can barely escape from. Well, if thesis-writing has taught me anything, it is that you 

start out thinking you will consume your literature review and in the end, it consumes you. 

            Not unlike ascending Jumbo Pass, no one told me writing this kind of literature 

review would be uphill … both ways, and in the middle of a Canadian snowstorm. But wow, 

were the views spectacular, “mind blowing” even, when I reached the top. My world view 

was challenged, crumpled, unfolded, and then crumpled again. Rising from the ashes of a 

now-foreign perspective was a renewed self, one that now wielded an alternate perspective of 

reality.  

            This literature review you are about to read not only provides an understanding of the 

literature that forms the foundation of this research, as well as insight into my understanding 

of what kinds of knowledge are relevant to this study, but it is at its core the compilation of 

my self-transformation. For the ideas that you will be introduced to have changed me on 

numerous levels. It is my hope that throughout this thesis you too will find a golden thread of 

knowledge that inspires you as much as these ideas did for me. 
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CHAPTER 3: LITERATURE REVIEW 

INTRODUCTION  

In order to conduct this research, I first needed to understand how it was connected to the 

literature, which lead me to explore diverse theories, research, historical documents, international 

agreements, and Canadian political documents. As a result, I found that this study could be 

grounded in a number of literary themes, including: the role of gender in environmental decision-

making, environmental sustainability and human-centered sustainable development, the role of 

decision-making in environmental sustainability, and the role of participation in environmental 

decision-making. Each of these themes relate to relevant literature drawn from diverse 

disciplines, and are further addressed through subthemes. For example, when examining the role 

of gender in environmental decision-making, I also specifically discuss gender equality and the 

empowerment of females, including the theories of ecofeminism, feminist environmentalism, 

and feminist political ecology. In the discussion of environmental sustainability and human-

centered sustainable development, I further investigate the theories of sustainable development 

and deep ecology, as relevant to this research. Lastly, looking at the role of participation in 

environmental decision-making, I inspect participation at the international and Canadian level, 

including the role of Indigenous Peoples in Canada.  

THE ROLE OF GENDER IN ENVIRONMENTAL DECISION-MAKING  

Until recently, the role of gender in environmental decision-making did not warrant exploration 

because environmental decision-making was, by default, seen through the lens of only men. As a 

Gender Equality and the Empowerment of Females 
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result, much of the literature on environmental decision-making has not addressed gender as a 

factor that impacts all people, but instead only looks at gender in isolated parts: women, men by 

default, and not at all on Transgender people. Consequently, for the purposes of this research I 

have attempted to weave together literature that discusses isolated aspects of gender in order to 

better understand the role of gender as a whole in environmental decision-making processes.  

            When looking at how much interest there is in the role of gender in people’s participation 

in environmental decision-making, van den Hombergh (1993) states that studies rarely explicitly 

focus on men’s role in natural resource management, and as a result, “there is not much literature 

on gender and natural resources management, investigating the differences and relations between 

men’s and women’s practices, possibilities and constraints” (p. 75). This is important to 

understand because currently men are the primary participants in environmental decision-

making, and are making decisions that impact everyone. Even less documented than men, are the 

roles of Transgender people. Currently, there are no accurate figures available on the proportion 

of Transgender people involved in decision-making, environmental or otherwise. However, there 

is a general consensus that Transgender people are excluded and underrepresented in these 

spheres (Ryrie, McDonnell, Allman, & Pralat, 2010). Unfortunately, this means little is known 

about the gender-based factors of men’s and Transgender people’s participation in environmental 

decision-making processes, or how gender may impact their participation.  

            What is currently receiving increased attention in environmental decision-making is the 

role of gender on women, within the parameters of the binary genders of women and men. This 

is most commonly seen through efforts to empower women and girls, but can also be witnessed 
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as a pursuit of gender equality as well. One Canadian example is described in Kafarowski’s 

(2005) research on Canadian Arctic Inuit communities. In this study, Kafarowski (2005) showed 

that despite both men’s and women’s involvement in fishing and hunting, gender representation 

in wildlife management remained unbalanced, with mostly men involved as a result of women 

and men having differences in perceived status. Consequently, Kafarowski (2005) found that 

wildlife management decisions lacked the diverse perspectives of the community, and concluded 

that in order to effectively address environmental and political change in the Canadian Arctic, 

everyone from all genders and ages needed to actively participate in an equitable decision-

making process. The experiences of men and women in these Inuit communities are not isolated; 

people’s gender affects their ability to participate in environmental decision-making processes 

around the world (BRIDGE, 2008). According to Agarwal (2001, p. 1645), “participatory 

exclusion predicated on gender is a phenomenon that cuts across many contexts and countries.” 

Agarwal’s perspective is further supported by Skanavis and Sakellari (2012), who argue that for 

women specifically, this is a result of gender inequality that both excludes and disadvantages 

women from participating meaningfully in decision-making processes.  

            Because of the limited understanding of what gender could mean for the participation of 

men and Transgender people in environmental decision-making processes, it is unclear what the 

implications of gender are for everyone, not just women. This is important, because to 

understand the participation of people of one gender, there will have to be an understanding of 

the participation of people of all genders. This also raises concerns for the lack of desire to 

understand and implement environmental decision-making processes that are inclusive for 
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people of all genders. It has become common in international climate change and environmental 

agreements to address the need for women to meaningfully participate in environmental 

decision-making, but if these processes are to be truly inclusive of all diverse peoples, it is time 

to acknowledge that the world’s citizens are not limited to a man-woman binary, but include 

people on every part of the gender spectrum who have important perspectives to share in 

environmental decision-making processes. If environmental sustainability and the successful 

longevity of the human species are to be achieved, all people, regardless of their gender, must 

participate in the decision-making that enables us reach these goals.   

Gender and Natural Resource Management 

Although various agreements such as the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of 

Discrimination against Women (CEDAW), the Addis Ababa Action Agenda, and the Sustainable 

Development Goals, acknowledge the importance of gender equality regarding the inclusive 

participation of women and men in environmental decision-making processes, it is important to 

recognize that in practical application, gender is still not considered to have a place in the 

environmental field. This perspective is contrary to the literature available on the role of women 

in environmental decision making, which shows that “across the globe, women are heavily 

involved in the environmental sector, including in agriculture, fisheries, forestry, and in adapting 

to and mitigating climate change” (IUCN, 2015, p. 6).  

            However even though women are involved with the environment, they are largely 

excluded from participating in environmental decision-making (Denton, 2002; IUCN, 2015; 

UNFCCC, n.d.; UNDESA, 2015; World Bank, n.d.), which “severely limits their ability to 
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contribute and implement solutions and apply their expertise” (UNFCCC, n.d., para.2) to 

environmental decision-making processes. Furthermore, in relation to the environment, women 

are underrepresented at all levels; from political roles in decision-making to restrictions denying 

their rights to the use of trees, land, property ownership (Fortmann & Bruce, 1991) and forest 

management (Coleman & Mwangi, 2012). For example, a recent study by the IUCN and UN 

Women (2015) showed that only 12% of heads of national environmental-sector ministries were 

women.  

            These findings show that indeed gender does have an influential role in the 

environmental field, even though it is currently not recognized as such. According to Lyon 

(2008, p. 2), this is because “current natural resource discourses that overlook women’s 

experiences may therefore be conceptually male-normative rather than gender neutral.” Lyon’s 

perspective on the environmental field as “gender-neutral” or “gender-blind” highlights 

underlying gender inequality in environmental decision-making. As shown by the literature, 

women do not have equal representation in environmental decision-making anywhere or on any 

level. Reference? Furthermore, the participation of Transgender people and men is poorly 

understood. This leaves immense opportunity to build knowledge around the role of gender in 

the participation of people of all genders in environmental decision-making, with the potential to 

better understand how to encourage the equitable participation of all people.  

Theories of Gender, Culture, & Environment 

Since the 1970s, multiple theories have attempted to address this issue of gender inequality and 

the exclusion of women in environmental decision-making, including ecofeminism, feminist 
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political ecology, and feminist environmentalism. All three of these theories situate gender as an 

important element within natural resource management. Feminist political ecology and feminist 

environmentalism also argue that gender impacts a person’s ability to access power and decision-

making in environmental contexts, as both a cultural phenomenon, and a variable of 

intersectionality. This means that from these two perspectives, gender is specific to, and created 

by, culture. Also, by considering gender to be a variable of intersectionality, these theories 

understand gender as one out of many personal characteristics that interact with each other, and 

impact people and the way they are able to live their lives, such as a person’s ethnicity, gender, 

socio-economic status, ability, and sexual orientation.  

Ecofeminism 

A term originally used by Françoise D'Eaubonne in the 1970s to encompass the connection 

between feminist, peace and ecology movements, ‘ecofemism’ “became popular only in the 

context of numerous protests and activities against environmental destruction, sparked-off 

initially by recurring ecological disasters” (Mies, Shiva & Salleh, 2014, p. 13). According to 

Mary Mellor (1997, p. 1), “ecofeminism is a movement that sees a connection between the 

exploitation and degradation of the natural world and the subordination and oppression of 

women.” Important proponents of ecofeminism include Vandana Shiva, Maria Mies, and Ariel 

Salleh (Women and the Environment, n.d.), whom together developed the original ecofeminist 

framework. This framework includes the concept of women’s intrinsic alignment to nature 

compared to men, of which both women and nature are seen to be traditionally oppressed by 

patriarchy (Mies, Shiva & Salleh, 2014).  
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            In line with ecofeminism’s understanding of gender-specific relationships with nature, is 

the concept of women/nature, men/culture binaries. Ortner (1972) played a significant role in 

developing this perspective and based their argument on the fact that women are universally 

undervalued, describing this reality as a result of their physical roles in human reproduction (e.g., 

pregnancy, lactation), which have socially aligned women as primary agents of socialization in 

the domestic unit, mediating between ‘nature’ and ‘culture.’ This, Ortner explains in regards to 

women, “not only account[s] for her lower status, but for the greater restrictions placed upon her 

activities” (p. 23). Ortner also argues that since men are less physically associated with 

reproduction, their alignment has become predominantly associated with culture and “society—

which is logically at a higher level than the procreative units of which it is composed” (p. 15). 

Both the theory of ecofeminism and Ortner’s (1972) concept of men/culture, women/nature 

binaries, understand the role of gender in people’s participation in environmental decision-

making within the context of being caused by differences between people’s biological sex. 

However, following this perspective are the theories of feminist environmentalism and feminist 

political ecology, which view the role of gender in people’s participation as formed by culture, 

rather than one’s sex, and are therefore used in the understanding of gender within this research.  

Feminist Environmentalism 

Agarwal’s (1992) ‘feminist environmentalism’ understands people’s relationships with nature as 

rooted in their everyday reality and the way they interact with the environment. As an example, 

Agarwal (1992) offers the following: tribal women typically have gender roles that determine 

that they are responsible for collecting fuel wood, which means that they acquire knowledge 
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specific to these actions over time and also experience environmental degradation that impact 

these responsibilities. This can result in the perception that these women are both experts in 

natural resource management, and victims of environmental degradation, in ways distinct from 

men of their class. Leach (1992, p. 21) supports Agarwal, echoing that people’s diverse 

perspectives on natural resource management reflect both their immediate everyday concerns 

and their positions in greater processes of social change. Braidotti (1994) expands on this 

understanding of reality-based gender roles, by stating that “the way women are affected by the 

degradation of the environment, and the strategies they employ to counter this crisis, are indeed 

gender specific, but their position as women alone does not qualify them to manage the 

environment better than anyone else” (p. 8). This perspective from Braidotti identifies gender as 

influential, but separate from the capacities of people in and of themselves. Furthermore, 

Agarwal (1992) also suggests that intersectionality, rather than gender alone, impacts how 

environmental change affects people, and how people respond to this change. For example, 

rising precipitation levels may cause mud and puddles on to increasingly form on pathways. This 

could impact a paraplegic woman’s ability to travel outside in her wheelchair because her clothes 

and hands become wet and gritty while wheeling, which isn’t considered attractive for women in 

Western society. In order to maintain social standards of femininity, she might respond to this 

change differently than her male counterparts, who don’t experience the same standards of 

beauty, by avoiding wheeling outside during rainy weather, staying indoors more, and increasing 

her use of other transportation, such as taxis.  
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Feminist Political Ecology 

Similar to feminist environmentalism, Rocheleau, Thomas-Slayter, and Wangari’s (1996) theory 

of ‘feminist political ecology’ considers gender to be a critical variable that impacts access and 

control of resources by interacting with class, caste, race, culture, and ethnicity in ways that 

shape ecological change, and the sustainability of communities and individuals. One example of 

the interaction of gender with other human characteristics is offered by Nightingale (2013), who 

describes how the perception of ecological decline in the Karnali zone of northwestern Nepal 

was addressed by men who made the decision to limit the time period that leaf-litter could be 

harvested in order to allow the leaves to add nutrients back to the forest floor. This activity, 

understood as the work of women and the lowest castes, is normally done throughout the year 

and is critical to the health of crops, so this decision added significant time pressure to their 

culturally-created responsibility. The men who made the decision were not directly impacted, but 

it caused the direct suffering of women and the lowest castes who were responsible for this 

activity. Due to the lack of meaningful consultation, these marginalized members responded 

through acts of resistance within the confines of accepting that leaf-litter collection is the task of 

women and the lowest castes, such as harvesting before the permitted period, which undermined 

the ecological benefits of limiting the activity in the first place. In Nightingale’s (2013) example, 

gender, caste, and culture all interacted to shape the way that ecological health of the forest 

changed, and how sustainable the communities and individuals could be based on the ways they 

could harvest leaf-litter, which was essential to crop production. 
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            Feminist political ecology is also promoted by Nightingale (2006), who recommends it as 

a tool for examining gender within environmental contexts. Nightingale (p. 169) describes how 

feminist political ecology acts as a tool by focusing on the culturally-created role of gender in 

structuring access to specific types of “knowledge, space, resources, and social-political 

processes [which] provides an important foundation for arguing that men and women have 

differential opportunities and challenges in relation to environmental change and development.” 

This tool, Nightingale (2013) argues, emphasizes gender as an important factor in natural-

resource issues, and encourages people to examine the role of gender in people’s lived 

experiences. However, Nightingale (2013) warns that Rocheleau et al.’s (1996) interpretation of 

‘gender’ appears as synonymous with ‘women,’ risking an essentialist understanding of women 

and their ‘intrinsic’ connection with nature that masks the political-economic, cultural, and 

symbolic processes that shape gender. Furthermore, although Rocheleau et al. acknowledge 

gender as only one of many equally-important variables, Mollet and Faria (2013) argue that 

gender is entangled with race, which they acknowledge is understudied in feminist political 

ecology. As a result, Mollet and Faria (2013) recommend paying attention to the impacts of race 

in environmental politics by acknowledging postcolonialism and development interventions in 

the Global South and the consequential complexities of racialized and gendered power relations 

that impact people in dynamic ways. 

            Ecofeminism, feminist political ecology, and feminist environmentalism all offer 

theoretical perspectives on why gender is a factor in accessing environmental decision-making 

processes and why gender may require specific consideration when creating and implementing 
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environmental decision-making processes. Using feminist environmentalism and feminist 

political ecology’s theoretical understanding of gender as one of people’s characteristics that 

critically impact their ability to control, manage, and interact with the environment, it becomes 

even more important to ensure that gender is addressed in reality. Using inclusive and 

meaningful participation in environmental decision-making can offer the opportunity to 

collaboratively make decisions that encourage humans to live harmoniously with natural 

systems, and positively contribute to environmental sustainability and our own longevity as a 

species. 

 

Figure 10. Jumbo Pass Ridge (Tarasiuk, R., 2016). 
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ENVIRONMENTAL SUSTAINABILITY AND HUMAN-CENTERED SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT 

“What we do in our lives affects our entire world—its soils, its rivers, lakes and oceans, its 

atmosphere, and all the living things that share our planet. We must understand that when we do 

something that harms the beluga or the grizzly or the spotted owl, we are also harming 

ourselves” 

Suzuki & Hanington, 2012, p. 173 

Not only is gender a factor in the empowerment of people of marginalized genders (women, 

Transgender people) and the creation of gender equality and equity in environmental decision-

making, but it also impacts the environmental through the sustainability of environmental 

decisions. The literature in this area primarily focuses on the impact of meaningfully including 

women in environmental decision-making. For example, according to Coleman and Mwangi 

(2013), “in terms of outcomes, women’s participation significantly predicts levels of disruptive 

conflict—that is, forest associations with a higher proportion of women councilors [sic] are less 

likely to experience disruptive conflict” (p. 202). Research also shows that women’s meaningful 

participation in environmental-decision making can improve environmental and developmental 

outcomes (FAO, 2014), by ensuring improved development and sustainability outcomes (IUCN, 

2015), and promoting more successful and progressive sustainability policies and programmes 

(BRIDGE, 2008; WWF, 2012). Furthermore, women’s participation has been associated with 

beneficial outcomes such as the achievement of sustainable livelihoods and sustainable. 

Rocheleau (1995, p. 14) analyzes the impact of women’s meaningful inclusion through the lens 

of feminist political ecology, recognizing that “women's work and knowledge does not imply 
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that women alone should protect and restore the rural ecosystems so important to us all … [but 

that we] depend on our collective ability to restore diversity and complexity to life support and 

livelihood systems from local to global level, and to learn from and support both the women and 

men who live within the living landscape.” Rocheleau (1995, p. 10) also states that in order to 

fully incorporate gender into environmental processes, the understanding of gender equality must 

move beyond simply ‘adding women’ to “redefin[ing] biodiversity in broader, more inclusive 

and even fluid terms. It implies a definition based on the diverse experiences and the distinct 

sciences of many different groups.” 

            In discussing environmental sustainability and the role of gender, I feel it is important to 

make a distinction between my initial understanding of environmental sustainability and the 

implications that I now understand this concept holds. When I began to research this topic, I felt 

certain that it would be written about a lot in the literature, with the following understanding of 

environmental sustainability as an earth-centered approach to intrinsically-valued environmental 

well-being, with the understanding of humans as part of this living system, who depend solely on 

it for our ability to thrive, and as a result have the opportunity to choose to either benefit from 

living in harmonious relationship with the earth, or to isolate our species from our life-source. 

Instead, what I found were two opposing positions: 

1) Deep ecology 

2) The term “environmental sustainability” is often described as “sustainable development” 

in the literature, which includes economic, social, and environmental dimensions. 
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The discussion of “sustainable development” in this research is based on the institutionalized 

approach to understanding sustainable development common in United Nations documents and 

agreements. This concept of sustainable development is central to the United Nation’s approach 

to addressing climate change, which is considered to have economic, social, and environmental 

dimensions, and is used in multiple international agreements, such as the 2012 UN General 

Assembly resolution 66/288 “The Future We Want,” as well as the 2015 Sustainable 

Development Goals.  According to Barroso, Chaves, Martins, and Branco (2016, p. 1400), “from 

a ‘‘mainstream’’ point of view, economic growth is considered the principal condition for the 

achievement of sustainable development,” making sustainable economic growth within the 

context of sustainable development contradictory, as no form of economic growth can be 

continued indefinitely (Thwink.org, n.d.). Furthermore, according to Asara, Otero, Demaria, and 

Corbera (2015, p. 382), “the ideology and practice of economic growth (connected to capitalism) 

[is] the ultimate driver of unsustainability.”  

          An early example of this concept of sustainable development is shown in the 1987 United 

Nations (p. 1) Our Common Future: Report of the World Commission on Environment and 

Development, which addresses climate change as an opportunity for a “new era of growth, one 

that must be based on policies that sustain and expand the environmental resource base” and 

meet present human needs without compromising the ability to meet future human needs. This 

human-centered understanding of sustainable development is reflected in the very name of the 

commission, “environment and development,” and provides an example of the concept that 

Sustainable Development 
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humans are outside of the natural environment in the way that sustainable development is 

described as something humans do to the environment to ensure human needs are met. This 

declaration, along with the Aarhus Convention (UNECE, 1998), also associates sustainable 

development with equitable resource management, increased public awareness of environmental 

issues, more democratic negotiations, and citizen’s participation in environmental decision-

making. In both the 2012 UN General Assembly resolution 66/288 “The Future We Want,” as 

well as the 2015 Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), three pillars are used to describe this 

understanding of human-centered sustainable development as an economically, socially, and 

environmentally sustainable future for all. These pillars are unquestioningly accepted by most 

advanced and developing nations as a naturalized need, allowing for the dismissal of dissenting 

voices and positions (Asara et al., 2015).  

            This understanding of “sustainable development” and therefore “environmental 

sustainability” is criticized by Asara et al., 2015, Barroso et al., 2016, and Latouche, 2010,  

for its foundation in capitalistic economics, and associated consumption and production patterns 

that degrade the natural environment. Instead, these authors promote the implementation of 

“degrowth,” which can be understood as “the abandonment of a religion: the religion of the 

economy, growth, progress and development” (Latouche, 2010, p. 519) in order to achieve 

human development, such as health, in harmony with environmental sustainability (Barroso et 

al., 2016).  This idea is also supported by Roseland (2005, p. 4), who recommends that 

sustainable development be expanded beyond merely “protecting” the environment, to using 

social and economic change to “improve human well-being while reducing the need for 
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environmental protection.” Williams (2010) expands on Roseland’s concept of improved human 

well-being as an outcome of sustainable development, to also integrate social sustainability, 

equality, and justice, alongside environmental considerations, something Williams considers 

possible only when resources are democratically and collectively decided upon to meet genuine 

human needs. Williams further emphasizes that inclusive needs-based democratic decision-

making coupled with a long-term commitment to sustainable ecological living is the only way to 

true sustainable development (2010).  In the Canadian context, the revolutionary Leap Manifesto 

(2015), also promotes a normalized understanding of environmental sustainability as inclusive of 

economic prosperity, by recommending a shift to low-carbon sectors of the Canadian economy, 

such as caregiving, teaching, and the arts, in order to encourage a greener economy in Canada 

and therefore more sustainable development. 

            Overall, the institutionalized approach to understanding of sustainable development 

influences the way environmental sustainability is considered. When mainstream society adopts 

capitalism as a foundational component of the world’s goals to address climate change, it is 

important to think critically and ask whether or not it is genuinely intended to achieve such an 

outcome.  

In learning about deep ecology, it is not surprising why its concepts of environmental 

sustainability have not been mainstreamed in the same way as our generalized understanding of 

sustainable development has. Capitalistic economics have no place in deep ecology, nor does the 

human-centered entitlement to exploit the earth, nor the belief that something’s value is based 

Deep Ecology 
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upon the ability of humans to utilize it for their own prosperity. This is most apparent in the 

Deep Ecology Platform, created by Arne Naess and George Sessions in 1984: 

1) The well-being and flourishing of human and nonhuman life on Earth have value in 

themselves (synonyms: inherent worth, intrinsic value, inherent value). These values are 

independent of the usefulness of the nonhuman world for human purposes. 

2) Richness and diversity of life forms contribute to the realization of these values and are 

also values in themselves. 

3) Humans have no right to reduce this richness and diversity except to satisfy vital needs. 

4) Present human interference with the nonhuman world is excessive, and the situation is 

rapidly worsening. 

5) The flourishing of human life and cultures is compatible with a substantial decrease of 

the human population. The flourishing of nonhuman life requires such a decrease. 

6) Policies must therefore be changed. The changes in policies affect basic economic, 

technological, and ideological structures. The resulting state of affairs will be deeply 

different from the present. 

7) The ideological change is mainly that of appreciating life quality (dwelling in situations 

of inherent worth) rather than adhering to an increasingly higher standard of living. There 

will be a profound awareness of the difference between big and great. 

8) Those who subscribe to the foregoing points have an obligation directly or indirectly to 

participate in the attempt to implement the necessary changes. 



GENDER, PARTICIPATION, AND 
ENVIRONMENTAL  64 

 
 
In describing deep ecology, Alan Drengson (n.d.), who worked extensively with Naess, 

addresses how deep ecology has been previously used to promote anti-human sentiments, 

something Drengson states is deplored by supporters of the deep ecology movement, who value 

the inherent worth of all beings, including humans, and abide to Gandhian nonviolence as a tenet 

of deep ecology activism in all contexts. With this knowledge, my initial understanding of 

environmental sustainability discussed earlier in this section has become greatly aligned with the 

understanding of deep ecology as represented by Naess and Sessions (1984), as well as more 

recent interpretations of environmental sustainability by David Suzuki and Ian Hanington (2012).        

            In their book “Everything Under the Sun,” Suzuki and Hanington state that not only is 

our incessant commitment to continued growth at the heart of the climate change crisis, but that 

economic collapse isn’t even our greatest concern (2012). Instead the authors emphasize that 

what is truly at stake is if the earth can continue supporting the human species, since as a part of 

earth’s natural systems ourselves, we are intrinsically dependent on it for survival (Suzuki & 

Hanington, 2012). Through their earth-centered approach to climate change and environmental 

sustainability, Suzuki and Hanington emphasize the need for humans to live harmoniously as a 

part of these natural interconnected systems, and acknowledge that changes initiated by one 

species (such as extinction) can have “cascading effects throughout the ecosystem” (2012, p. 16). 

Currently, the values and understanding of environmental sustainability through deep ecology 

are being practiced through biomimicry. According to the Biomimicry Institute (2016), the 

environment is already sustainable and has long ago solved many of the issues we are currently 

dealing with. In addressing human sustainability, the Biomimicry Institute views biomimicry as 
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an “approach to innovation that seeks sustainable solutions to human challenges by emulating 

nature’s time-tested patterns and strategies” (para. 2), allowing humans to create new ways of 

living that are aligned to long-term life on earth.   

            In reflecting on the understanding of sustainable development described by the United 

Nations (General Assembly, 2012; 2015), the “three pillars” of economy, society, and 

environment, are proposed to be the three legs of a stool—you can’t have one without the other. 

This is divergent from deep ecology, which does not consider capitalism, or economics in 

general, to be a foundational part of environmental sustainability. At issue with these two 

mutually exclusive concepts is the course of action: we can either pursue UN defined sustainable 

development or deep ecology’s environmental sustainability in order to secure the sustainability 

of humans in a changing climate. The agenda of the supporters of these two concepts, and their 

different goals are at issue; with the mainstream sustainable development motivated by continued 

desire for human expansion, and deep ecology’s environmental sustainability motivated by the 

objective for humans to live harmoniously within the natural systems. Within this research, both 

the earth-centered approach of deep ecology and the mainstream understanding of sustainable 

development will be used to reflect on the current interpretation of environmental sustainability, 

and the impact of this portrayal on the ability of humans to effectively address climate change. 

Environmental decision-making is a reflection of the context it is created in, therefore sustainable 

development will be used as a lens to understand the decisions made regarding the proposed 

Jumbo Glacier Resort, and deep ecology’s environmental sustainability will be used to as the 

overarching goal of inclusive democratic decision-making processes, one of the main goals of 
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the Circle of Participatory Environmental Decision-making, which is based on the theoretical 

and conceptual framework used in this research. These two perspectives will be further used in 

the discussion of the findings in Chapter 5, where I will also address the contradiction between 

them by bridging their differences within the current reality of needing to change. Recent 

research by Steffen et al. (2015) analyzes the impact of humans on earth’s natural systems, 

showing that humans currently impact all nine identified natural processes, with four processes 

perturbed by humans into a state of high risk, including climate change, biosphere integrity, 

biogeochemical flows, and land system change. 

THE ROLE OF DECISION-MAKING IN ENVIRONMENTAL SUSTAINABILITY 

Rocheleau (1995, p. 9) stresses the consideration of gender within environmental decision-

making, stating that mainstream ideas of environmental sustainability “derive from a gendered 

vision of segmented sustainability that divides home, habitat and workplace into separate 

domains, with women at 'home', men in the 'workplace' and protected 'habitats' devoid of 

humans.” According to this perspective, how decision-making is understood, conducted, and 

implemented can potentially perpetuate stereotypical gender roles and the isolation of humans 

from the natural environment. Aligned with Rocheleau’s (1995) opinions, the role of decision-

making cannot be emphasized enough. Depending on the worldview used when making a 

decision, the outcome can be radically different. For example, environmental decision-making 

processes that use the common understanding of sustainable development will likely result in 

outcomes meant to meet the unyielding growth of humans, capitalism, and continued 

development. The same decision-making processes using the Deep Ecology Platform however, 
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could result in drastically different outcomes meant to respect the intrinsic value of all life and 

non-life on earth, and develop harmonious ways for humans to live within earth’s natural 

systems.  

            As described by Suzuki and Hanington (2012), in order to be good at conservation 

planning, local communities and all levels of government must base their decisions not only on 

each species alone, but on ecosystems as a whole. This “big picture” thinking is also reflected by 

Arias-Maldonado (2007), who emphasizes that democratic decision-making processes can 

reduce delegitimizing effects of a decision on sustainability, and encourage the democratization 

of sustainability. This is also supported by De-shalit (2000), who states that sustainability is 

promoted by inclusive democratic decision-making processes, which encourage the attitude that 

humans can make positive changes that promote sustainability. However, Brown and Garver 

(2009) warn that such ideas of governance based upon respect for earth’s ecological limits are 

implicitly rejected by the current systems of governance. It is possible that this is the case, 

however, even in that context the way decisions are approached will impact the outcome, such as 

the opportunity to have governance based in respect for the earth or not.  

 
 

Figure 11. Jumbo Mountain from the top of Jumbo Pass (Tarasiuk, R., 2016).  
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THE ROLE OF PARTICIPATION IN ENVIRONMENTAL DECISION-MAKING 

 “The law alone cannot enforce the common interest. It principally needs community knowledge 

and support, which entails greater public participation in the decisions that affect the 

environment.” 

United Nations, 1987, p. 56 

The decision-making process, and the resulting outcome, can have a great impact on how 

achievable it is for environmental sustainability, human sustainability, and the ability of humans 

to mitigate climate change. Since all humans are a part of the environment, and are impacted by 

it, it makes sense that all humans are able to meaningfully participate in the environmental 

decision-making processes that they will be affected by. The concept of public participation in 

decision-making is not new, and can be seen in Article 21 of the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (General Assembly, 1948), which states that everyone has the right to participate 

in their country’s government, directly or through freely chosen representatives. These qualities 

are echoed in the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms (The Charter), which guarantees all 

Canadian citizens the “freedom of thought, belief, opinion and expression” (Government of 

Canada, 1982, p. 1).  

            Since then, the Province of British Columbia (1996) has elaborated on The Charter with 

the BC Human Rights Code (The Code). The Code states that the primary goal is to ensure that 

all people in British Columbia are able to fully and freely participate in all aspects of life in the 

province through the prevention of discrimination, including that based on personal 

characteristics such as one’s sex, sexual orientation, gender identity or expression (Province of 
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British Columbia, 1996). These earlier concepts of participation in decision-making have been 

expanded to include a specific environmental focus, which has become an increasingly important 

topic at the international level due to climate change, and is beginning to be reflected in the 

Canadian context as well.   

Gender and Participation 

Gender, understood as the empowerment of women and the equality among men and women, has 

been increasingly acknowledged to have a role in participation in environmental decision-

making. For example, the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination against 

Women (CEDAW), demands in Article 14(a) that women’s right to participate in the decision-

making and management of development planning be ensured at all levels (United Nations 

General Assembly, 1981). Following the influence of CEDAW, the Addis Ababa Action Agenda 

declared that not only is gender equality and women’s full and equal participation in decision-

making integral, but that it is a requirement of achieving sustainable development (United 

Nations General Assembly, 2015a). This concept is echoed in Goal 5, to “achieve gender 

equality and empower all women and girls” (p. 14), of the Sustainable Development Goals, 

which demands that all levels of decision-making in all contexts, including environmental 

sustainability, ensure women’s full and effective participation and opportunities for leadership 

(General Assembly, 2015c).  

            Many other international agreements also formally recognize women’s participation in 

decision-making processes as a fundamental precondition of equality, including the Beijing 

Declaration and Platform for Action, and UN Security Council resolutions 1325 and 2242. 
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However, despite these advances in policy, progress remains slow (UNDESA, 2015). To date, 

“fewer women than men hold elected positions in local government in all countries with 

available data” (p. 133). Internationally, women account for: 19 Heads of State or Government, 

18 per cent of appointed ministers (often assigned to social issues), marginally as corporate 

managers, legislators, and senior officials, and almost not at all on executive boards of private 

companies (p. xiii). Recent research by the IUCN and UN Women (2015, p. 1) show that “in 6 

out of 9 decision-making processes analyzed women represent less than one-third of decision 

makers.” Furthermore, the world average of women in national parliament as of December 2015, 

is 22.7% (Inter-Parliamentary Union, 2015). At this time, no international agreements emphasize 

the need to include people of all genders, not just women and men, in environmental decision-

making at all levels, which needs to be addressed because currently there are people of many 

diverse genders around the world whose participation is not included in these processes, either 

intentionally or otherwise.  

However, even though there are barriers to women’s equitable participation in decision-

making, environmental and otherwise, throughout the world, women continue to persevere in 

their efforts to be included. Sparked by environmental issues like the Jumbo Glacier Resort 

proposal, several movements have challenged women’s exclusion from environmental decision-

making processes. One example is the famous Chipko Movement of India. “Regarded as the icon 

of ecofeminist movements across the globe” (Pandey, 2010, p. 396), the Chipko women were at 

the forefront of the grassroots initiative to stand up for the environment by resisting destructive 

logging practices (Mies & Shiva, 1993). This movement was instrumental in sparking discourse 
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on the participation of women in environmental decision-making, and inspired similar 

movements across the globe since. Although often unrecognized, women’s efforts for equal 

representation in environmental decision-making can be seen around the world through 

initiatives such as the union of timber workers and environmentalists in Judi Bari’s ‘Local 1” 

movement in the USA (Shantz, 2002), the eco/feminist peace camps in Clayoquot Sound on 

Vancouver Island, BC in the early 1990s (Moore, 2011), “the Green Belt Movement in Kenya 

started by Wangari Maathai … [and the] Sister Rivers performance ritual in which Japanese 

women placed rice, seeds, and soil from Hiroshima and Nagasaki in pillowcases and then floated 

the artwork down the Kama River” (Salman & Iqbal, 2008, p. 858). These movements show 

women persevering to participate in environmental decision-making processes, from diverse 

places in the world and through unique methods.   

One of the first examples of this on the international level is the 1992 Agenda 21 “Rio 

Declaration,” which aimed to foster a comprehensive environmental and socio-economic 

decision-making process that was based upon a broader range of public participation. In order to 

achieve this, recommendation “G” of the Rio Declaration stated that the decision-making 

responsibility should be delegated to the lowest levels of public authority that could ensure 

effective action, and specifically acknowledged that equitable and effective opportunities for 

participation by women were advantageous, and should be considered (General Assembly, 

1992). Furthermore, Principle 10 of the Rio Declaration stated that overall, the opportunity for 

all to participate in decision-making processes ensures that environmental issues are handled the 

Participation at the International Level 
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best way possible (1992). Following the influential Rio Declaration, was the formation of the 

United Nations Millennium Declaration and related goals (General Assembly, 2000), which in 

Article 25 acknowledged the need for more inclusive political processes in order to achieve the 

genuine participation of all citizens everywhere. In 2002, the United Nations Johannesburg 

Declaration on Sustainable Development, echoed the Rio Declaration and Millennium 

Declaration by also recognizing the importance of inclusive participation in environmental 

decision-making at all levels in Article 26 (General Assembly, 2002).  

            From here, the demand for more inclusive participation in environmental decision-

making continued, and in 2012 the UN General Assembly resolution 66/288, “The Future We 

Want,” expanded upon the earlier recognition of the importance of inclusive participation in 

environmental decision-making. In Article 43, “The Future We Want” emphasized that the 

participation of all major groups (Indigenous people, women, people with disabilities, etc.) 

should not only be inclusive, but meaningful and active as well in decision-making at all levels, 

and that this type of participation is required for an economically, socially and environmentally 

sustainable future for all, which is what we now understand as sustainable development (2012). 

The understanding that inclusive and meaningful public participation in environmental decision-

making is necessary in order to achieve sustainable development, is also articulated in the 2015 

Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). Specifically, the SDGs recommend that in order to 

accomplish Goal 16, to “promote peaceful and inclusive societies for sustainable development, 

provide access to justice for all and build effective, accountable and inclusive institutions at all 

levels” (General Assembly, p. 14), all governments must ensure that decision-making at all 
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levels is inclusive and participatory for all. Following the creation of the SDGs, was the 2015 

Paris Accord agreement, which further affirms the importance of public participation at all levels 

on the matters addressed, such as sustainable development, production, and consumption, and 

emphasizes that the public must be engaged within the framework of human rights obligations, 

including the rights of Indigenous peoples and the empowerment of women (General Assembly, 

2015b). Canada ratified the Paris Accord in 2016, which came into force on November 4, 2016.  

Canada has had a historical role in gender equality and in 1995, Canada stepped up as a leader by 

responding to the Beijing Platform for Action with their own Federal Plan for Gender Equality 

[the Federal Plan]. Objective 6 of the Federal Plan—Incorporate Women’s Perspectives in 

Governance—committed Canada to “achieving the active participation of women from diverse 

experiences and fields, and equal access to all levels of decision making” (Government of 

Canada, 1995, p. 7). Unfortunately, this aspect of the Federal Plan was not effectively 

implemented as exemplified by the fact that women hold a mere 28% of seats in Canadian 

parliament (UNDP, 2014). In 2014 the representation of Canadian women in elected municipal 

positions was also low at 21.7 per cent, with “women from diverse groups (visible minorities, 

Aboriginal, disabled, immigrant, other) … very poorly represented” (Federation of Canadian 

Municipalities, 2004, p. 27). However, with the election of Justin Trudeau as Canadian Prime 

Minister in 2015, gender was emphasized as a consideration during the appointment of cabinet 

ministers for the first time in Canadian history, and as a result, gender equality among women 

and men was achieved in the Cabinet of Canada (Prime Minister of Canada, n.d.).  

Participation at the Canadian Level  
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            The changing reality of decision-making contexts both around the world and nationally, 

have impacted the Canadian context through increased attention on the importance of inclusive, 

meaningful public participation in decision-making contexts. Between 2010 and 2019, Canada’s 

Federal Sustainable Development Strategies discussed the contribution of partners, such as 

Indigenous groups and citizens, in achieving normalized sustainable development, although, the 

role of these partners in the actual environmental decision-making is not specifically addressed. 

However, according to the Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency, the meaningful 

involvement of the public in federal environmental decision-making is perceived to have many 

benefits. These include reducing or eliminating adverse environmental effects, and addressing 

public concerns, interests, priorities, and expectations by incorporating them into quality 

decisions based on common goals (Government of Canada, 2008). Two of the main purposes of 

the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (2012) are to “promote communication and 

cooperation with aboriginal peoples with respect to environmental assessments [and] to ensure 

that opportunities are provided for meaningful public participation during an environmental 

assessment” (Government of Canada, 2012, p. 36). The Canadian Environmental Protection Act 

aims to contribute to sustainable development through environmental protection, as one of the 

three pillars, and emphasizes in Article 28(1) that any person may participate in an 

environmental protection action in order to ensure fair and adequate representation of all 

interests (Government of Canada, 1999).  

            However, the Leap Manifesto (2015) calls for greater action from the Canadian 

government to ensure that democracy is renewed at all levels of government so that people are 
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able to define the decisions that are made in their own communities. One example of a 

community in the Kootenay region that is starting to incorporate this understanding of 

participatory decision-making as a foundation of democracy, is the City of Nelson, which in its 

Council’s strategic priorities 2012-14 stated that Nelson’s sustainable resiliency is dependent on 

the ability to “champion transparent, participatory decision making practices that foster 

engagement” (2013, p. 2). 

Indigenous Peoples  

When discussing the way inclusive participation in environmental decision-making is beginning 

to impact the Canadian context, it is relevant to discuss the specific role this affords Indigenous 

communities throughout the country on a national level. In May 2016, the Government of 

Canada agreed to the 2007 United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples. This 

declaration provides the current international baseline for Indigenous peoples’ participation in 

environmental decision-making; demanding respect for Indigenous peoples’ inherent right to 

control the development, conservation, and protection of their own lands, territories, and 

resources. Furthermore, Indigenous peoples have the right to participate in decision-making that 

would affect this right (General Assembly, 2007). Consequently, States are required to support 

the decisions of Indigenous peoples regarding their own lands, territories, and resources, and to 

“obtain their free and informed consent prior to the approval of any project affecting their lands 

or territories and other resources, particularly in connection with the development, utilization or 

exploitation of mineral, water or other resources” (General Assembly, 2007, p. 12).  
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            Since ratifying this declaration, the Government of Canada has produced “Achieving a 

Sustainable Future: A Federal Sustainable Development Strategy for Canada 2016-2019” 

(2016a), which promotes reconciliation with Indigenous peoples through a commitment to 

nation-to-nation relationships, listening to Indigenous voices, and involvement of Indigenous 

peoples in environmental policy and decision-making (Government of Canada, 2016). The 

Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency has also adopted language from the 2007 United 

Nations Declaration on the Rights into its policies, and claims “the Government of Canada takes 

a "Whole of Government" approach to Aboriginal consultation in the context of EAs 

[environmental assessments] to ensure that Aboriginal groups are sufficiently consulted when the 

Crown (federal government) contemplates action(s) that may adversely impact potential or 

established Aboriginal or Treaty rights” (Government of Canada, 2016b, para. 2). However, it is 

unclear how Canada’s agreement to the 2007 United Nations Declaration on the Rights will truly 

support Indigenous peoples in meaningfully participating in environmental decision-making at 

all levels.  

            These agreements and the acceptance of inclusive environmental decision-making 

processes are important because people bring their own perspectives based on their unique life 

experiences, ways of understanding, values, and more; fostering a more comprehensive decision-

making context (The Open University, 2016). These diverse perspectives in environmental 

decision-making can help ensure that the level at which we make decisions is aligned with the 

level where the effects of our decisions are apparent (The Open University, 2016). According to 

Roseland (2005), truly meaningful participation means that everyone who is affected by the 
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outcome(s) of a decision are able to freely access the information and resources they need to both 

contribute to and influence the decision-making process, which must be designed and 

implemented in a way that encourages the participation of as many stakeholders as possible. 

Brown and Garver (2009) build on Roseland’s (2005) description by emphasizing that inclusive 

environmental decision-making is based on governance in right relationship, which is founded in 

collective wisdom, spirit, and discipline, and enables all world citizens to not only have 

ownership of the decision-making processes, but a duty to participate in them. The understanding 

that meaningful participation in environmental decision-making can be the most effective way to 

ensure humans achieve their environmental goals, such as mitigating the effects of climate 

change, is gaining consensus both within the international realm and the national context. The 

real work is in putting these agreements into action to ensure that all people can meaningfully 

and actively be included in the environmental decision-making processes at all-levels and in all 

places.   

 
Figure 12. Looking Towards Jumbo Pass (Tarasiuk, R., 2016).  
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CONCEPTUAL AND THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK FOR THE STUDY 

In this research, the relationship between gender and participation is understood as being linked 

to the implementation of inclusive environmental decision-making and the opportunity to make 

decisions that promote environmental sustainability through the harmonious relationships of 

humans within natural systems. I have used this understanding to further develop a framework 

that organizes the ways I reflect on this research. This framework, which I have named the Circle 

of Participatory Environmental Decision-making, or COPED, utilizes the assumption that 

variables of intersectionality interact with people’s participation in environmental decision-

making, and therefore the ability to achieve environmental sustainability. Intersectionality is a 

concept created by Kimberlé Crenshaw in 1989, to describe how oppressive institutions such as 

sexism, racism, homophobia, transphobia, ableism, classism, etc., are interconnected and cannot 

be understood separately from each other (Intersectionality, n.d.). With this understanding, one’s 

personal characteristics such as gender and ethnicity, can greatly impact a person’s lived 

experienced of the world, such as their ability to participate in environmental decision-making. 

            This framework also assumes that since the gender-based factors that constrain and 

enable people’s participation in environmental decision-making are based upon social norms, 

they are therefore changeable. Environmental sustainability as emphasized by the Deep Ecology 

Platform, is the ultimate outcome pursued by COPED, and is used as the root understanding of 

how the longevity of the human species can be achieved by living in harmonious relationship 

with the earth’s natural systems, thus promoting environmental sustainability. This circle starts 

Circle of Participatory Environmental Decision-making (COPED)      
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with understanding and acknowledging that barriers to participation exist, and ends with 

inclusive democratic decision-making processes that maximize environmental sustainability 

outcomes of decisions, upon which the 

Circle begins again in order to make 

decision-making processes as inclusive as 

possible.  

            The goal of using these ideas is to 

understand the importance of identifying 

the enabling and constraining factors 

impacting people’s participation in 

environmental decision-making within 

the greater context of engaging in environmental sustainability. Seven opportunities for action 

are used within this framework in an effort to promote environmental sustainability through 

inclusive participation in environmental decision-making. These opportunities include the 

following main elements of the Circle: 

Acknowledge: Understand and acknowledge that barriers to participation exist.  

Identify: Identify what constrains and enables people’s participation. 

Address: Once enabling and constraining factors are identified, realistic and achievable 

recommendations for change can be made, and action can be taken to address the barriers 

and promote the enabling elements. 

Acknowledge

Identify

Address

EngageInvest

Respect

Sustain

Figure 13. Circle of Participatory Environmental Decision-making. 
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Engage: By addressing the barriers and promoting the enabling elements, decision-

making processes can become more accessible and inclusive, engaging all stakeholders.  

Invest: Inclusive participation can then foster the investment of all stakeholders in the 

decision-making process and outcome(s). 

Respect: By reducing barriers and promoting access to participation in ways that engage 

all stakeholders and foster investment, decision-making processes become more 

democratic through fair and transparent processes that respect the inherent value in the 

participation of all stakeholders. 

Sustain: Through more democratic environmental decision-making processes based upon 

engagement, investment, and respect, the environmental sustainability outcomes of 

decisions can be maximized and acknowledged to have intrinsic value in themselves. 

            For the purpose of this research, gender will be utilized as the crosscutting variable under 

study, however it is important to acknowledge that many other elements may also influence 

participation, possibly more so than gender, both in general and also depending on people’s 

realities. Based on the literature, it is clear that for now, binary-genders (woman-man) are 

already internationally recognized as an important enabling and constraining factor for 

participation in environmental decision-making. In an attempt to expand this recognition further, 

I have collaborated with respondents to explore this topic within the local, Western, developed 

context, and with the understanding of gender as a spectrum. These respondents are 

predominantly members of my community and neighboring communities, who have experience 

with the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-making processes, and have chosen to 
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participate in this research project by sharing their expertise so that I may analyze and interpret 

the information collected within the confines of this theoretical and conceptual framework.  As a 

result, COPED will be used in practice to help analyze the information shared by respondents for 

this research project, which is described in the upcoming methodology section.  

            Furthermore, I used COPED to guide the questions, methods, and analysis used in this 

research. For example, the questions I formulated for this study are based on the understanding 

that there may be barriers to participation in environmental decision-making. By asking 

respondents about potential barriers and how they thought barriers could be addressed (if there 

were any), I intended to create an opportunity to encourage more inclusive, and therefore 

democratic, decision-making processes in BC that could potentially lead to more sustainable 

outcomes. The COPED framework also informed the methodology in this research, by guiding 

me to choose methods that were based on inclusion, respect, and the lived experiences of 

respondents. By choosing these methods I focused on engaging respondents from traditionally 

marginalized groups that were likely excluded from the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-

making, and understanding their lived experiences of these decisions, something that may not 

have been taken into account in the mainstream decision-making processes. Finally, this 

framework informed my choice to use thematic content analysis while processing the data, which 

allowed me to draw insights based directly from respondent’s lived experiences, beginning with 

their own terminology regarding the process.  

            While reviewing literature for this study, I found literature on gender and tourism, which 

focused on employment, as well as research on the gendered aspects of vacation decision-
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making, but I did not find any other research specifically on gender, decision-making, and resort 

development, both within Canada and globally. Although it is likely there is literature I was 

unable to find or did not have access to, this further speaks to the importance of this research and 

its potential to help fill in gaps on our knowledge of gender and environmental decision-making.  

 

 

 

Figure 14. Deer at Jumbo Pass (Tarasiuk, R., 2016). 
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CHAPTER 4: METHODOLOGY 

INTRODUCTION TO THE METHODOLOGY 

This thesis attempts to identify the role of gender in people’s participation in the controversial 

Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-making processes in southeastern British Columbia, Canada. 

Within this study, key design components include: a case study of the proposed Jumbo Glacier 

Resort; data collection through semi-structured interviews, survey, archival data, and site data 

(including film and photography); and data processing through thematic content analysis. 

Respondents were engaged through purposive sampling and snowball technique. My main role 

has been both the analysis and synthesis of the knowledge shared by respondents.   

CASE STUDY 

For this research, I chose to conduct a case study on the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort in order 

to provide more in-depth analysis of the decision-making related to this project (Creswell, 2014). 

Furthermore, by using this method, I was afforded the opportunity to “take the reader into the 

setting with a vividness and detail not typically present in more traditional analytic reporting 

formulas” (Marshall & Rossman, 2016, p. 276). For this research, I have focused specifically on 

respondent’s perspectives of gender, participation, and decision-making within the ongoing 

proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-making processes. I have also provided an overview of 

the history of Qat’muk or Piq-s-mx-ikn (including the Jumbo Valley) and the proposed Jumbo 

Resort, and the context within which these decisions have occurred.  
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DATA COLLECTION 

Information about the gender-based factors of participation in the proposed Jumbo Glacier 

Resort decision-making processes was collected through interviews. Twelve individuals were 

invited to collaborate as respondents in interviews based on their direct and long-term experience 

with the Jumbo Glacier Resort proposal decision-making processes, and their representation of 

diverse stakeholders. However, only six people chose to conduct interviews, either over the 

phone or in person. Three of these respondents also chose to conduct a survey. 

I had initially intended to use an online survey to supplement the data gathered in interviews, but 

instead, surveys turned out to be the greatest source of data. This was because most people who 

collaborated chose to share information through surveys rather than interviews. Overall, 

seventeen people completed a survey, with three of these respondents also completing an 

interview, and seven people partially completed a survey, for a total of 27 respondents. All 

respondents were adults who have direct or indirect experience with the proposed Jumbo Glacier 

Resort decision-making processes, and mainly live in the Kootenay region. The following 

organizations were initially identified as potentially being able to connect me with people 

interested in collaborating in the research: 

BC Environmental Assessment Office 

BC Ministry of Environment  

BC Ministry of Forests, Lands and Natural Resources 

Interview Data  

Survey Data 
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District of Invermere Council 

Jumbo Creek Conservation Society 

Jumbo Glacier Mountain Resort Municipality Council 

Ktunaxa Nation Council 

Legislative Assembly Members 

Oberti Architecture and Pheidias Group  

Regional District of East Kootenay Council 

Shuswap Band  

Sinixt Nation 

Village of Radium Hot Springs Council 

West Kootenay Eco Society (NGO) 

Wildsight (NGO) 

This will include laws and policies on participation in decision-making and environmental 

decision-making from all levels of government, including international agreements; First Nations 

and Indigenous rights in Canada and internationally; historical and geographical information, 

including maps, on the Jumbo Valley and proposed development sites of the Jumbo Glacier 

Resort; press releases, and studies. This data will be used to understand current laws and policies 

that are in place for participation in environmental decision-making for all people in Canada, and 

internationally. 

  

Archival Sources  
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In July 2016 I hiked up to Jumbo Pass, in the Jumbo Valley of the Purcell Mountain range, 

which overlooks the development site of the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort, Jumbo Mountain, 

and surrounding area. I used photography and film to collect data about the visual and sensory 

experience of the proposed site of the Jumbo Glacier Resort within the context of the Jumbo 

Valley and greater Purcell Mountain range. This data was collected over a two-day period and 

covered information about the surrounding Purcell mountain range, Jumbo Mountain, Jumbo 

Pass, and the flora and fauna that is found in this ecosystem. This data was used to better 

understand the context of this environmental decision-making process, and become more 

intimately connected with the different perspectives associated with it. The photography 

collected is used throughout this thesis, and the film footage will be used with a short-video 

about this research. 

DATA ANALYSIS  

Three data analysis methods were utilized: archival data analysis, thematic content analysis for 

interviews and surveys, and processing of the film footage and photographs captured during site 

research. All online surveys collected were automatically logged within the survey system, and 

the remaining six interviews and three paper-format surveys were logged by hand, to identify the 

date of completion, the method used to collect the data (in-person, over the phone, or by mail), 

and the format used to collect the data (orally, on-paper, or online). Data collected from 

interviews and surveys was processed through thematic content analysis, as directed by Carol 

Rivas (2012). This processed data was then analyzed to identify key aspects and relationships, as 

Site Data  
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recommended by Wolcott (1994), as well as any data that might be contrary to initial assertions 

or that was not visible (Roulston, 2014). Archival data was analyzed in order to understand the 

relationships between documents, and the greater context they are situated in (Coffey, 2014), for 

example, how international agreements on inclusive participation in environmental decision-

making interact with the BC Human Rights Code, as well as people’s lived experiences. The data 

gathered during site research was used to convey the physical context of the proposed Jumbo 

Glacier Resort, and was not analyzed for further meaning. Descriptions of the methods used are 

as follows: 

Survey and Interview Data Analysis 

Interviews were semi-structured (I had a set of guiding questions, but respondents directed the 

discussion), and were conducted either in-person or over the telephone. In line with the research 

methods of Dobscha and Ozanne (2001), respondents were encouraged to talk about their 

experiences, and I tried to only use questions to clarify or elaborate as necessary. In accordance 

with Mies and Shiva’s (1993) ecofeminist perspective, the collection and analysis of interview 

data was conducted with the assumption that the respondents are experts in their own lived 

experiences. With the recommendations of Marshall and Rossman (2016), during interviews I 

tried to create an environment where respondents felt comfortable enough to express their 

genuine perspectives on the subject we were exploring, so that it would unfold in the way they 

viewed it. This style of interview was used in order to try and reduce power relations, as 

recommended by Hirschman (1993). Interview data was collected through tape and video 



GENDER, PARTICIPATION, AND 
ENVIRONMENTAL  88 

 
 
recordings (specifically requested by respondents). These recordings were then transcribed into 

digital text files. 

            A survey was used to better understand the diversity of the experiences of the population 

under study (Jansen, 2010), and to offer breadth to the data collected. The survey was used to 

collect information on respondents’ characteristics (age, gender, etc.) and their experiences and 

thoughts about the role of gender in people’s participation in the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort 

decision-making processes. I used interceptum.com to provide online access to the survey due to 

the company’s database in Canada, and also offered the survey in paper and oral formats. It is 

comical to reflect that I had thought the survey would only be available for a period of four 

weeks, and that in that time all the data would be collected. In reality, the survey was available 

online for a period of eight months, with a total of 21 surveys completed online and three surveys 

completed in paper format during that time.  

            Surveys and interviews were analyzed together using thematic content analysis, as 

prescribed by Rivas (2012), in order to understand the relationships and themes within the data. 

During analysis, I followed the recommendations of Rivas (2012), starting with open coding, 

then moving to category formation, and finally theme identification. I used Rivas’ (2012) 

description of an inductive-deductive approach to coding because most themes were not 

developed before analysis began. Through this approach, I utilized in vivo coding, or the use of 

people’s own words, to label pieces of data that captured parts of the underlying essence of the 

knowledge that people shared in this research.  
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            Before analysis, I spent time immersing myself in the data—reading and re-reading 

surveys and transcripts, and allowing myself to become familiar with the underlying aspects of 

people’s lived experiences. When I felt saturated from data immersion, I began analysis, starting 

at the open coding stage with the use of in vivo coding. As described by Rivas (2012), the goal 

of the open coding stage of analysis is to create rough code names that describe the data without 

interpretation, and are not yet grouped with similar codes. By using in vivo coding, I limited 

opportunities for me to interpret the data at this stage, and identified 284 unique codes that 

represented various aspects of the data.  

            Once the code list was created, I moved into the second stage of analysis recommended 

by Rivas (2012): category formation. Initially, I tried to use NVivo online software to assist with 

analysis at this stage, but I found it to be complicated and cumbersome. However, I did utilize 

Microsoft Excel to organize respondents’ demographic information and perspectives. For the 

most part, I chose to conduct analysis based in my physical reality, which including taking over 

the living room with nearly 300 post-it notes and an 8’ x 4’ sheet of paper. In line with the 

recommendations of Rivas (2012), at this stage I began by grouping similar open codes together 

to form categories, and then reviewed the categories to see if each code worked with all other 

codes within its designated category, rearranging and creating new categories as necessary. Once 

I was satisfied with the categories, I created operational definitions for them so that other people 

could understand how I had categorized codes.  

            For the third stage of analysis, I identified initial themes in the data based on pockets of 

respondent consensus, such as the agreement among many respondents that gender was not a 
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factor in the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-making processes, and mapped how these 

themes were related to other themes. I then analyzed these relationships and themes to identify 

overarching themes than encompassed the underlying essence of the data.  I interpreted these 

overarching themes as representing a story of the complex lived experiences of respondents, and 

overall understood them as people’s expressions of their understanding of gender equality, its 

relevance, and its role in democratic environmental decision-making processes. The Circle of 

Participatory Environmental Decision-making framework that I developed for this researched 

served as a guideline for drawing conclusions about the findings, which were also expanded by a 

critical analysis of the elements that were missing from the data, and the limitations of the 

findings. 

Archival data associated with the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-making processes, 

and environmental decision-making laws and policies, were analyzed. These documents were 

used to understand laws and policies on participation in environmental decision-making in BC, 

Canada, and internationally, and how this may or may not impact the lived experiences of those 

who have participated in the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-making processes.  

Site Research 

As I discussed above, I did not conduct content analysis of the data that I collected during my 

visit to Jumbo Pass, in the Jumbo Valley of BC. However, I did check over the quality of the 

film and photography footage I captured, and have used Abode Photoshop and Premiere Pro to 

process the images and film footage. As noted above, numerous photographs from the site 

Archival Data Analysis 
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research are shown throughout this document. I also intend to share the film footage through a 

short video that I will create to describe this research.  

 

Figure 15. Filming at Jumbo Pass (Tarasiuk, R., 2016).  

RESEARCH SITES  

Six locations in British Columbia were initially planned to serve as research sites due to either 

their density of citizens and decision-makers who were involved with the proposed Jumbo 

Glacier Resort, or their significance to the decision-making process. These sites included the 

following: Cranbrook, Invermere, Jumbo Valley, Kimberly, Nelson, and Radium. I had 
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considered these locations important because most of the potential interview and survey 

participants that I wanted to connect with live in, or near, these locations. However, the majority 

of people who collaborated in this research only engaged with me through email or over the 

phone, and decided to either conduct the survey online, or do an interview over the telephone. As 

a result, I only ended up travelling to three out of the six research sites I had planned: Cranbrook, 

Jumbo Valley, and Nelson, which are all within three hours’ drive of my home.  

            For the West Kootenays, Nelson served as the main place for me to connect with people. 

My trip to the Jumbo Valley was itself significant as the epicenter of debate, since it is where the 

proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort was planned to be developed, and was necessary to bear witness 

to as a place of spiritual significance to both the Sinixt and Ktunaxa Nations. For Cranbrook, I 

was honored to be invited by the Ktunaxa Nation to present this research to the Ktunaxa Nation 

Elders Advisory Committee and the Traditional Knowledge and Language Committee at the 

Ktunaxa Nation Governance building. This opportunity to build relationship with Ktunaxa Elders 

took place over a two-day period, and was one of the most profound experiences for me 

throughout this research project. Visits to these sites were conducted periodically over eight 

months, and were planned to best accommodate the schedule’s and preferences of respondents, 

as well as my seasonal work contracts as required. I was responsible for all associated travel 

costs and arrangements during visits to the research sites.  Good 

SAMPLING STRATEGY  

As used by MacGregor (2006), purposive sampling was utilized to initially select sixteen key 

informants within the research sites and surrounding communities whom I thought would be able 
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to connect me with people who would be interested in collaborating in this research, leading to 

the snowball technique. Overall, I was able to connect with twelve out of the sixteen key 

informants that I had identified, who were representatives of the organizations listed below. I 

began this research by identifying key organizations, and then identifying people within them 

who were key informants. From there, I connected with these identified informants to establish a 

relationship, and then discussed who they recommended I contact, as encouraged by Mertens 

(2010), who promotes learning about communities first, establishing trusting relationships, and 

then looking for ways to collaborate.  

RESPONDENTS 

Throughout this research and in all related documents, people who collaborated in this study will 

be referred to as “respondents.” In total, 26 people chose to collaborate as respondents in this 

study, with 20 people completing only surveys, three people conducting only interviews, and 

four people choosing to do both an interview and a survey. Out of these 26 respondents, 19 

people fully completed their interview and/or survey, three people completed the majority of 

their survey, and four people completed minimal amounts of their survey. As a result, the 

findings draw primarily off of the information shared by the 22 respondents who either fully 

collaborated or completed the majority of their survey, due to the little information provided by 

the four people who collaborated minimally. Out of the 26 respondents who collaborated in this 

study, two are Ktunaxa, 14 are associated with local NGOs, one respondent formerly worked on 

the Provincial level, one respondent is a BC MLA, and five people work with East Kootenay 

regional district municipalities.    
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            The two Ktunaxa individuals who chose to share knowledge, represented both their 

personal lived experiences, as well as perspectives on behalf of the Ktunaxa Nation. The 

opinions of these Ktunaxa respondents are highlighted throughout Chapter 4 “Findings,” as a 

result of their culturally-unique perspectives on the role of gender in people’s participation in the 

proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-making process. These views are further contextualized 

through the stories and experiences shared by the Ktunaxa Elders Advisory Committee, whom 

collaborated as respondents in an indirect way. Instead of conducting interviews or filling out 

surveys, the Ktunaxa Elders Advisory Committee invited me to meet with them at the Ktunaxa 

Nation Governance building in Cranbrook, BC, where I was offered the opportunity to witness 

Ktunaxa Elders share their stories and experiences as related to the role of gender in the Ktunaxa 

Nation. With the permission of the Elders and the Ktunaxa Research Ethics Committee, I will 

share my reflections of this experience in Chapter 5 “Discussion.” 

            The demographic information that respondents shared about themselves showed that out 

of the 26 respondents, 14 of them identified as female, one person identified as female and 

genderfluid, one person identified as Transgender, and 10 people identified as male. Regarding 

the age of respondents, six people identified themselves between the ages of 24 – 37, one person 

was in their 40s, 13 people said they were between the age of 50-70, and four people were over 

the age of 70. Two respondents did not identify their age. When discussing ethnicity, two people 

identified themselves as Ktunaxa, 13 people identified themselves as Canadians or Canadians 

with European heritage, four people identified themselves European, and one person identified as 

each of the following: Acadian Métis, European American, First Nations, human, and South 
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African. One respondent did not identify their ethnicity. When asked about annual income 

people made per year, four people said they made $0 - $23,861, 10 people said they made 

$23,861 - $45,282, six people made $45,282 - $90,563, two people said they made $90,563 - 

$140,388, and one person made over $200,000. Of interest is that only men identified as earning 

over $90,563 annually, and out of the 14 respondents who identified as earning less than 

$45,282, only five of them were men, two of whom are retired or semi-retired, and one of whom 

is 26 years old. In contrast, only one woman identified as earning less than $45,282 because they 

were retired. Furthermore, three people did not identify their income.  

            When asked about the length of time people had been involved with the proposed Jumbo 

Glacier Resort decision-making processes, seven people said 0-5 years, five people said 6-10 

years, seven people said 11-20 years, and five people said they had been involved for 21-30 

years. Two respondents did not identify their length of time involved. In regards to what people’s 

opinion of the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort, two people said they were neutral, two people 

said they were “for” the development, and 22 people said they were “for” keeping the Jumbo 

Valley Wild and stopping the development.  Respondents described their participation in the 

proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-making processes in the following ways: 17 people 

participated in formal processes, 19 people participated in informal processes, seven people 

wanted to participate in formal processes but were unable, and three people wanted to participate 

in informal processes but were unable. Overall, the “average” respondent in this study was 

female, between the age of 50-70, Canadian, with an income of $23,861 - $45,282, “for” the 
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protection of the Jumbo Valley, associated with a local NGO, and involved in both formal and 

informal decision-making processes.  

ROLE OF THE RESEARCHER 

I formulated the research questions for this study based on my passion for both gender and 

environmental sustainability. Initially, I was not aware of how impactful gender was in people’s 

participation in environmental decision-making processes, and when I learned how little 

information was available on these processes at the local level in developed countries, I became 

intrigued. This made me curious about environmental decision-making processes in BC, Canada, 

since the government of this province emphasizes both resource extraction and conservation. 

Consequently, I came to focus on the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort because of its 25-year-long 

environmental decision-making process that is both still ongoing, and near my home, thus 

allowing me both physical access to the development site of the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort, 

and the opportunity to positively impact the decision-making processes in the future.  

 For this study, I have connected with dozens of people related to the proposed Jumbo Glacier 

Resort, and have collected data both in the field, online, in the mail, and over the phone, over a 

period of eight months. This study has concluded at a total duration of 13 months. Throughout 

this process, the study was always fully disclosed to everyone interested in, and collaborating in 

this project. As the facilitator of this project, I held the responsibility to address all expenses, 

methods of travel, required resources, and engagement of support throughout this research. 
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ETHICAL CONSIDERATIONS 

Since the research was conducted with specific populations in rural communities, confidentiality 

and anonymity were serious considerations. All participants were informed that my ability to 

protect their confidentiality and anonymity was limited due to the context, since people easily 

and quickly share information about each other in small communities. To reduce this risk, all 

respondents’ data was given a code to protect their identity and no identifying information was 

collected. However, all respondents were asked if they would like to be acknowledged for their 

contributions to this research by publicly sharing their identity (name) in the final research 

documents. Out of the twenty-seven respondents, eighteen decided to be acknowledged through 

their names as collaborating in this study.  

            Researcher bias is also a consideration I carried throughout the research because I am a 

member of the same community as many of the respondents, and have a personal interest in the 

outcome of the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort. To mitigate this bias, I decided not to conduct 

research on the actual outcome of the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort decisions, but instead on 

the role of gender in people’s participation in these processes. All data was stored securely as 

encrypted documents on my personal computer, which is password-protected. Identifying 

information was only collected within surveys and interviews if people gave me consent to 

acknowledge their identity and contributions to this research by using their name; otherwise no 

identifying information was collected.  
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STUDY LIMITATIONS 

Generalizability is one limitation of this study because the population I collaborated with in this 

research was very small, and the phenomenon (the role of gender in people’s participation in 

environmental decision-making) being researched was very specific, so results from this study 

may not be applicable beyond this specific context. The resources available for this research 

were also limited because this study was only conducted by me, and I did not receive funding for 

this research, therefore all resources (e.g., time, energy, funding) were dependent on me. 

Therefore, to maximize resources of money and time, I ensured that the field research I 

conducted was necessity-based and within close proximity to where I live, and that the use of 

methods such as telephone interviews and online surveys was available whenever possible. This 

study was also limited by time, and was unable to be as in-depth as research that is conducted 

over a few years. Finally, and most importantly, the greatest limitation of this study comes from 

the voices that are missing from this research. As someone who is not First Nations or 

transgender myself, I cannot write on the behalf of others who are, although I hope I can support 

the awareness of issues that affect people with these identities. Also, with the exception of one 

individual who had previously been a civil servant, I regret that stakeholders representing the 

proponents of the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort and the federal or provincial levels of 

government, chose not to collaborate in this research project, and are therefore are not reflected 

in this research.  
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           Figure 16. Alpine Meadow (Tarasiuk, R., 2016). 
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EXPECTED OUTPUTS AND OUTCOMES 

 

OUTPUTS 

Activities Participation 
Interviews Participants who have long-term and direct experience with the 

proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-making processes. 

Gatekeeper 
engagement 

Gatekeepers within various stakeholder communities. 

Survey Participants who have direct and indirect experience with the 
proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-making processes. 

 
Figure 17. Outputs. Outputs expected from this research. 
 

OUTCOMES 

Short Term Medium Term Long Term 
Increased discussion, 
reflection, and awareness of 
the role of gender in people’s 
participation in the proposed 
Jumbo Glacier Resort 
decision-making processes 
and other environmental 
decision-making processes. 

Community-wide engagement 
activities to discuss the role of 
gender and participation 
within the proposed Jumbo 
Glacier Resort decision-
making processes and other 
environmental decision-
making processes. 

Community-based action 
plans to address the gender-
based factors that enable and 
constrain people’s 
participation in the Jumbo 
Glacier Resort proposal and 
other environmental decision-
making processes. 

 Increasing awareness of the 
impact of gender on 
participation in environmental 
decision-making throughout 
the province of BC. 

Encouraging a national focus 
on the impact of gender on 
people’s participation in 
environmental decision-
making across Canada. 

 
Figure 18. Outcomes. Outcomes expected from this research. 
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SECTION 2: RESULTS 
 

 

  
Figure 19. Alpine Meadow Before Horseshoe Glacier (Tarasiuk, R., 2016). 
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CHAPTER 5: FINDINGS 

  

In order to share with you all of the knowledge in this chapter, first I had to find the findings. 

Like a deep-sea explorer or a snow leopard photographer, I knew what I was searching for 

but was unsure what I would find and what it would take to find it. So, I started at the most 

logical place I could think: the beginning.  

            Never having conducted research myself, I thought “how hard can it be to analyze 

data?” Well…let’s just say “very”. In some ways, searching for these insights was like being 

a detective. I went over the facts again and again, looking for every nuance, every 

connection, every missed detail. What I tried to do throughout this process was to let the data, 

or the knowledge shared by respondents, speak for itself.  It was my job to collect the 

fragments of light that shone through.  

            What it looked like in reality was not nearly so elegant. Combine our living room 

floor with two large sheets of paper, about 300 post-it notes, and endless pots of tea, and 

there you have it: data analysis! Every time I reached a new level of understanding about the 

data I thought “I must be getting close!” But alas, like running a marathon, each kilometer 

comes methodically, one after the other, with no way to reach the finish without first 

experiencing every pain staking step.  

            This process of bringing forth insights from data has taught me many things, 

including what it means to be thorough, and not in a “I-swept-the-kitchen-but-didn’t-go-

under-the-table kind of way.” These key points are a direct result of looking at pieces of 

information in every way I could think of, and then doing it again to make sure I didn’t miss 

something. In the end, some of these insights surprised me, while others unfortunately met 

my expectations. However, the most fascinating part is that the information I inspected holds  
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OVERVIEW 

This chapter reveals presents the findings of this research, beginning with an overview of where 

these findings came from and what to expect from reading this information. From there, this 

chapter focuses specifically on the six insights that have emerged from the findings: the 

participation of all people in decision-making processes is important, the inclusion of all people 

defines meaningful participation, meaningful participation of all is a necessity of democratic 

decision-making, there are barriers to participation, these processes were led by men, and that 

gender is not a factor. I explore each of these insights in-depth, providing direct quotations from 

respondents to support these key points, and offering the unique perspectives of the Ktunaxa 

respondents, as well as alternative views, whenever possible. This chapter ultimately showcases 

the knowledge shared by respondents as the heart of this research, from which the subsequent 

chapters grow from.  

            After analyzing the information shared by respondents through the theoretical and 

conceptual framework developed for this research, several insights have come forward. These 

insights are based on what people told me about the role of gender in people’s participation in 

the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-making processes. Even though I have analyzed the 

information from individual people as a group, it must still be understood as coming from each 

more knowledge than what was directly related to this research. More gems of information 

lay dormant about topics such as culture, linguistics, age, affiliation, democracy, and more. 

Like the toys on Christmas Island, they too may find a home one day. However, for now, let 

me introduce to you this study’s crown jewels of knowledge: the proposed Jumbo Glacier 

Resort decision-making processes, gender, and participation, and the insights that emerged 
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person’s lived experience, with their own unique perspectives. Furthermore, I would like to 

acknowledge that throughout this section, and in regards to this research in general, just because 

only one or a small group of people are voicing a perspective doesn’t make that perspective any 

less valid than the views shared by large groups of people. This is especially important 

throughout this research, where there is potential for traditionally oppressed groups of people, 

including Transgender people and women, to discuss barriers to their participation in 

environmental decision-making. Therefore, I have tried to illuminate traditionally marginalized 

voices whenever possible and appropriate in this research. 

            Throughout this chapter, it is also important to keep in mind that out of the 26 

respondents that collaborated in this study, four of them only minimally completed their survey, 

thus the findings shown within this chapter are based upon the 22 respondents who either 

completed the majority or the entirety of their survey and/or interview unless directly stated 

otherwise. Furthermore, out of the 26 respondents who collaborated in this study, two are 

Ktunaxa, 14 are associated with local NGOs such as Wildsight and the Jumbo Creek 

Conservation Society, one respondent formerly worked on decision-making at the Provincial 

level, one respondent is a BC MLA, and five people work with East Kootenay regional district 

municipalities, including the Village of Radium Hot Springs and the District of Invermere. 

Throughout this section I will explore different insights that have emerged among these groups 

and across groups, based on variables of intersectionality, such as gender and socio economic 

status. 
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            For this study, these Ktunaxa respondents shared both personal experiences, as well as 

perspectives on behalf of the Ktunaxa Nation, regarding the role of gender in people’s 

participation in the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-making processes. Both Ktunaxa 

respondents identified as women, and currently hold leadership positions with the Ktunaxa 

Nation Council. Because the perspectives of these Ktunaxa respondents are unique to the 

experiences of the Ktunaxa Nation and intersect with Ktunaxa culture, I have highlighted the 

findings from the knowledge they shared to show how each theme is relevant to their culturally-

specific experience. With the approval of the Ktunaxa Nation Research Committee, in the 

discussion section I will also describe my experience sitting with the Ktunaxa Elders Advisory 

Committee, and the relationships that I witnessed emerge from their conversations in relation to 

this research topic. 

            The insights that emerged from the findings of this research include the following: 

- The participation of all people in decision-making processes is important 

- The inclusion of all people defines meaningful participation 

- Meaningful participation of all is a necessity of democratic decision-making 

- There are barriers to participation 

- These processes were led by men 

- Gender is not a factor 

I will also introduce alternative perspectives to each insight based on the findings, in order to 

portray the full spectrum of respondents’ perspectives.   
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THE PARTICIPATION OF ALL PEOPLE IN DECISION-MAKING PROCESSES IS IMPORTANT 

When asked if it was important to include people of all genders in the proposed Jumbo Glacier 

Resort decision-making processes, 11 respondents stated that the inclusion of everyone of all 

genders was critical. An example of this perspective is illuminated in the following passage from 

a respondent, who states that in regards to environmental decision-making, the: 

Inclusion of all affected beings is essential. We all hold responsibility for our stewardship 

of the earth, we all use resources and contribute to the wellbeing (or illness) of our shared 

environment. 

This example emphasizes the essential inclusion of people of all genders based on shared 

responsibility for our shared environment, a sentiment that is echoed in the parallel perspective 

of two respondents that said gender is not necessarily a factor, but that everyone should be 

included in the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-making processes. An example of this 

perspective is seen in the reflection of one respondent, who stated: 

I believe that the decisions no matter what gender you are, the decisions should come 

together in a collaborative way that is bottom up and consensus-building. So in my view, 

rather than say gender has a part in the decision-making, I would argue that everybody 

has a part in the decision-making, if for “everybody” means the spectra of gender. 

Within the opinion that everyone should participate, there were several distinctions that appeared 

in the findings. These were focused on how people were represented in participation in 

environmental decision-making processes.  
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            The first is a perspective from two respondents, who acknowledged that true 

representation can be homogenous and doesn’t necessarily have to be inclusive of everyone in 

order to be fair, and that instead, the people participating should represent those affected by the 

decision. This observation is highlighted in the following example from one respondent: 

We all live in the same world. We are all affected by changes to that world, whether they 

change our living environment for better or for worse. Clearly, those making or 

influencing decisions should be a reflection of the environmental issue under 

consideration … it is important to remember that true representation may be homogenous 

for all the right reasons. 

The other distinction regarding representation was made by one respondent who identified the 

difference between including everyone in the invitation to participate, and actually having 

participation by diverse peoples. The following quotation offers an example of this view from 

one respondent, who stated:  

I think it is important that all genders have equal opportunity to participate. Whether that 

results in actual equal inclusion depends very much on who is available, people’s 

interests, etc. 

These examples of respondent’s alternate views on participation show the consideration of 

different elements of participation than what appeared in the findings of respondents who 

generally agreed decision-making processes should be inclusive of all genders. Overall, the 

findings show the inclusion of all people in environmental decision-making processes, including 
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the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort, was expressed by most respondents as integral to all 

decision-making processes.  

Ktunaxa Perspectives 

When discussing inclusion, both Ktunaxa respondents stressed that the issue of inclusion in the 

proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-making processes isn’t about gender, and as one 

anonymous respondent said:  

It’s not a gender issue, it’s an issue of activity that’s taking place on our homeland that 

we do not agree with, and that we need to continue in a vigilant way to ensure that the 

project doesn’t go ahead. 

As this example shows, the perspectives shared by the Ktunaxa respondents highlight a 

culturally-specific outlook on inclusion in comparison to the Western respondents, who based on 

the same issue, overwhelmingly stated that people of all genders should be included.  

THE INCLUSION OF ALL PEOPLE DEFINES MEANINGFUL PARTICIPATION 

Meaningful participation showed up as an extension of inclusion, and as a foundation of 

democratic decision-making. Fifteen respondents identified meaningful participation as a 

democratic process where everyone is included, and can be heard and have influence over the 

decisions. This perspective is emphasized in a passage from one respondent, who stated: 

Meaningful participation is one that makes participants feel that they are heard and can 

have a say in what happens in their own backyard; and that democratic decision making 

is based on the will of citizens and not just powerful Liberal party members. 
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This example stresses the meaningful participation of citizens as a prerequisite for environmental 

decision-making processes based on genuine democracy. Furthermore, five of the 15 

respondents, specifically said that meaningful participation is the inclusion of all stakeholders 

and meaningful consultation of local governments and First Nations. The following quotation 

from one respondent showcases this perspective: 

To participate meaningfully in a formal decision-making process would mean that the 

government(s) would be inclusive of stakeholder and First Nations involvement in the 

process of making land use decisions. 

The opinions explored in these examples show how respondents anchor the inclusion of all 

citizens and all stakeholders in their definitions of meaningful participation. These accounts from 

respondents identify the inclusion of all stakeholders as a foundation of meaningful participation, 

which is in turn recognized as a precursor to democratic environmental decision-making by most 

respondents.  

Ktunaxa Perspectives 

The insight that the inclusion of all people defines meaningful participation relates to the 

perspectives of the Ktunaxa respondents through their expressed desire for meaningful 

consultation and inclusion of the Ktunaxa Nation in the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-

making processes, and decision-making processes in general. An example of this is indicated in 

the following statement from one Ktunaxa respondent, who said that to ensure meaningful 

participation: 
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Government has to get better at what they’re doing. Like it really comes down to that. I 

think we’ve got to work together collectively, whether that’s Federal, Provincial, First 

Nation’s governments, we need to consider the municipalities around them, there needs 

to be a better process in doing things … I guess it speaks to reconciliation, right, what 

does it really mean, is it “make nice with the Indians?” or like, what does it actually 

mean? And if you can’t fix it, well, what can you do to acknowledge the things that have 

been done to try and encourage healing? 

This examples acknowledges the lack of meaningful participation and inclusion of the Ktunaxa 

Nation, and identifies ways to change this in the future. This is further emphasized by findings 

that show when such meaningful consultation and inclusion of the Ktunaxa Nation is not 

achieved, the Ktunaxa Nation perseveres to ensure they participate in the decision-making 

process. As another Ktunaxa respondent stated:  

 The fact is that decisions have been made and we are in opposition to those decisions, 

and we’ve proceeded to the courts to deal with those things and that’s the mechanism 

we’ve been using because that’s all that’s available to us, and it’s certainly not about 

gender, it’s about the substance of the decision. 

As shown in the perspectives shared by the Ktunaxa respondents, meaningful participation of the 

Ktunaxa Nation in the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort, and other decision-making processes 

includes meaningful consultation and inclusion in the decision-making process. 
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MEANINGFUL PARTICIPATION OF ALL IS A NECESSITY OF DEMOCRATIC DECISION-MAKING 

This insight is based on respondents’ understanding that democratic decision-making and 

meaningful participation are entwined, with each factor supported by the other. For example, 

democratic decision making is meaningful participation, which is democratic. Overall, 15 

respondents identified meaningful 

participation as a democratic process 

where everyone is included, can be 

heard, and can have influence over the 

decisions made. Furthermore, out of the 

seven respondents who identified as 

participating in the proposed Jumbo 

Glacier Resort decision-making 

processes for 11-20 years, five of them 

said meaningful participation was 

democratic, and all five respondents 

who had participated for 21-30 years 

identified meaningful participation as 

democratic. As a result, this perspective is also associated with the length of time involved in the 

decision-making processes.  

            This belief appears throughout the findings, with eight respondents describing democratic 

decision-making as something that helps ensure meaningful participation, and 16 respondents 

Figure 20. Respondent perceptions on democracy. 

Respondent Perceptions: # of 
Respondents 

Meaningful participation is 
democratic 15 

# of respondents involved for 11-20 
years who considered meaningful 
participation to be democratic 

5/7 

# of respondents involved for 21-30 
years who considered meaningful 
participation to be democratic 

5/5 

Meaningful participation is 
promoted through democratic 
processes 

8 

Lack of democratic environmental 
decision-making is a direct barrier 
to participation 

16 

Political theatre is a direct barrier to 
meaningful participation and 
therefore democracy 

12 

Efforts to overcome barriers 
included democratic means 7 

Barriers could be addressed in the 
future through democratic decision-
making processes 

11 
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identifying the lack of democracy in the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-making 

processes as a direct barrier to meaningful participation. Out of the 16 respondents who 

identified the lack of democracy in the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-making 

processes as a direct barrier to meaningful participation, 10 respondents were associated with 

NGOs. 

            An example of the view that democracy encourages meaningful participation in decision-

making is shown in the following passage from one respondent, who stated that meaningful 

participation was promoted by: 

Believing that their participation will make a difference and that they will be heard, and 

having the belief that common sense and democracy will prevail. 

This example offers context to the invisible side of democratic decision-making processes: belief 

in democracy, which is identified in the excerpt above as a driving force in people’s efforts to 

participate meaningfully. 

Out of the 16 respondents who identified the lack of democracy in the proposed Jumbo Glacier 

Resort decision-making processes as a direct barrier to meaningful participation, 12 of the 

respondents specifically determined that the lack of democracy as a result of political theatre, 

including the creation of the Jumbo Glacier Mountain Resort Municipality, was, and continues to 

be a direct barrier to meaningful participation. In other words, these respondents considered the 

proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-making processes, especially at the Provincial-level, to 

Political Theatre 
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have been posed as “fair,” but that in reality, they did not consider or address the concerns of 

citizens, First Nations, or local governments.  

            These respondents identified non-democratic circumstances of the proposed Jumbo 

Glacier Resort decision-making processes as a direct barrier to meaningful participation. One 

example of how respondents described this type of barrier in the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort 

decision-making process is shown in the following quotation from one respondent, who stated: 

The main barrier in the formal process is that multiple levels of government aren’t 

actually interested in the democratic process and do what they want regardless of public 

opinion and input. 

This example pinpoints the lack of democracy as a direct barrier to meaningful participation, 

which has been identified by multiple respondents as important and integral to environmental 

decision-making processes. This opinion is also highlighted in respondent’s reflections on the 

Jumbo Glacier Mountain Resort Municipality, as the following example from one respondent 

shows: 

The decision of the Province to create a municipality for Jumbo (without residents and 

with an appointed Mayor and Council), has created a situation where this ‘town’ goes 

through the motions of having public hearings and open meetings to decide on land use 

zoning and official community plans, but this ‘council’ is actually only accountable to the 

Province and has been mandated in the letters in patent which created the community 

agreement adopted by the Province. This situation creates the image of an accessible 

local government that encourages participation, but resulted in the reality that the end 
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result is already known and the entire process is just political theatre. I do not think that 

this situation specifically restricts female participation. It restricts all meaningful 

participation from anyone. 

The opinions expressed in these examples are also echoed by two respondents who identified 

limited public participation in the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-making processes as 

an underlying barrier to meaningful participation and democratic decision-making. An example 

of this perspective is illuminated in the following quotation from one respondent, who said: 

The huge disconnect with the Jumbo Resort process is that the participation and public 

comment was restricted to an Environmental Assessment review process which was 

mainly charged with looking at technical environmental impacts and possible mitigation 

strategies. There has never been a meaningful and effective way to deal with the concept 

of dense urban development in the backcountry and the shifting of crown land to private 

ownership and if this is a good or bad idea (even if there are no negative environmental 

impacts or those impacts could all be properly mitigated). 

The opinions of respondents regarding the Jumbo Glacier Mountain Resort Municipality and the 

overall prevalence of political theatre in the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-making 

processes highlights the desire of respondents to experience democratic environmental decision-

making processes through their identification of barriers to meaningful participation. 

Democratic Efforts to Overcome Barriers to Meaningful Participation 

When respondents were asked, “what had been done to address barriers and encourage 

meaningful participation?” seven respondents identified democratic efforts, with three of these 
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respondents identifying the persistence of the public to hold the government accountable. The 

remaining four respondents identified specific efforts based on democracy, such as inclusive 

participation in local initiatives, equitable resource-sharing, and the use of the law. Out of the 

seven respondents who shared this perspective, six people were associated with NGOs and one 

person was associated with municipal-level decision-making. The following quotation from one 

respondent serves as an example of the efforts made to democratically overcome barriers to 

meaningful participation: 

[Public] persistence has on some level, had an impact maybe on the governmental 

reticence to let democracy function as it should. 

As this example recognizes, some respondents did not think the democratic efforts to overcome 

barriers to meaningful participation were always successful. Indeed, six respondents said no 

efforts had been made to overcome barriers at all. Out of these six respondents, five of them 

were associated with NGOs.  

Addressing Barriers to Meaningful Participation and Democracy in the Future 

When respondents were asked about ways to address barriers (if there were any) to meaningful 

participation in the future, 11 respondents specifically acknowledged democratic decision-

making processes, with eight of these respondents identifying specific aspects of democratic 

decision-making, such as government accountability. An example from one respondent provides 

a clear picture of the sentiment shared by these respondents, stating: 

Barriers to democratic processes are universal. We need to set up a legitimate, 

transparent, funded, outcome oriented process where participants time is valued and 
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decisions (consensus based or a legally binding process) are honoured and implemented. 

This applies to pipelines, ALR land, bottled water plants etc. There is a lot of controversy 

surrounding land use and water use for the purposes to benefit a few shareholders or 

businesses with the “jobs” rationale while stripping a community of its natural assets etc. 

This example showcases respondent’s perspective that democratic environmental decision-

making processes are related to one’s ability to participate meaningfully. This is expanded on by 

three of the 11 respondents, who specifically identified the inclusion of diverse people in the 

participation of environmental decision-making processes as a way to address the barriers to 

meaningful participation. An example of this perspective is offered in the following quotation 

from one respondent, who states that in order to overcome barriers to participation in the future, 

people must:  

1) Be willing to be aware (no more willful blindness and ignor-ance [sic]), 2) see the 

value in outreach to increase diverse engagement … lots (since little is currently done).  

As a result, not only did most respondents consider meaningful participation to be integral to 

democratic decision-making, but that this was also related to association with NGO’s and the 

length of time involved in the process. 

Ktunaxa Perspectives 

The findings drawn from the perspectives of the two Ktunaxa respondents in relation to this 

insight identify two realities experienced by the Ktunaxa Nation regarding the proposed Jumbo 

Glacier Resort decision-making processes. The first is the reality experienced within internal 

Ktunaxa Nation decision-making processes, and the second is the way decision-making 
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processes are conducted when the Ktunaxa Nation is working with external Western 

governments (e.g., the Provincial or Federal government). Knowledge shared by both Ktunaxa 

respondents expressed the democracy within internal Ktunaxa Nation decision-making processes 

regarding both the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort and other issues. The following excerpt from 

one Ktunaxa respondent provides an example of the internal reality expressed by both Ktunaxa 

respondents: 

I am involved at decision levels all the way to the highest of decision-level making, 

which would be the Ktunaxa Nation Executive Council, so as I sit there I need to make 

sure that I’m making those decisions based on the collective. Yes, I’m an elected Band 

Council member from one community, but we have a strategic plan which allows us to 

make decisions in a way that can [pause] are in the interest of the community, but we 

can’t just think in terms of community, we have to think in terms of collectivity, we are 

all one and we need to stand together as one at all times even though the Indian Agent 

came in and gave us reserves and you know, those things happened, and they separated 

us and broke down those natural abilities to have communities in their natural places and 

put it into compartments where they wanted us to stay. 

This example can be seen within the context provided by the Ktunaxa respondents, who further 

described internal Ktunaxa Nation decision-making processes as guided by common principles 

and guidelines, accountable to the collective, and made by the community for the community.  

            When Ktunaxa respondents described interactions between the Ktunaxa Nation and 

external Western governments, the theme desire for democratic environmental decision-making” 
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emerged within the culturally-specific context of the Ktunaxa Nation.  An example of this 

perspective is offered through the following statement from one Ktunaxa respondent, who said: 

Our fear is always the consultation pieces, “we consulted with you,” yeah sure, you faxed 

one of four hundred things in that day and you’re now expecting us to turn around and 

answer by a certain time. I think that [pause], any development within a territory of any 

First Nation should be in collaboration where they actually have an opportunity to be 

heard and have an impact on the decision … so, having an opportunity to be recognized 

as a government and respected and have some authority to input into the outcome, I think 

that would be the way that we could be meaningfully involved and respected. 

This example was further contextualized by another Ktunaxa respondent, who emphasized that 

meaningful participation of the Ktunaxa Nation in all decision-making processes, including the 

proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort, also required government accountability, along with meaningful 

consultation of First Nations in democratic decision-making processes.  

            Of note, when asked about meaningful participation, three respondents simply said that it 

didn’t happen at all in the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-making processes. However, 

overall, respondents both in a Ktunaxa-specific context and in an external-society context, 

recognized meaningful participation as a pillar of democratic decision-making processes.  
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THERE ARE BARRIERS TO PARTICIPATION 

Building upon the democratic-related 

barriers to meaningful participation 

discussed above, is the broader finding 

that barriers to participation and 

meaningful participation exist on 

numerous levels for many respondents. 

One of the first questions that respondents 

were asked was whether they thought there 

were any barriers to participation in the 

proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-

making processes that were based on gender. Eighteen respondents stated that there were barriers 

to participation based on gender, and eight people said there were not. However, when asked to 

identify barriers, three respondents said there were no barriers, five respondents did not answer, 

and 18 respondents identified barriers to participation related to political theatre, restricted 

participation, sexism, and logistics, such as the overall length of the proposed Jumbo Glacier 

Resort decision-making processes. See Appendix B for a more detailed analysis of the identified 

barriers to participation. Out of these 18 respondents who identified barriers, 11 of them 

identified logistical aspects of the decision-making process as barriers to meaningful 

participation, including meeting times, length of the process, and access to information. Nine out 

of these 11 respondents were associated with NGOs. One example of logistical barriers is 

Respondent Perceptions: # of 
Respondents 

There are gender-based barriers to 
participation 18 

Barriers to participation identified 18 

Logistical aspects identified as 
barriers to participation 11 

Gender-based barriers to 
Transgender people’s participation 
exist 

2 

Gender-based barriers focused on 
women’s personal characteristics 
challenge participation 

4 

Gender-based barriers restricted 
the participation of women and 
families 

6 

Figure 21. Respondent perceptions of barriers. 
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provided by the following passage from one respondent, who when asked if barriers to 

participation had been considered, said: 

Are you joking? No, not at all, most of the formal processes that were announced for 

‘public participation’ were announced in the usual fashion of public notification – on a 

Friday eve of the beginning of a long weekend or holiday regardless of gender 

participation possibilities. 

However, three respondents offered alternate perspectives by saying there were no barriers to 

meaningful participation in their opinion, which shows how complex issues like this can be. 

Although not explicitly stated as a barrier to men’s participation, two respondents described the 

male leaders of the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-making as primarily white, 

European-descended, straight, and middle-aged. According to one respondent, these decision-

making processes are the “same old story of politics and business development monopolized by 

white men.” This finding illuminates which men are not participating at this level of decision-

making: men of non-European descent, who self-identify as a person of colour, who are young or 

old, and who have a sexual and/or gender identity beyond conventional heterosexuality and men-

women binaries.  

            When asked about the participation of Transgender people, two respondents identified 

gender-based barriers to Transgender people’s participation as an explanation for why they 

considered no Transgender people to have participated in the decision-making process. This is 

illustrated in the following example from one respondent:  

Gender-based Barriers to Participation 
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If any out Trans person had asked me if they thought it was safe for them to participate, I 

would have said “no way!” Unless they were prepared to deal with transphobia and 

people who have minimal exposure to Transfolk it would have been very difficult. And 

this would be dealing with our so-called allies. 

This example highlights how the risk of harm to personal security due to transphobia may have 

been a reason why Transgender people did not participate. The second explanation comes from 

another respondent, who emphasized that gender-based barriers to Transgender people’s 

participation are a result of the lack of invitation to be included in the first place. This respondent 

explained that the participation of Transgender people was “non-existent to the best of my 

knowledge and no effort [was] made to seek their input or participation.” 

            When asked about women’s participation, four respondents discussed aspects of 

women’s characteristics as gender-based barriers to participation. These characteristics included 

women being considered too forceful, too emotional, and relinquishing their power to men. 

These respondents also described personal attributes they thought helped women participate, 

which included: privilege, freedom, and being agreeable, without which, women experienced 

further gender-based barriers to participation. The following excerpt provides an example of 

specific abilities that were considered to promote women’s participation in the proposed Jumbo 

Glacier Resort decision-making processes, as described by one respondent, who stated: 

Women who have certain freedoms and/or privileges (e.g., no or grown children, 

personal transportation, etc.), and who feel comfortable in the system (whether formal or 

informal, gov’t or When women (me) brought up issues concerning gender in terms of 
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women’s participation in the camps and in decision making, I was told “women who 

couldn’t handle sexism from men should get a thicker skin.” I could go on.  

Out of the six respondents who identified women-specific barriers to participation, and had 

previously self-identified their gender for this research, one person was Transgender, three were 

women, one was female and genderfluid, and one was a man. 

            Overall, numerous barriers, including those based on gender, democracy, and 

logistics, challenged many respondent’s ability to participate meaningfully in the 

proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-making processes. Unfortunately, one aspect 

that remained unexplored by respondents was whether or not people with diverse 

abilities, both physically and cognitively, experienced any barriers specific to their 

circumstances. However, in respondent’s descriptions of the normalized men-leaders, by 

not mentioning men with diverse abilities, it is possible that men with diverse abilities are 

among those who experienced barriers to participation. This could also be possible for 

people of all genders who have diverse abilities.  

THESE PROCESSES WERE LED BY MEN 

Out of the 22 respondents, 12 people viewed the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-

making processes as being male-led at all levels, with three people saying women were leaders in 

decision-making at all levels. Three respondents identified singular women leaders among men- 

led processes. According to respondents who perceived the decision-making processes to 

be led by men, this occurred on organizational boards and municipal councils, in formal 

decisions made by developers, the Province, and local governments, and in informal  
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decisions made by NGOs. For the 

six respondents who considered 

women, or a single woman, to be 

leaders in the proposed Jumbo 

Glacier NGO) in which they 

want/choose to be involved may 

be taken seriously if they are 

congenial to work with (not 

“abrasive” or “too strident” or 

“too emotional” etc.). 

This observation acknowledges that in 

order to participate in the decision-

making processes, women experience 

“keyhole access,” or the perceived opportunity to participate, but only for those who “fit” certain 

unspoken requirements. In contrast, only one respondent commented on men’s personal 

characteristics in relation to their participation, and that was to say that some males involved in 

decision-making processes had “testosterone overload issues at times” causing incidences of 

male aggression.  

            Furthermore, six respondents specifically acknowledged the restricted participation of 

women and families within the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-making processes due to 

gender-based barriers to participation because of sexism, the lack of consideration for women’s 

Respondent Perceptions: # of 
Respondents 

Men leaders at all levels 12 
Patriarchy identified as underlying 
cause of men-led processes 2 

Women leaders at all levels 3 
Singular women leaders identified in 
men-led processes 3 

No Transgender people identified as 
participating 15 

A Few Transgender people identified 
as participating at the informal NGO-
level 

2 

Never considered Transgender 
people’s participation 5 

No Transgender people because they 
were not invited 1 

No Transgender people because there 
are no/small visible populations in the 
Kootenays 

2 

No Transgender people because of 
transphobia 1 

Figure 22. Respondent perceptions of participation. 
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“double-duty” of child rearing and careers, and the availability of childcare. This perspective is 

exemplified in the following quotation from one respondent, who stated: 

Women still do “double-duty” with paid employment and unpaid work with home and 

family responsibilities. Childcare is not provided (nor thought about). 

This example of a women-specific barrier to participation, is also highlighted in the following 

quotation by one respondent, who said “I do not see that any help was given to women or 

families to participate and, it seems that the process shows lack of care in this regard.” Building 

on the identification of women’s “keyhole access,” is the recognition of related barriers, as 

stressed in the excerpt from one respondent: 

Resort decision-making processes, the following processes were identified as levels of decision-

making where women’s leadership occurred: informal decisions made by NGOs, Provincial-

level, and regional-level. According to two respondents, men came to dominate environmental 

decision-making as a result of patriarchy. Aligned with is the perspective of eighteen 

respondents, who stated that there were gender-based barriers to participation in the proposed 

Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-making processes, which are discussed in the upcoming section 

on barriers to meaningful participation.    

            Furthermore, 15 respondents said that in their experience, there were no Transgender 

people participating at any level of the decision-making process. Five of these respondents said 

they had either never considered Transgender people’s participation, or had no exposure to 

Transgender people participating. One of these respondents identified the lack of Transgender 

people’s participation as a result of no effort to invite them. However, two other respondents said 
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a few Transgender did participate at the NGO-level, but one of these respondents stated that it 

was not a safe environment for visible Transgender people due to transphobia.  

            This theme of gender-exclusive decision-making processes is highlighted in a quote from 

one respondent, who, when asked about the participation of people in the proposed Jumbo 

Glacier Resort decision-making process, said “It seems to be it was unbalanced. Makes people 

angry to be so patronised [sic].” The findings related to this theme will be explored through 

various categories, starting with Transgender people’s participation, women’s participation, and 

men’s participation, and then looking at perspectives from those who considered all people to 

have equal participation in these processes, and closing with the unique perspectives offered by 

the Ktunaxa respondents.   

Participation of Transgender People 

In looking at respondent’s opinions regarding the participation of Transgender people, I would 

like to first acknowledge that two respondents residing in the Columbia Valley in the East 

Kootenays shared the opinion that there was either a small visible Transgender community, or 

that there was no visible Transgender community in their area. This is an important factor when 

considering the participation of Transgender people in the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort 

decision-making processes, and I will address this in the discussion in the following chapter. As I 

mentioned above, 15 respondents said that in their experience, there were no Transgender people 

participating at any level of the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-making process. This 

overwhelming consensus is represented in one respondent’s thoughts on the participation of 

Transgender people: “Zero.” As acknowledged, two respondents explained that Transgender 
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people did not participate as a result of the size of the visible Transgender communities in their 

area.  

            This finding is in line with the findings of Ryrie et al. (2010), who have found that 

Transgender people are both excluded and underrepresented in all spheres of decision-making, 

including environmental. However, the views of respondents were dynamic, and included 

diverse perspectives, including two respondents who stated that a few Transgender people did 

participate in the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-making processes, and were able to 

participate meaningfully. An example of this perspective regarding the participation of 

Transgender people is offered in the following passage from one respondent, who explained:  

There are two people I am aware of who were/are involved in the GR decision-making 

processes that may identify as “trans” (not sure exactly how they identify themselves), 

and in both cases their participation and opinions were taken seriously-one was a key 

organizer. 

This example offers an alternate perspective, however overall, these findings on the participation 

of Transgender people show that 15 respondents believe that Transgender people did not 

participate in the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-making processes.  

Participation of Women 

As I acknowledged at the beginning of this section on the theme of gender-exclusive decision-

making, three respondents said that women were decision-makers at all levels. This perspective 

is exemplified in the following quotation from one respondent, who said: “Females provided 

strong leadership roles in both formal and informal processes.” One respondent said that in their 
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personal experience as women, they were able to participate meaningfully in decision-making at 

the municipal-level, with two other women respondents also identifying this experience at the 

NGO-level. An example from one respondent associated with the NGO-level, explains “I 

attended meetings while breastfeeding my young daughter which may have made people feel a 

bit uncomfortable, but I did not feel as though it took away from my ability to be taken 

seriously.”  

            Three other respondents identified singular women leaders among men-led processes. 

Together, these respondents identified women as leaders at the informal decision-making level of 

NGOs, and at the formal decision-making levels of the Province, and region. Respondents 

specifically identified BC Environmental Minister Mary Polak and Michelle Mungal, NDP MLA 

Nelson-Creston, as the lone women leaders on the Provincial and regional levels, respectively. 

According to these respondents, the formal (e.g., Provincial) and informal (e.g., NGO) levels 

differed in how people specifically identified women participating. For example, only singular 

women leaders were mentioned to be specifically involved at the Provincial and regional levels, 

which had the greatest influence over the formal decision-making processes, while more women 

leaders, and including personal accounts from respondents, were identified by respondents at the 

less influential municipal-level, and the informal NGO-level decision-making processes.  

            However, this perspective was not shared by most respondents. Alternatively, three 

respondents stated that women’s participation was concentrated at the unpaid, informal levels of 

decision-making, as highlighted by one respondent who said “There are many women at the 

grass roots level but not at the higher political level.”  
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            Overall, the information shared by respondents on women’s participation in the proposed 

Jumbo Glacier Resort is complex, with respondents acknowledging both women’s participation 

as leaders in decision-making, as well as circumstances where women were limited to leadership 

roles in unpaid grassroots positions. However, the information shared by the majority of 

respondents overall draws attention to the limited participation of women in decision-making 

roles at all levels.   

Participation of Men 

            When looking at the participation of men in the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-

making processes, one of the first findings that showed up was that 12 of the respondents stated 

that men led the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-making processes. I will admit that I 

did not find this information surprising because I am aware that positions of power and authority 

in any context are at risk of gender-exclusive tendencies. This perspective is emphasized in the 

following quote from one respondent, who, when asked about men’s participation in the 

proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-making processes, stated:  

In my experiences, the decisions have been made mostly by men – both in terms of the 

number of men participating and the quality of their participation. These were the people 

in the power positions. 

One of these 12 respondents also described their experiences within this context, commenting on 

the initially men-dominated and sexist atmosphere of the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort 

decision-making processes, by saying:  



GENDER, PARTICIPATION, AND 
ENVIRONMENTAL  129 

 
 

The original non decision [sic] was made by successive governments and ministers who 

were predominantly male and engaged in “old school” politics. 

These examples highlight gender-exclusive decision-making processes by accounting for who 

was included in the decision-making of the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort, which from these 

respondent’s accounts were primarily men.     

            This male-dominated reality expressed by 12 of the respondents, as well respondent’s 

comments on the lack of women’s participation and the perception of essentially no participation 

of Transgender people, is recognized as a universal issue in the literature on gender and 

participation in decision-making (Agarwal, 2001; Skanavis & Sakellari, 2012). However, it is 

important to acknowledge that not all respondents felt that these processes were male dominated, 

which I found more surprising than the data on male-led processes. The following quote from 

one respondent provides an example of this perspective, acknowledging a male minority at local-

level decision-making processes:  

I would say that men have generally been slightly in the minority, but they were able to 

share their opinions and were taken seriously. 

There may be evidence of this at the informal decision-making processes, based on the 

perspective of the three respondents who considered women to be leaders and able to participate 

meaningfully within informal-level volunteer NGO decision-making. An example of this is 

offered by one these respondents, who explained “the level of participation from the general 

public … seemed to be equally split or even include more females.” However, they go on to 
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mention that participation in this way was “not always meaningful or connected to the actual 

decision.”  

            Even though there may be consensus among many of the respondents in this study, these 

diverse experiences show a more complex reality, and acknowledge that according to most, but 

not all, respondents, the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-making processes were led by 

men throughout the formal and informal decision-making processes. 

Equal Participation 

When discussing the theme of gender-exclusive decision-making, it is important to acknowledge 

that even with the findings that we have discussed regarding respondent’s experiences with 

male-led decision-making, few women leaders, and no or limited participation from Transgender 

people, eight respondents said that all genders participated equally in the proposed Jumbo 

Glacier Resort decision-making processes. This perspective is underscored in the following 

quote by one respondent, who said “Most of the WOMEN, MEN, and the few TRANSPEOPLE I 

recognized all participated fully.” However, it is important to note that in recognizing the equal 

participation of all genders, this respondent was the only one out of eight respondents who 

included Transgender people in their reflection, the other eight respondents referred to the equal 

participation between women and men, exclusive of Transgender people. For example, one 

respondent explained that equal participation between women and men had been attained over 

the course of the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort review process, stating:  

In the early years of the review process, the representatives of the Provincial govt., First 

Nations, and local government were predominantly male. This changed over time as the 
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process dragged on and representatives were replaced, finally coming to more of a gender 

balance in the final years of review … In the 2000s, when the review resumed, things had 

changed. There was more of a gender balance at meetings and within professional ranks 

(consultants included), including more women in positions of authority, in local and 

Provincial government and among First Nations. 

As these examples suggest, even though the theme of gender-exclusive decision-making has 

emerged from the perspectives of these very respondents among others, it is not exhaustive of the 

diversity of people’s lived experiences of the role of gender in people’s participation in the 

proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-making processes.  

Ktunaxa Perspectives 

When discussing the theme of gender-exclusive decision-making, it is integral to acknowledge 

that this theme did not “fit” the reality described by the two Ktunaxa respondents when regarding 

their own experiences, or that of the Ktunaxa Nation. Both respondents stressed the fact that 

gender was not a factor for the Ktunaxa Nation when looking at people’s participation in internal 

Ktunaxa Nation decision-making processes regarding the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort, or any 

other decision-making process. This perspective is based on the respondent’s realities as Ktunaxa 

women who currently hold powerful leadership roles within the Ktunaxa Nation Council. This 

reality is expressed by one anonymous respondent, who stated:  

We’re more concerned with what the contribution is from the individual with respect to 

their area of expertise, we don’t you know, we don’t say “oh! we don’t have enough men 
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in here, oh we don’t have enough women!” We just move forward on the basis of who 

steps up and how the work gets done.  

This example identifies a culture-specific perspective on people’s participation in decision-

making, and is built upon through respondent’s identification of differences in gender equality 

between the Ktunaxa Nation and the external Western society. The following example clarifies 

this understanding through an excerpt from Codie Morigeau, who stated: 

I didn’t move home until I was about 17 … and when I came home I remember one of 

the first things that I came home to that I couldn’t believe, was that three out of our four 

Chiefs were women. Like I thought that was weird because I had grown up very Western 

in the Westernized approach and colonial system of you know, “the man works, the 

woman stays home and raises children and those types of things,” so it was very 

interesting to come home and seeing [sic] that there were a lot of really strong powerful 

women, and what they were doing, they knew where we were trying to go and they were 

pushing for those things to happen. 

This example shows the respondent’s recognition of a fundamental difference in gender equality 

in decision-making leadership roles between the Ktunaxa Nation and the external Western 

society. Overall, the findings from the Ktunaxa respondents show that they do not consider 

gender to play a role in people’s participation in the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-

making processes, and acknowledge that if it does, it is associated with Western decision-making 

processes.  
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GENDER IS NOT A FACTOR	

Within this research, the only open-ended 

question that nearly all respondents 

answered was whether they thought 

gender was a factor in the proposed Jumbo 

Glacier Resort decision-making processes. 

At the beginning of the survey, the 

definition of gender used in this study was 

provided as the following: the culturally-

specific socialization of people to internalize traditional gender role expectations in ways that are 

considered gender normative, such as being a woman or a man. Gender is also expressed beyond 

this socialization in diverse ways, such as identifying as transgender, non-binary, or Two-Spirit. 

Gender is not the same as sex, which refers to people’s biological reproductive functions. For 

this question, 25 out of the 26 respondents answered, with 12 respondents stating gender was not 

a factor, and four respondents saying they had never considered gender as an issue in 

environmental decision-making.  

            The opinions of the 16 respondents who either said that gender was not a factor or a 

factor they had ever considered, are highlighted in the following example from one respondent 

who said:   

I fail to understand how gender could enter into the Jumbo issue in any way shape or 

form. I think your energy and your thesis would be more relevant if you chose the issue 

Respondent Perceptions: # of 
Respondents 

Gender was not a factor in the 
decision-making processes 12 

Never considered gender as a 
factor in environmental decision-
making 

4 

Gender was a factor in the 
decision-making processes 9 

Gender was a factor but was not 
addressed 7 

Gender was a factor and was 
addressed 1 

Figure 23. Respondent perceptions on gender. 
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of the role of gender in decision making on the urgent need for child care provincially 

and federally. 

As this example shows, the role of gender in the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-

making process is not necessarily clear nor relevant, as based on the lived experiences and 

understandings of 16 respondents in this study.  

            Among these people are the two Ktunaxa respondents, who emphasized that gender is not 

a factor in the internal decision-making processes of the Ktunaxa Nation. This is illustrated in the 

following quotation from one Ktunaxa respondent, who during a discussion of the proposed 

Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-making processes said: 

It’s not a gender issue, it’s an activity that’s taking place on our homeland that we do not 

agree with, and that we need to continue in a vigilant way to ensure that the project 

doesn’t go ahead. 

This statement shifts the perspective from a gender-based issue affecting individuals to a rights-

based approach impacting a Nation, highlighting the greater context of why gender may not be 

the priority or factor for the Ktunaxa Nation. However, one Ktunaxa respondent acknowledged 

that gender may have impacted the participation of people in the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort 

decision-making processes when the Ktunaxa Nation was in contact with external governments, 

such as the Provincial or Federal government. This is highlighted in the following excerpt from 

an interview with one Ktunaxa respondent, who stated: 

I do think there’s potential for that [sexism] to happen within governments, other 

governments, trying to interact with us, they kind of define who they want to talk to. And 
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so often times they say “well I’m gonna talk to the Chiefs,” and we have to explain to 

them that that’s fine that you want to talk to the Chiefs, but that doesn’t mean they’re the 

boss, because their council is made up of a Chief and their council members, and as a 

team decisions are made. 

This example underscores the differences in culture-specific decision-making processes and the 

resulting implications of power and authority between the Ktunaxa Nation and external Western 

governments, as perceived by this respondent.  

Government-associated Respondent Perceptions on Gender 

            Of surprising consensus was 

that all nine respondents associated 

with governmental decision-making 

processes (Ktunaxa Nation, Province of 

BC, municipal, regional) agreed that 

gender was not a factor in the proposed 

Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-making 

processes. Furthermore, when asked if 

the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort 

decision-making processes had 

considered the ways that gender could 

impact participation, one of these respondents stated: 

Figure 24. Government-associated respondent perceptions. 

Respondent Perceptions (based on the 
seven Western governmental 
respondents): 

# of 
Respondents 

Gender was not a factor in the 
decision-making processes 7 

Men leaders dominated the decision-
making processes 5 

Identification of a singular woman 
leader in a men-led decision-making 
process 

1 

Transgender people did not 
participate in decision-making 
processes 

7 

All people participated equally in the 
Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-
making processes 

4 

The inclusion of all people in 
environmental decision-making is 
important 

6 



GENDER, PARTICIPATION, AND 
ENVIRONMENTAL  136 

 
 

Within the Provincial government, this has likely been the case, particularly when the 

principal meeting organizers (of the EAO [Environmental Assessment Office] and 

Resorts Branch, for example) were women and could control the timing of events. It 

certainly would have been a consideration during First Nations consultation and inter-

agency meetings, where timing was not as critical, and personal time requirements could 

be accommodated in order to ensure maximum participation. 

Although the perspectives of the two Ktunaxa respondents are also intersected with Ktunaxa 

culture and related governance systems, the other seven respondents are associated with 

government decision-making processes based in Western systems, which are the systems that 

have been used to guide the overall proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-making processes.       

            Contradictorily, five of the seven Western respondents stated that the decision-making 

processes were led by men. One of these respondents also acknowledged BC Minister of 

Environment, Mary Polak, as the lone woman leader in the decision-making processes, and one 

other respondent said women participated meaningfully in the decision-making. Furthermore, all 

seven Western respondents said that in their experience, Transgender people did not participate 

at any level. In contradiction to these perspectives, four of the seven Western respondents also 

said that there was equal participation of people of all genders in the proposed Jumbo Glacier 

Resort decision-making processes, with six of these seven respondents emphasizing the 

importance of including all people in environmental decision-making.   

            However, I would like to acknowledge that the opinions among these 16 respondents is 

not representative of all respondents. Indeed, nine respondents did think gender was a factor, 
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with seven of these respondents emphasizing that it had not been addressed, and one respondent 

stating that it likely had been addressed. Furthermore, one respondent emphasized that there was 

an unconscious assumption that gender didn’t matter. Out of these nine respondents, seven of 

them were affiliated with NGOs. An example of this perspective is provided in the following 

passage from one respondent, who said: 

If females had the ability and were in the position to make all of the environmental 

decisions that men have made over the decades we would likely not be in the same 

position of environmental deficit that we are in today, women seem to have had a greater 

understanding that their offspring need a healthy environment to survive than more 

traditionally removed male parents during my era of child rearing. In my experience the 

inherent nurturing quality of females to support life tends to lead to less detrimental 

decisions affecting the environment and thus females would be less likely to support an 

environmentally problematic proposition such as the one proposed by JGR [Jumbo 

Glacier Resort]. 

From this perspective, gender may have played a crucial role in environmental decision-making 

on all levels, as well as in regards to the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort. Overall, these examples 

show how the findings are differentiated based of the diverse perspectives of respondents, with 

16 respondents not considering gender a factor in the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-

making process and nine respondents considering gender to be a factor in these processes.  

            Out of the 16 respondents who thought gender was not a factor, seven people identified 

as men and nine people identified as women. This means that seven out of the 10 men 
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respondents in this study considered gender to not be a factor, and nine out of 16 genderfluid, 

women, and Transgender respondents thought gender was a factor in the proposed Jumbo 

Glacier Resort decision-making processes. Out of the nine respondents who thought gender was 

a factor, two were men, one was Transgender, one respondent was female and genderfluid, and 

four were women.  

            Furthermore, of interest is the finding that five out of six people who identified with the 

income bracket of $45,282 - $90,563 annually, stated that gender was not a factor. Four out of 

these five respondents identified as women. Both respondents who identified with the income 

bracket of $90,563 - $140,388, and identified as men, also said they did not think gender was a 

factor. In regards to length of time involved in the decision-making processes, four out of the 

five people who had participated for 11-20 years did not consider gender to be a factor. 

As the findings show, the perspectives of respondents are diverse and even conflicting at times. 

Throughout this chapter I have tried to fairly represent all perspectives present in the data by 

ensuring that alternative opinions are shared along with sentiments that received agreement by 

many. The insights that the participation of all people in decision-making processes is important, 

the inclusion of all people defines meaningful participation, meaningful participation of all is a 

necessity of democratic decision-making, there are barriers to participation, these processes were 

led by men, and that gender is not a factor, are all related, with the relevant findings of one 

insight intersecting with another. The next chapter explores the relationship between these 

insights from the findings, and will also identify elements that were missing from the data that 

the findings are based on.  
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Figure 25.  Mountains at Sunset (Tarasiuk, R., 2016). 

CHAPTER 6: CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

              In considering the insights of the previous chapter, I acknowledge that I have 

experienced extensive privilege in my lifetime, however, thinking about these topics makes 

me reflect on times in my life when I have experienced barriers to meaningful participation 

within a community.  

           When I was 18 I decided to travel to Kenya and spend time working with a local 

community hospital near the town of Kitale. This was the first time I had left North America, 

and the first time I had travelled on my own. As a young adult I had thought of myself as 

having barriers to anything really, if I was determined enough I assumed I could make it 

happen. When I arrived in Kitale I was a young, Caucasian, female, who was single, and did 

not speak Swahili. I did not know anyone, nor did I know other’s expectations of me.  
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CONCLUSIONS 

In the literature review above I discussed the theoretical and conceptual framework used in this 

research, titled the Circle of Participatory Environmental Decision-making (COPED), which is 

essentially my explicit statement about the way I think, my fundamental beliefs, and the 

assumptions and biases I bring forward. COPED has implications throughout the study because 

theoretical frameworks guide what you notice and what you ignore, which can be especially 

            I learned that as the only white person in the community, I was both an object of 

fascination and distrust. As a female, I was expected to behave a certain way, wear certain 

things, and fulfill certain roles. As a single person, I was regarded with both suspicion and as 

available for marriage. Finally, without knowing Swahili, it was very challenging to do 

everything, from arranging transportation to making friends without depending on others for 

help.   

            Although this experience isn’t directly related to gender-based barriers to 

environmental decision-making such as the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort, what I do 

distinctly remember is the felt sense that I could not navigate the invisible opportunities and 

barriers of this new culture like people around me could. This experience is something I 

imagine many people, including many respondents of this research, may have felt when they 

tried to navigate the invisible culture of environmental decision-making processes, so that   

they could meaningfully participate in the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort decisions.  

            In the end of my journey in Kitale, I did learn basic Swahili and as a result, made 

excellent friends and had wonderful experiences. However, if you are not able to “learn the 
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important when analyzing the findings of research. My advisor on the Ktunaxa Research Ethics 

Committee gave the following advice regarding research analysis: it is important to look at 

everything together, because it is all connected. I chose to heed this advice by using COPED as a 

tool to analyze and discuss the findings in a way that contextualizes this research into greater 

action. For example, the first three aspects of COPED are directly relevant to this research, and 

the last four elements of COPED are beyond the scope of this research, but have been used as a 

framework for exploration of potential future action. Please see Appendix C attached at the end 

of this document for a detailed review of this process. Overall, the seven elements of COPED are 

all designed with the intention to address all aspects of intersectionality, that may be preventing 

people from meaningfully participating in the environmental decision-making processes. As 

described above and in the operational definitions of this research, intersectionality is understood 

as personal characteristics such as physical ability or sexual identity, that can impact a person’s 

experiences in life, such as whether they feel safe and welcome at environmental decision-

making meetings. Through the framework of COPED, addressing these barriers is important, 

because environmental sustainability is achieved through democratic environmental decision-

making processes that are inherently inclusive of all. 

            Within the previous chapter there are several insights that received agreement from most 

respondents, highlighting certain shared understandings, including the following perceptions 

that:  

- The participation of all people in decision-making processes is important 

- The inclusion of all people defines meaningful participation 
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- Meaningful participation of all is a necessity of democratic decision-making 

- There are barriers to participation 

- These processes were led by men 

- Gender is not a factor 

Upon first reading this list of perspectives shared by most respondents, it would seem fairly 

straightforward how the role of gender in people’s participation in the proposed Jumbo Glacier 

Resort decision-making processes unfolded from the view of most respondents: not everyone 

was included in helping make decisions, but since it is important and part of democracy, and 

since democratic decision-making is what people strive for, then people of all genders and 

demographics should be included meaningfully in the future. However, this would not account 

for the perception that gender is not a factor. As discussed in the previous chapter, this opinion of 

respondents acknowledges a deeper understanding of the role of gender and if, when, and how, it 

may or may not be understood to impact people within certain environments. 

            Reflecting on this perspective within the context of the findings, when respondents state 

that gender is not a factor, but that the decision-making processes are led by men, and then 

conclude that people of all genders should be meaningfully included in decision-making as part 

of the democratic environmental decision-making processes that they desire, what I interpret is a 

disconnected understanding of gender equality and inequality. This understanding intersects with 

all the themes and findings of this research by impacting how respondents perceive gender and 

whether, and if so how, it impacts the ability of people to participate in the proposed Jumbo 

Disconnected Understanding of Gender Equality and Inequality 
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Glacier Resort decision-making processes. Before I analyze further, let me explain what I mean 

by a disconnected understanding of gender equality and inequality. To me I understand it as a 

perspective that considers gender equality important but doesn’t recognize issues of gender 

inequality. This perspective is like a combination of being gender-blind and gender-neutral, and 

thus being unable to address gender-based barriers. In the context of this study, this perspective 

is seen within respondents’ belief that the meaningful participation of all genders in the proposed 

Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-making processes is important, but at the same time not 

recognizing the domination of one gender in decision-making processes as linked to gender-

based barriers to participation. 

Government-level Perception that Gender is not a Factor 

Relevant to the discussion on a disconnected understanding of gender equality and inequality is 

the perception shared by all nine respondents associated with government decision-making 

processes (Ktunaxa Nation, Province of BC, municipal, regional,) that gender was not a factor 

in the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-making processes. Based on the seven Western 

respondents in this group, five of these respondents thought the decision-making processes were 

men-led, one respondent identified Mary Polak as the lone woman leader in environmental 

decision-making, and all seven respondents said Transgender people did not participate. 

However, in direct contradiction to these perceptions, four of these respondents said people of all 

genders participated equally in the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-making processes, 

and six of these respondents emphasized the importance of including all people in environmental 

decision-making.   
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            Since this group of respondents are representative of the Western government-level 

decision-making processes of the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort, this finding has deep 

implications. If the people directly involved with the formal, and influential, environmental 

decision-making processes do not think gender is a factor, never mind think that gender is an 

important factor to consider, in environmental decision-making processes, then how will gender-

based factors of participation be considered to ensure that people of all genders can participate 

meaningfully at all levels of decision-making? Furthermore, if gender is not a factor for leaders 

of government-level decision-making processes, how will it be possible for marginalized groups, 

such as women and Transgender people, to be able to participate in order to let these leaders 

know that gender-based factors are impacting people’s ability to participate? Although this 

research only collaborated with 26 respondents, and only nine of these respondents were 

associated with government-level decision-making, this finding is cause for concern and requires 

further research and potentially advocacy to foster gender-sensitivity in leaders of government-

level decision-making processes.  

             Both the disconnected understanding of gender equality and inequality, and the 

perception of government-associated respondents that gender is not a factor in the proposed 

Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-making processes, are based on fundamental aspects of social 

norms in Western society, which dictate who can access positions of power, including who can 

influence decisions. These social norms as experienced in the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort 

decision-making processes are founded in patriarchy, which can be defined as a society, 

institution, group, or government, organized and controlled by a man or group of men 
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(“Patriarchy,” n.d.). Based on the perspectives of 12 respondents, men led the decision-making 

processes of the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort, thereby adhering to the principles of patriarchy. 

The exploration of the disconnected understanding of gender equality and inequality, and the 

perception that gender is not a factor, illuminates the roots of patriarchy that are camouflaged in 

the environmental decision-making processes currently used. With the acknowledgement that 

patriarchy exists in environmental decision-making, genuine steps can be taken to replace the 

principles of patriarchy with ones of inclusion.  

As discussed in the literature review, gender plays a role in impacting environmental 

sustainability and deep ecology by influencing who participates in making decisions about the 

environment, in what ways people are able to participate, and in what decisions are understood to 

have value. For example, as discussed in the findings section, one respondent stated that if 

females had made all the environmental decisions that males had made until now, we would be 

in a more positive environmental position than we are in today. This view highlights the idea that 

men and women would make different decisions about the environment by placing value on 

different outcomes. However, it is also possible that other people could believe in this idea in 

diverse ways, such as if women had made all the decisions, then our current environmental 

reality would be worse.  

            Within the theoretical framework of this study (COPED), gender is an important 

consideration in environmental decision-making because it is considered to change people’s 

abilities to participate, and therefore affects what decisions are made and whether people will 

Gender and the Environment 
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support their outcomes. As David Suzuki (2010, p. 91) says, “We have to see the world through 

new eyes, because how we view the world affects the way we treat it.” When we look at how 

decisions have been made about the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort since 1991, the literature 

and findings show that patriarchal principles have framed who, how, and when someone is 

allowed to participate. According to most respondents, these men-led processes have resulted in 

over 25 years of ineffective, exclusive, and undemocratic environmental decision-making. 

Furthermore, throughout these decision-making processes, sustainable development has been 

used to justify the approval of the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort as a “green resort” (Pheidias 

Project Management Corp., 2010, p. 13), with sustainable economic, social and environmental 

practices incorporated into the community plan to reduce its impact on the environment (Jumbo 

Glacier Mountain Resort Municipality, 2015b). However, one of the key principles used to meet 

this goal is the maximization of economic opportunities (JGMRM, 2015).  

            This combination of gender-exclusive processes and the understanding of economic 

growth as a pillar of sustainable development, lacks the ability to achieve environmental 

sustainability without the equitable participation of women (BRIDGE, 2008; FAO, 2014; IUCN, 

2015; Rocheleau, 1995; WWF, 2012), or the understanding that human security depends on the 

wellbeing of natural systems (Naess & Sessions, 1984; Suzuki & Hanington, 2012). The 

framework of COPED is based on the need to transition from a capitalistic human-centered and 

male-dominated approach to natural resource management and development as seen in the 

proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-making processes, to that of environmental 

sustainability and deep ecology achieved by democratic decision-making processes that are 



GENDER, PARTICIPATION, AND 
ENVIRONMENTAL  147 

 
 
meaningfully inclusive of all people. This transition can be bridged using degrowth practices, 

which are aligned with the harmonious relationship between humans and earth’s natural systems. 

According to Kallis, Demaria, and D’Alisa (2014, p. 4) “In a degrowth society everything will be 

different: different activities, different forms and uses of energy, different relations, different 

gender roles, different allocations of time between paid and non-paid work, different relations 

with the non-human world.”  

            As described by Kallis et al. (2014), degrowth principles challenge the paradigms 

currently used in environmental decision-making, including the role of gender and the 

understanding of environmental sustainability. The understanding and use of COPED as a 

theoretical framework depends on the acknowledgement that the practice of environmental 

sustainability and deep ecology principles in environmental decision-making is integral for the 

sustainability of the human species, and as shown in the literature, is best achieved through the 

meaningful inclusion of all people (Naess & Sessions, 1984; Suzuki & Hanington, 2012). In 

order to achieve this level of environmental decision-making intended by COPED, degrowth 

principles can be used to transition the understanding of environmental and human development 

from the current economy-based understanding of sustainable development, to an understanding 

founded in deep ecology-based environmental sustainability that places well-being of nature and 

people over GDP (Asara et al., 2015, Barroso et al., 2016; Kallis et al. 2014; Latouche, 2010). 

Ktunaxa Perspectives 

The Ktunaxa Elders advised, this is not my story to tell, but the Ktunaxa’s story to tell. The 

ideas, perspectives and opinions that I offer in this section are based on the knowledge that 
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Ktunaxa leaders and Elders have shared directly with me, and have given their permission for me 

to share with you. What I do present from my own perspective is my experience meeting with 

the Ktunaxa Elders, and my understanding of the themes that I witnessed emerge from their 

conversations, which the Ktunaxa Nation Council Research Ethics Committee confirmed as 

appropriate. 

            The perspectives within this study offered by the two Ktunaxa respondents on the role of 

gender in people’s participation in the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-making 

processes, provide an understanding of this topic within the context of the Ktunaxa Nation. One 

of the common understandings that appeared in Ktunaxa-specific findings was that gender is not 

a factor within Ktunaxa Nation decision-making processes, but that it can be when working with 

external governments. Instead, the respondents emphasized that people participate based on the 

skills that are needed in order to achieve the goals that are desired, and that people are not treated 

differently based on their gender. A second understanding that emerged was that overall, the 

Ktunaxa respondents did not consider gender to be a factor in the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort 

decision-making processes, stressing that the true issue was that the Ktunaxa Nation had to 

repeatedly declare the importance of Qat’muk in an effort to influence the decisions made within 

their territory. Overall, these Ktunaxa perspectives offer an alternate view to the opinions shared 

by respondents from the external community, and are further supported by the perspective of the 

Ktunaxa Elders Advisory Committee.  

            During the two days that I was offered the opportunity to meet with the Ktunaxa Elders 

Advisory Committee and the Ktunaxa Nation Council Research Ethics Committee at the 
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Ktunaxa Nation Governance building in Cranbrook, BC, I was able to witness Ktunaxa Elders 

sharing stories and experiences about the roles of gender for Ktunaxa people. Both the Elders at 

this meeting and the Ktunaxa Nation Council Research Ethics Committee have granted me 

permission to discuss my experiences and the themes that I saw emerge from the group 

discussions during this period. One of the discussions most relevant to this research topic 

occurred near the end of my time with the Elders, when a question emerged from someone in the 

group asking what gender had to do with the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort. Until this point, no 

one had specifically discussed this topic or asked such a question, and the knowledge that I 

witnessed emerge from the Elders around the table was that their lived experiences as Ktunaxa 

coexisted with an understanding that someone’s gender would not prevent them from 

participating in decision-making or be used against them to limit how meaningfully they could 

participate. After I described the gender inequality often found in Western decision-making 

processes, the Elder’s discussion highlighted their group-based perspective that the gender-based 

realities found within the Ktunaxa Nation and Western society were different, with Elders 

expressing disbelief that someone’s gender could so greatly alter their abilities, roles, and access 

to power within decision-making processes.  

            Through the stories and experiences shared by the Elders, they described how the 

resiliency of Ktunaxa people have allowed them to change and adapt to new environments over 

time, including altering the roles of gender. For example, Elders talked about the impact of 

cultural change as a result of patriarchal Christian teachings for girls and boys in the residential 

schools, which promoted male-superiority and dominance over females in all parts of life. This 
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perspective is expanded on by Ktunaxa researcher Dr. Christopher Horsethief (2014), who states 

that as a result of residential schools “[Ktunaxa] families composed of members with specific 

jobs were replaced with collections of nuclear components; generic mothers, fathers, and 

children” (p. 128), highlighting changes in traditional gender roles as a result of this forced 

cultural change. The Elders also discussed the consequences of addiction as an outcome of 

residential school trauma for Ktunaxa men, including lowered life expectancies and the alteration 

of traditional roles, which impacted the roles of women. Furthermore, the Elders discussed how 

Ktunaxa men were devastatingly impacted by going overseas to fight in wars, which shortened 

their lifespans tremendously through premature death. The Elders also recognized that as a result 

of these factors, some generations of people in the communities were nearly all women due to 

the premature death, injury, and addictions experienced by the men, which drastically changed 

people’s gender-based roles. These elements were acknowledged by the Elders as having forced 

Ktunaxa people to change gender roles in order to adapt to different cultures and realities. 

            Overall, the knowledge and perspectives shared by Ktunaxa respondents shows a 

Ktunaxa-specific experience of the role of gender in people’s participation in the proposed 

Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-making process. This leads to the question of the nature of gender 

inequality in Western societies and the resulting patriarchal establishment of the proposed Jumbo 

Glacier Resort decision-making processes. Although beyond the scope of this research, if 

Ktunaxa leaders and Elders identify gender inequality in decision-making as a product of the 

external Western society, then is it possible for people within Western societies to address the 

culturally-specific normalization of patriarchy within environmental decision-making processes 
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like the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort? Furthermore, addressing this intersection of culture and 

gender holds immense potential, as Dueck-Read (2016) states “studying gender and culture 

assists in deciphering how power is utilized within movements,” which is highly relevant to the 

proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-making processes.   

Beyond the limitations discussed in Chapter 3 “Methodology,” the predominant shortcoming of 

this research is the fact that after numerous attempts to connect with all stakeholders in the 

proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-making processes, I was unable to connect with the 

business community at all, and was unable to collaborate with the Shuswap Band even though 

communication and relationship had been established. Furthermore, only one respondent 

represented experiences on the Provincial government-level, and only two respondents identified 

as Transgender, even after I met in-person with people from Transgender communities. 

Therefore, voices from the business community, especially those involved with the proposed 

resort, and the Shuswap Band were not represented in this research, and limited perspective from 

Transgender communities and the Provincial government were included. Regarding the lack of 

connection with the government and business community, I suspect people may have been 

opposed to connecting as a result of the negative media attention they received from the 

documentary film “Jumbo Wild,” as well as the tension created between different perspectives 

over the lifetime of the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-making processes. 

Consequently, the findings of this research are not representative of all stakeholders in the 

proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-making processes. Overall, I believe this shortcoming 

Implications and Shortcomings 



GENDER, PARTICIPATION, AND 
ENVIRONMENTAL  152 

 
 
speaks to the challenges and barriers that can arise when including all people in processes, which 

was not entirely successful in the context of this research.  

            Recently I have learned about Standpoint theory, which is described by Dueck-Read 

(2016, p. 113) as the understanding that “our perspectives on the world or standpoints may 

emerge from our race, class, sexual orientation, gender, or religion. In a sense, we are all experts 

of our reality based on our relative standpoints.” I consider my lack of knowledge about this 

theory to be a shortcoming because it is highly applicable to this research and the context of the 

proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-making. Dueck-Read (2016) utilized this theory 

successfully while collaborating with diverse, and traditionally marginalized, groups during 

research on the transnational border justice movement of the U.S.-Mexico borderlands. In 

hindsight, this theory could have provided further insight for this research as well.  

            In looking at the findings and the identification of a disconnected understanding of 

gender equality and inequality within the discussion, the implications of this research could have 

widespread effects. Overall, the findings of this research that show the proposed Jumbo Glacier 

Resort decision-making processes were primarily led by males, and that there were barriers to 

meaningful participation for people of other genders, is important because the decisions made 

about the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort affect everyone, and within these processes, everyone 

was not represented in the decision-making. This information has the potential to inspire policy, 

programming, and research, as well as individuals and communities, to rethink the ways gender 

can impact people, and how this can act as a barrier for some to contribute to, and influence the 

decisions that are affecting them and our shared environment. This research encourages action to 
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be taken on all levels to address gender and demographic-based inequalities that are currently 

preventing people from accessing their full human rights, in order for all people to be able to 

participate meaningfully in all aspects of life.   

Based on the findings, discussion, limitations, and implications of this study, there are several 

areas that I would recommend for future research. One area that I feel needs to be immediately 

addressed is based on some respondent’s perspectives on the participation of Transgender people 

in the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-making processes. Although not representative of 

all, these opinions stated that Transgender people didn’t participate as a result of either no visible 

Transgender people is their communities, or that environmental issues were not a top priority for 

the Transgender people they knew. The reason this is integral to focus on, is that there are 

approximately 300-400 Transgender people in the East and West Kootenays, with the 

community known by internal community members as being passionate about the environment 

(Christopher Moore, personal communication, November 21, 2016).  

            This information shows that these perspectives are not aligned with the reality 

experienced by the Transgender community in the Kootenays, making further research on why 

Transgender people haven’t been involved in the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort and other 

environmental decision-making processes, essential to creating democratic decision-making 

that is genuinely inclusive of everyone. As I mentioned before, there is currently no information 

available on the involvement of Transgender people in decision-making, environmental or 

otherwise, and, as stated by Ryrie et al. (2010), there is a consensus that Transgender people are 

Future Research 
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excluded and underrepresented in these spheres. This lack of knowledge about Transgender 

people’s ability to participate in decision-making is not appropriate or ethical, and is directly 

allowing environmental decision-making processes, like the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort, to 

turn a blind eye to the barriers preventing Transgender people from influencing the decisions that 

affect them.                

            Another important area of research that needs to be addressed is the examination of the 

development paradigms that we currently use in British Columbia, and in Canada as a whole. 

Although outside of the scope of this research, three respondents stated that a paradigm shift was 

needed in the way we consider development and wilderness. The following passage from one 

respondent provides an example of the way respondents questioned current understandings of 

development: 

A key piece of the decision-making process which was missing was the initial check on 

the concept of development. With or without environmental impacts, does the concept of 

dense development in the backcountry and the switch from public to private land make 

sense? Does the potential economic impacts make up for the potential social impacts? Do 

the people in the area want it? The land use concept phase of approval should ideally 

happen before the formal and technical environmental review, or at the very least be 

connected and occur at the same time. Simply looking at the technical environmental 

impacts and approving a list of mitigation strategies does not deal with the root question 

as to whether a project like Jumbo makes sense and has social license. 
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As this respondent explains, further research on the way we understand development, how we 

make decisions about the environment, and the role of social license in environmental decision-

making, are all excellent areas for future research. This has become especially relevant with 

Canada’s recent ratification of the Paris Agreement, which came into effect in November 2016, 

and requires Canada to deeply reduce its greenhouse gas emissions and directly address the 

nation’s influence on climate change (UN, 2015b). In order for Canada to be accountable to this 

international agreement, the Canadian understanding of development and environmental 

decision-making will need to be transformed.  

            Two insights that emerged from the findings that are outside of the scope of this research 

are democracy in environmental decision-making, and the intersectionality of culture, and 

culture and gender, in environmental decision-making. Both areas have potential for extensive 

and relevant action-based research that could contribute to a growing knowledge base on how to 

create increasingly inclusive and sustainable environmental decision-making processes. It would 

even be possible to use the data collected for this research in a secondary research analysis to 

look at culture or democracy.         

            Furthermore, I think it is important for future research to expand upon the topic of this 

study by focusing on understanding the role of gender and other factors of intersectionality, such 

as physical and mental ability, in people’s participation in other environmental decision-making 

processes in British Columbia [BC] and Canada. This would help create a more comprehensive 

understanding of exactly how stakeholders are currently able to participate in environmental 

decision-making processes in BC and Canada, which could allow these processes to become 
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more meaningfully inclusive of all people by addressing the barriers that emerge. This area of 

research is important, because as I have mentioned above, all people are affected by our shared 

environment, and greater information and action on people’s participation in environmental 

decision-making processes will help ensure that all people are represented in the decisions that 

are made.  

            This future research could also explore how women and men are selected to participate in 

negotiations and meetings, something I was unable to do because of how my open-ended 

questions were phrased. Finally, the view shared by one respondent highlighted the concept that 

people are better or worse at making decisions about the environment based on their gender, with 

specific reference to women making better decisions about the environment that benefit the 

environment. This is an excellent area for future research because understanding these 

perspectives, how they are formed, why people continue to believe them, and the ways in which 

they act upon them, could potentially offer greater understanding on how to create opportunities 

for people of all genders to participate in environmental decision-making that is understood 

through people’s ethical actions or skills, rather than their gender. Further exploration of this 

topic could also look at whether there is evidence showing that people of certain genders would 

make different environmental decisions, and if so, why. Finally, further research is needed to 

understand whether other leaders in government-level environmental decision-making processes 

think gender is a factor in environmental decision-making, and if it is being considered in the 

planning, implementation, and management of environmental decision-making processes. 

Further understanding of this topic has the potential to strengthen knowledge on how gender-
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based barriers to participation are being addressed, and how traditionally marginalized groups 

(e.g., people who do not identify as white, middle-class, middle-aged, heterosexual men) are able 

to participate in environmental decision-making. Consequently, action can be taken to address 

identified barriers to participation in order to promote inclusive democratic environmental 

decision-making processes that maximize environmental sustainability outcomes.  

 

Figure 26. Jumbo Mountain at Sunset (Tarasiuk, R., 2016).  
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

 “All people have something to offer based on their own unique life experience and 

perspectives.” 

Respondent, 2016 

As we wind our way towards the conclusion of this thesis, I feel inclined to end with a story of 

the future.  

             

  
Fast forward 50 years from now and I am 75 years of age, not “old” by any means. I have 

been rearranging the books in our library when I come across this old manuscript. Has it 

really been so long already? My mind flips backwards through the pages of time and 

memory, and I remember my world at 25: Transgender people were still fighting for their 

basic human rights back then, women were still getting paid less than men, and our most 

important decisions about our shared environment were made by elite groups of European 

men. It is bizarre to remember those times, if only we could have had the insight then that we 

do now.  

            Just then, our youngest grandchild bounces into the room. “Grandy” they begin, “what 

are you doing?” “I’m just looking at some research I did back when I was young” I respond, 

“it’s about how some people just like us weren’t able to help decide what happened to our 

environment because of their gender.” “Well that’s not very nice!” our grandchild states, 

“why didn’t anyone help them?” “Well” I start, “not very many people back then thought it 

was important.” “Why not?” our grandchild asks. “At that time, the people making the 

decisions were mostly the same gender, and people thought they could make the decisions for  
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After all the literature we have read, the findings we have discussed, and the insights we have 

drawn upon, is it possible to truly understand the role of gender in people’s participation in the 

proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-making processes? Yes, and no. What we can 

understand is based on the respondents who collaborated in this study by sharing knowledge 

about their lived experiences. With this as our parameter, gender can be seen as key. There is 

only one keyhole that opens the door to participation in the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort 

decision-making processes. Only one key will fit this keyhole, but many others look as if they 

could, only to find that they don’t once they try. According to most respondents, this is how 

gender impacted people’s participation in the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-making 

process, with men holding the “right” key, and people of other genders invited to participate, 

only to find out that they don’t meet the keyhole access requirements.  

            By using the elements of “acknowledge,” “identify,” and “address,” within the COPED 

framework to analyze this research, several recommendations for action to address current 

everyone.” “That’s silly” our grandchild says, “how did they know what everyone wanted?” 

“That’s just the thing” I say, “they didn’t. But you don’t have to worry about that now 

because things have changed a lot since then. Now everyone can help decide about our 

environment and no one gets left out.”  

            Such a story is nothing short of what I could hope for in the future. In the realm of 

possibilities, there is no reason why this could not be a reality. With research, education, and 

direct action, such an experience of gender-based barriers to environmental decision-making 

can be an absurd trait of the past. It is on this note that we move forth to the conclusion and 

actionable recommendations for change based on the insights of this research.  
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barriers to participation in the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-making processes have 

emerged, including:  

• Grow a knowledge base about people’s ability to participate in environmental decision-

making 

• Share knowledge about these issues 

• Change social norms and ideologies about the roles of gender, and other factors of 

intersectionality, by promoting people’s sensitization to inequality-based barriers faced 

by diverse peoples in all contexts 

• Activate people to demand the democratization of environmental decision-making 

processes on all levels and through all methods 

            To expand further on how these recommendations could be implemented, I think 

beginning with sharing knowledge about these issues, I can share this research with as wide an 

audience as possible. This includes making this research available online for free, in local 

libraries in the Kootenays, as a short video online, in academic journals, and in newspaper 

articles. Furthermore, I can personally help create a knowledge base about people’s ability to 

participate in environmental decision-making by setting up a free website that documents 

resources and research dedicated to this topic. The last two recommendations require long-term 

and broad efforts to achieve, however, I have a number of ideas about how they can be reached. 

For example, in order to promote sensitization, gender and intersectionality training programs 

can be introduced into all levels of the provincial government, and social norms and ideologies 

about gender can be addressed through media campaigns based on equality and equity. In order 
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to encourage people to become politically active and dedicated to democracy in environmental 

decision-making, I think that people first need to be aware of what is at stake and what is 

currently happening without their input, such as deteriorating fresh water resources as a result of 

fracking. This could be achieved through media campaigns as well as community forums. In 

raising people’s awareness of these issues, it is equally important that there are direct and 

indirect opportunities for action, which are often related to specific environmental campaigns. 

However, what is needed is an overarching campaign for more democratic environmental 

decision-making across the province, inclusive of all individual projects.  

            These recommendations are possible, and are based on the desire of the respondents of 

this study to achieve inclusive, meaningful, and democratic environmental decision-making 

processes for both the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort, and for other environmental decisions in 

British Columbia and Canada. As one Ktunaxa Elder explained, in decision-making processes, 

leaders are on the top of the mountain and the community is the river’s edge that surrounds it. 

With this understanding, communities form the foundation that the leader stands upon, and in 

turn, leaders represent the community, showing how we are all connected. The decisions we 

make about our shared environment affect all of us. It is time that they start representing our 

shared needs.            
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APPENDICES 

APPENDIX A: STAKEHOLDERS OF THE PROPOSED JUMBO GLACIER RESORT DECISION-MAKING 

PROCESSES	  

Qat'muk,	Jumbo	
Valley

Province	of	BC	
Ministry	of	
Environment	

For	the	Jumbo	
Glacier	Resort

Civil	Society Local	Government

Bill	Bennett,	
Liberal	MLA	East	

Kootenay

Jumbo	Glacier	
Mountain Resort	
Municipality

Regional	District	
of	East	Kootenay	

(RDEK)

Shuswap	Band

Village	of	Radium	
Hot	Springs

Private Sector

Oberto	Oberti,
Individual

Oberti	
Architecture

Pheidias	Group

Against the	Jumbo	
Glacier	Resort

Civil	Society Environmental	
NGOs

Jumbo	Creek	
Conservation	

Society

West	Kootenay	
Eco	Society	(local	

NGO)

Wildsight	(local	
NGO)

Local	Government

District	of	
Invermere

Michelle Mungal,	
NDP	MLA	Nelson-

Creston

Sinixt	Nation

Ktunaxa	Nation

Neutral	

Figure 27. Stakeholders in the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort. 
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APPENDIX B: IDENTIFIED BARRIERS TO MEANINGFUL PARTICIPATION 

• Political Theatre 
o Disregard for the decisions of local citizens and governments. 
o Allowing the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort decisions to be made by people who 

were not directly affected by the decisions. 
o Creating the Jumbo Glacier Mountain Resort Municipality, which represents no 

residents or even an existing town.  
o No meaningful First Nations consultation, where First Nations were able to 

contribute to, and influence decisions. 
• Proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-making processes 

o Restricted participation 
§ Local government 
§ Youth 
§ Low income 
§ Disabilities 
§ Women and families 

• Sexism 
o No participation in project proposal, only in the environmental assessment  
o Logistics 

§ Meetings 
• Atmosphere 
• Timing and location 

§ Length of process 
• Changing goals 

§ Access to information 
• Other issues 

o Exaggerated attention towards the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort, causing other 
more impactful environmental issues to be ignored 

o Power imbalances related to: 
§ Age and employment status 
§ Socioeconomic status and social status 
§ Control over campaign 
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APPENDIX C: COPED FRAMEWORK ANALYSIS OF RESEARCH 

Element Research-based Application 
Acknowledge 
Understand and 
acknowledge that 
barriers to 
participation exist. 

As one of the foundational questions of this study, I asked respondents 
researchers if they thought barriers to participation existed. In response 
to this question, most respondents acknowledged their understanding 
that barriers to participation existed.  

Identify 
Identify what 
constrains and enables 
people’s participation. 

Respondents were then asked to identify the barriers to participation, 
and the things that helped people participate in the proposed Jumbo 
Glacier Resort decision-making processes. The common agreement 
among most respondents was that people’s ability to participate was 
helped by democratic decision-making based on inclusive meaningful 
participation, and was prevented by undemocratic decision-making 
processes.  
            What I identified in the discussions of the findings was that a 
disconnected understanding of gender equality and inequality 
intersected all of the themes and main findings of this research, acting 
as an underlying barrier to effectively addressing the gender-based 
barriers to participation.  

Address 
Once enabling and 
constraining factors 
are identified, realistic 
and achievable 
recommendations for 
change can be made, 
and action can be 
taken to address the 
barriers and promote 
the enabling elements. 

The following list of recommendations are based on what respondents 
identified as constraining and enabling factors to participation, as well 
as my own identification of a disconnected understanding of gender 
equality and inequality, in order to ensure environmental decision-
making processes at all levels are inclusive of all genders: 

- Create a knowledge base on how factors of 
intersectionality, like gender, impact people’s abilities to 
participate in environmental decision-making in British 
Columbia and Canada through the contributions of further 
research, statistics, and knowledge sharing among 
organizations. 

- Share the research findings with as many people as 
possible, including all stakeholders and areas of decision-
making (Provincial government, local NGOs), and 
encourage the discussion of the role of gender on people’s 
participation in environmental decision-making. 

- Encourage people to examine the way they think about the 
impact of gender on people within different contexts 
through the use of thought-provoking social media posts, 
newspaper articles, presentations, and videos.  

- Engage with policy makers to include guidelines on 
including diverse peoples in meaningful participation in 
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environmental decision-making processes at all levels, 
which would include the following: 
o Build relationships between leaders of decision-making 

processes and marginalized and underrepresented 
groups of people. 

o Introduce sensitivity training to strengthen the ability of 
decision-makers to identify and address barriers to 
participation based on factors of intersectionality, such 
as age, gender, or ability  

o Address patriarchal principles through knowledge-
sharing and direct action to create inclusivity-based 
organizations, groups, and processes. 

- Demand that formal and informal environmental decision-
making processes are democratic, accountable, and 
accessible to all people, including all First Nations, and all 
local governments, through the following actions: 
o Connect with your neighbours, community groups, or 

networks and share your experiences or thoughts about 
people’s ability to participate in environmental 
decision-making; the more we understand what each 
other has gone through, the better equipped we will be 
to stand together on issues that affect all of us. 

o Meet with decision-makers on all levels from civil 
society groups to governments, and talk to them about 
the importance of ensuring everyone can meaningfully 
participate in environmental decision-making 
processes, and how this is fundamental to creating true 
democracy in Canada. 

o Make your voice heard through social media, letter-
writing, petition-signing, phone calls, marches, group 
action, and if possible, direct attendance in decision-
making processes, and share your opinion on why 
inclusive democratic environmental decision-making 
processes are integral to ensuring decisions made about 
our shared environment represent all of us. 

 
Element Application Beyond Scope of Research 

Engage 
By addressing the 
barriers and promoting 
the enabling elements, 
decision-making 
processes can become 

If formal and informal decision-making processes regarding the 
proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort prioritized the inclusion and 
meaningful participation of all people, then barriers based on gender 
and other aspects of intersectionality could be addressed, enabling 
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more accessible and 
inclusive, engaging all 
stakeholders. 

diverse stakeholders to have the opportunity to become engaged in 
these processes.  

Invest 
Inclusive participation 
can then foster the 
investment of all 
stakeholders in the 
decision-making 
process and 
outcome(s). 

By allowing all diverse stakeholders to have the opportunity to 
meaningfully participate in the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort 
decision-making processes, all people could feel they have the 
opportunity to effectively contribute to the outcome(s), therefore 
fostering a culture of stakeholder investment in the decision-making 
process.   

Respect 
By reducing barriers 
and promoting access 
to participation in 
ways that engage all 
stakeholders and foster 
investment, decision-
making processes 
become more 
democratic through 
fair and transparent 
processes that respect 
the inherent value in 
the participation of all 
stakeholders. 

By engaging all people in a way that encourages them to feel their 
contributions are meaningful enough to invest in the outcome(s) of the 
decision(s), the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-making 
processes would become more inclusive, transparent, and accountable; 
instilling democratic values into the decision-making processes and 
recognizing the inherent value in the participation of all stakeholders.  

Sustain 
Through more 
democratic 
environmental 
decision-making 
processes based upon 
engagement, 
investment, and 
respect, the 
environmental 
sustainability 
outcomes of decisions 
can be maximized and 
acknowledged to have 
intrinsic value in 
themselves. 

If the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-making processes 
adopted democratic practices that ensured that everyone had the 
opportunity to meaningfully participate in inclusive, transparent, and 
accountable decision-making processes, then decisions made about our 
shared environment could be representative of all. These 
representative, democratic decisions could maximize the effectiveness 
of environmental sustainability outcomes through the investment of all 
stakeholders in the outcome(s) of the decision(s), essentially leading to 
the “buy-in” from people to ensure goals are met successfully. 
Furthermore, the outcome(s) of the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort 
decision-making processes could foster greater opportunities to 
acknowledge the intrinsic value of environmental sustainability 
through the engagement of diverse stakeholders who are able to 
influence the outcome(s) of the decision-making processes to reflect 
the genuine values of the people.   

 From here, the Circle of Participatory Environmental Decision-making 
repeats, circling back to the first step of encouraging people to 
understand if barriers to participation exist, and if so, to acknowledge 
them by taking action so that environmental decision-making 
processes may become as inclusive and as democratic as possible.  
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APPENDIX D: INFORMED CONSENT FORM (INTERVIEW/SURVEY) 

INFORMED CONSENT FOR INTERVIEW AND SURVEY 
 
My name is Rayne Tarasiuk and I am the only investigator of this research project, entitled 
Gender, participation, and environmental decision-making: Case study of the proposed Jumbo 
Glacier Resort, which is part of the requirement for my Master of Arts in Human Security and 
Peacebuilding degree at Royal Roads University, Victoria, BC. My credentials with Royal Roads 
University can be confirmed by calling Dr. Kate Frieson, Project Advisor. The authenticity of 
this research project can be confirmed by emailing the MAHSPB Department Head, or by 
contacting the Ktunaxa Nation Council Research Ethics Committee. 
 
PURPOSE 
This research tries to understand the impact of gender on people’s participation in the 
proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-making processes in southeastern British 
Columbia, Canada. 
 
I would like to invite you to collaborate as a co-researcher in this research project. Your 
involvement could include both an interview with me (in-person or over the telephone) and a 10-
minute survey (online, on paper, or orally), as well as the opportunity to provide feedback on the 
knowledge you choose to share. The questions you will hear in the interview and see in the 
survey are focused on gender and participation in the context of the proposed Jumbo Glacier 
Resort decision-making processes.  
 
You are free not to participate and have the right to withdraw at any time without any 
negative consequences. If you choose to stop collaborating before this research project is done, I 
will try to manage the knowledge you have shared based on your preferences. If your data is not 
provided anonymously, I will disqualify the data from analysis, excluding it from this research 
project. However, if you have either submitted the survey anonymously, or your data becomes 
part of an anonymous data set, I will not be able to withdraw the knowledge you share from the 
study. If withdrawal occurs after this point, then I will do my best to ensure that the you are 
comfortable with the way your knowledge is presented (e.g., unidentifiable as part of an 
anonymous data set). 
 
RISKS 
My ability to protect your confidentiality and anonymity as a co-researcher is limited since this 
research will be conducted with specific populations in rural communities, and people talk about 
each other! To reduce this risk, you will be asked if you would like to have your identity as a 
collaborator in this research acknowledged, and if you decide not to, then no identifying 
information about you will be collected and a code number will be assigned to your information 
to protect your identity.  
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BENEFITS 
One of the benefits of being a co-researcher, is that the experiences, opinions and expertise that 
you share will be used to help create a knowledge source for your community and province. This 
knowledge will be used to support the equal participation of people of all genders in future 
Jumbo Glacier Resort proposal decision-making, and may be used to inform positive changes in 
other environmental decision-making processes in British Columbia.  
 
The information you share in interviews will be recorded on tape recorder, handwritten notes, or 
on video, which is then transcribed into an electronic text document. The information from 
surveys is recorded either online, handwritten in paper format, or on tape, which is then 
transcribed into an electronic text document. Your privacy, confidentiality and anonymity will be 
protected throughout the research process by either coding your information anonymously, or by 
acknowledging your identity if you have given me permission to use your first and last name in 
the final documents of this research project.  
 
The research results will be shared at local libraries, resource centers, and newspapers; in 
presentations at events; and online in academic journals and as a video on YouTube. All co-researchers 
will receive a copy of the knowledge they have shared following their interview, and will also receive a 
copy of the completed thesis report in December 2016. 
 
This research project has a record retention plan, which means that 5 years after the completion of the 
research project (December 2021), all records and documentation collected will be archived through 
Royal Roads University.  
 
If you are not satisfied with how this study is being conducted, you may report (anonymously 
if you choose) any complaints to Royal Roads University Research Services, at:  
 
Please make a check mark for whether or not you would like your contributions to this research 
acknowledged by the use of your identity (e.g., your first and last name) in the PUBLIC records 
of this research:  

 
YES, I would like to use my identity in this research 
 
NO, I would not like to use my identityty in this research 
 

BY SIGNING THIS LETTER, YOU GIVE FREE AND INFORMED CONSENT TO 
COLLABORATE IN THIS RESEARCH PROJECT, and to either have your identify as a 
co-researcher in this project publicly acknowledged, or to remain anonymous, based on 
your preferences above. 
 
Name (Please Print): __________________________________________________ 

Signed: _____________________________________________________________ 
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Date: _______________________________________________________________ 

 
Thank you very much, 
 
Rayne Tarasiuk 
Researcher’s phone number:  
Researcher’s e-mail address:  
Supervisor’s name: Dr. Kate Grace Frieson 
Supervisor’s e-mail address:  
Supervisor’s phone number:  

 
Detach here 

 
****************************************************************************** 
Request for Information 
 
Please send a copy of the study to the address listed below: 
 
Name: 
 
Address: 
 
Please do not return this form with your survey. Return via email or mail to Rayne Tarasiuk at:  
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APPENDIX E: INTERVIEW PROTOCOL 

Interviewer: 
Date: 
Place:  
Format (in-person or over the telephone): 
Data Collection (audio recording or handwritten notes): 
 
Instructions: 

- Each interview is scheduled for a period of 30 minutes to 1 hour, but personal preferences 
will be accommodated when possible 

- If the interviewee agrees, the interview will be taped and then transcribed   
- Once with the interviewee, use the following procedures: 
• Introduce yourself, the purpose of the research, the purpose of your thesis, and what to 

expect from the interview: 
- Hi, my name is Rayne Tarasiuk and this research project is part of the 

requirement for my Master of Arts in Human Security and Peacebuilding degree 
at Royal Roads University. 

- For my research project, I am interested in identifying the role of gender in 
people’s participation in the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-making 
process. 

- When I say “the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-making processes,” I 
am talking about the formal and informal ways that decisions were made about 
the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort by the municipal and provincial government, 
First Nations, NGOs, citizens, and businesses. 

- During this interview, you can expect that questions will be related to the gender-
based factors of participation in the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-
making processes. This interview will require approximately 30-60 minutes to 
complete. This conversation will be taped for data collection purposes, is this 
okay with you? If not, I can handwrite notes instead. There is no compensation 
for responding, nor is there any known risk. Please answer all questions as 
honestly as possible, and feel free to let me know if you need more information or 
have any questions at any time. Your collaboration is voluntary throughout our 
time together, and you are free to stop participating at any time. All of your 
responses will be confidential and anonymous unless you choose to share your 
identity.  

• If not completed on paper, ask if the interviewee can state whether or not they agree to 
collaborate in this research and whether or not they want their identity used to 
acknowledge their contributions (oral agreement)  
• Ask question #1 
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• Ask reflective questions #2 and #3 
• Ask questions #4-7 in a semi-structured interview style 
• Close by asking question #8 and #9, offering a copy of the research, and saying thank 

you, or su’kni (Ktunaxa language) 
• Complete the interview protocol and log the data 

 
Questions and Probes: 
1. Before we begin, what are your expectations for this interview? 
2. Reflective question: What does the word ‘gender’ mean to you?  

a. This study uses the following definition of gender: the culturally-specific 
socialization of people to internalize traditional genders and gender role 
expectations in ways that are considered gender normative, such as being a “man” 
or “woman.” Gender is also expressed beyond this socialization in diverse ways, 
such as identifying as “transgender,” “non-binary,” or “Two-Spirit” 

b. Gender is not the same as sex, which refers to people’s biological reproductive 
functions  

3. Reflective question: What gender do you identify with? 
a. For example: transgender, male, two spirit, female, intersex 

4. What does meaningful participation in the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-making 
processes mean to you? Does people’s gender impact whether or not they can participate 
meaningfully? 

a. Have you ever participated in a way that was meaningful to you? 
5. What, if anything, has helped people of all genders participate meaningfully in the proposed 

Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-making processes (both formal and informal)?  
a. Is this the same for people of all genders? 
b. Have you had any experiences like this? 

6. Are there barriers to meaningful participation in the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-
making processes (both formal and informal) for people based on their gender?   

a. Is this the same for people of all genders? 
b. Do you have any examples that come to mind? 

7. What could be done now and in the future to address these barriers and promote 
opportunities for people of all genders to participate in the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort 
decision-making processes?  

a. Are there specific recommendations you would make? 
b. What would you like to see more of? 
c. If you could change one thing, what would it be? 

8. Closing question: Is there anything else you would like to share? 
9. Closing question: Who should I connect with to gather more information related to my 

study? 
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Closing statement: 
Thank you for taking the time to share your knowledge with me today. Your contribution is 
greatly appreciated. If you have any questions or concerns, please don’t hesitate to contact me 
through the email or phone number provided. Have a lovely day! Su’kni! 
Material type (primary or secondary): 
Reliability and value of source: 
 

APPENDIX F: ONLINE SURVEY 

Research Project Title: Gender, participation, and environmental decision-making: Case study 
of the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort 
Researcher: Rayne Tarasiuk 
Researcher Email:  
Researcher Telephone Number:  
University Affiliation: Royal Roads University  
 
 
 
Thank you for your interest and willingness to collaborate in this research! Below you will find 
the basic information about this research project, as well as a copy of the informed consent, 
which you may print for your information. If you complete and submit the survey online or in 
paper format, it is assumed that you have given your informed consent to collaborate. 
 
This survey contains 9 demographic questions and 11 thematic questions, and should take 
approximately 10 minutes to complete. Please read each question carefully and respond in the 
style suggested.  
 
“Decision-making processes” are ways that decisions are made, in both formal and informal 
ways. Formal processes could include government negotiations, hearings, or consultations, 
whereas informal processes could include decisions made with NGOs, neighbourhood groups, or 
societies. 
 
You are free not to participate and have the right to withdraw at any time without any 
negative consequences.  However, once an online survey is submitted anonymously, I will not 
be able to withdraw the knowledge from the study. 
 
While you are filling out the survey you may save your progress and return to it to either 
complete it or review your answers. Once you submit your survey you will no longer be able to 
change your comments. You may also download and print your responses in PDF format for 
your records.  
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Upon completion of your survey please select Submit. I appreciate your contributions to this 
shared research! Su’kni! Thank you! 
 
Definition of GENDER used in this study: the culturally-specific socialization of people to 
internalize traditional gender role expectations in ways that are considered gender normative, 
such as being a woman or a man. Gender is also expressed beyond this socialization in diverse 
ways, such as identifying as transgender, non-binary, or Two-Spirit. Gender is not the same as 
sex, which refers to people’s biological reproductive functions. 
 
 
By checking a box below, you have the choice to give free and informed consent to 
collaborate in this project: 
You are free not to participate and have the right to withdraw at any time without any negative 
consequences. However, once you submit this online survey, I will not be able to withdraw the 
knowledge you share from the study. 
 
 __ YES, I give free and informed consent to collaborate in this project. 
 
 __ NO, I do NOT give free and informed consent to collaborate in this project. 
 
 
Please make a check mark for whether or not you would like to your contributions to this 
research to be acknowledged by using your first and last name (your identifying 
information) in the final PUBLIC documents of this research:  
 
 __ YES, I would like to use my identity in this research 
 
             __ NO, I would not like to use my identity in this research 
 
 
If you checked YES that you would like your first and last name (your identifying 
information) to be used in the final PUBLIC documents of this research project, then 
please enter your name here as you would like it to be written: 
   
 
 
If you would like to receive a copy of this research report, please enter your email address 
here: 
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Questions 
 
How old are you? 
  
 
 
What gender do you identify with? (E.g., male, genderfluid, female) 
 
 
 
What ethnicity do you identify with? 
Definition of ethnicity: the fact or state of belonging to a social group that has a common 
national or cultural tradition. (E.g. Ktunaxa, German, Kurdish, Thai) 
  
 
 
What income bracket do you identify with? 

__ $0 - $23,861 
__ $23,861 - $45,282 
__ $45,282 - $90,563 
__ $90,563 - $140,388 
__ $140,388 - $200,000 
__ over $200,000 

 
Comments: 
 
 
How long have you been involved with the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-
making processes? 
 
  
 
In regards to the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort, do you consider yourself to be any of the 
following: 
 __ Against 
 __ For 
 __ Neutral 
 __ Other 
 
If you chose OTHER, please describe: 
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Have you ever participated in FORMAL decision-making processes related to the proposed 
Jumbo Glacier Resort (e.g. in negotiations, hearings, or consultations with the Provincial 
Government or Ktunaxa Nation Government)? 
 __ No 
 __ Yes 
 
Have you ever participated in INFORMAL decision-making processes related to the 
proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort (e.g. with NGOs, neighbourhood groups, or societies)? 
 __ No 
 __ Yes 
 
Have you ever tried to participate in FORMAL decision-making processes for the proposed 
Jumbo Glacier Resort but were UNABLE to? 
 __ No 
 __ Yes 
 
Have you ever tried to participate in INFORMAL decision-making processes for the 
proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort but were UNABLE to? 
 __ No 
 __ Yes 
 
In your opinion, are there any BARRIERS preventing people from participating in the 
proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-making processes? (EX: unable to attend meetings 
due to lack of transportation) 
 __ No 
 __ Yes 
 
In what ways does gender play a role in the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-
making processes? (E.g., people in leadership positions are predominantly the same gender) 
 
 
 
Have the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-making processes taken into account the 
ways that gender can impact participation? If so, how? (E.g., adapting meeting times to 
accommodate childcare responsibilities) 
 
 
 
Do you consider the equal inclusion of people of all genders (e.g., transgender, female, 
male) to be a factor in environmental decision-making? Why or why not?   
Definition of environmental decision-making: the process of analyzing the way humans impact 
the environment through their choice. (E.g. proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-making)  
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Based on your experiences, what are the levels of MEN’S participation in the proposed 
Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-making processes, both in terms of the numbers, and the 
quality of their participation? (E.g., X amount of people in the board meetings were men, and 
they were able to share their opinions and be taken seriously) 
 
 
 
Based on your experiences, what are the levels of TRANS PEOPLE’S participation in the 
proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-making processes, both in terms of the numbers, 
and the quality of their participation? (E.g., X amount of people in the board meetings were 
Transgender, and they were able to share their opinions and be taken seriously) 
 
 
 
Based on your experiences, what are the levels of WOMEN’S participation in the proposed 
Jumbo Glacier Resort decision-making processes, both in terms of the numbers, and the 
quality of their participation? (E.g., X amount of people in the board meetings were women, 
and they were able to share their opinions and be taken seriously) 
 
 
 
What does it mean to you to participate meaningfully in the proposed Jumbo Glacier 
Resort decision-making processes (both formal and informal)? 
 
 
 
What has helped people participate meaningfully in the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort 
decision-making processes (both formal and informal)? 
 
 
 
What are the barriers to meaningful participation in the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort 
decision-making processes (both formal and informal)? 
 
 
What efforts have been made to overcome these barriers? Were they successful? Why or 
why not? 
 
 
 



GENDER, PARTICIPATION, AND 
ENVIRONMENTAL  192 

 
 
What could be done now and in the future to address these barriers and provide greater 
support for people’s participation? 
 

Conclusion 
 

Thank you for taking the time to share your knowledge with me today. Your contribution is 
greatly appreciated. If you have any questions or concerns, please don’t hesitate to contact me 
through the email or phone number provided. Have a lovely day! Su’kni! 
 
 
Research Project Title: Gender, participation, and environmental decision-making: Case study 
of the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort 
Researcher: Rayne Tarasiuk 
Researcher Email:  
Researcher Telephone Number:  
University Affiliation: Royal Roads University  
 
 

 

Figure 28. Alpine flowers at Jumbo (Tarasiuk, R., 2016). 
 


