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URBACT CCTWG „The Role of Inhabitants in Urban Management “


CCTWG Working Paper 2: 
 “Citizen Participation and Social Exclusion – a focus on 10 URBACT networks”. Findings from the Malmo Workshop, Jan 20/21, 2006
Simon Güntner, Liliana Padovani

Social Exclusion and Citizen Participation 

The discussion of inclusion/exclusion is closely connected to the discourse about participation, as it sees participation as a means of social inclusion. The term “social exclusion” has de facto replaced the concept of poverty in framing the social question in European policy contexts over the last twenty years.
 It is broader than the more material concept of “poverty” and refers to the multidimensional relation between individual and society: a material dimension (resources), a political dimension (rights) and a cultural dimension (self-realization). If a person is socially excluded it means that he/she does not have the chance to participate in society. The chances to participate, again, hold two dimensions: the institutional and the individual. Approaches to overcome social exclusion start here: they try to raise the individual capacity to act (empowerment and activation), and at the same time they try to open up societal (social and political) institutions to become better equipped to deal with these problems (e.g. include parents into school boards; open forums about local development decisions, bridging projects between school and work, multi-lingual information systems etc). 

When we relate to citizen participation and social exclusion in our CCTWG, we are focussing on the preconditions for such inclusion policies: which are the institutional and individual barriers which have to be overcome in order to design successful inclusion strategies? As we are looking in particular at participatory processes in urban management, it is four aspects (deliberation, decision-making, implementation and evaluation) of local development processes which are of specific relevance for our analysis: the contribution of inhabitants to the deliberation of development strategies, their role in decision-making about urban policies, their involvement in the implementation of programmes and projects, and their voice in measuring and evaluating the outcome and impact of the measures.

Method of investigation

The following analysis is based on a survey carried out between November 2005 and January 2006. A questionnaire had been sent to the lead partners of ten URBACT networks, of which 8 networks responded.
 The written answers have been clustered, condensed and interpreted using the standard methods of interpretive text analysis. In doing so, we did not stick rigidly to the original order of the responses, but we regrouped the comments according to their relevance for the respective question. The aim of this analysis was to arrive at clear and focussed statements about each of the five topics of interest: 

· social groups of interest for the URBACT networks

· motivations to participation

· barriers to participation

· approaches to overcome barriers

· further research results and debates relevant for the theme.

The results of the analysis were presented and discussed at the Seminar in Malmo, 20/21 January 2006 and served as an input for the workshop sessions. 
1. Which social groups is your network looking at (migrants, youth, handicapped, old people…)? Could you please describe the group and indicate why you have chosen to focus on it? 

Two social groups which are of particular relevance for the URBACT networks that have been explicitly mentioned are young people and ethnic minorities. These groups are not homogeneous but internally diverse - in terms of level of exclusion (intensity, irreversibility, etc) and in terms of what they are excluded from (jobs, society, representative democracy, participation in local life and local policies, etc) - and we find subgroups which are particularly excluded or disadvantaged. For both groups, we can say that they are of interest for the respective networks because they are excluded from traditional decision-making processes in representative democracies (voting in elections, participation through collective interest organisation in associations etc.) for institutional (legal, language) reasons. 

Some networks do not define their reference group by social aspects (age, ethnicity etc) but by geographical factors - the co-habitation of space - and look at inhabitants of ‘vulnerable areas’ (spatial exclusion). The response of Securcity refers to a conceptual debate about inhabitants as citizens and/or customers. The respective viewpoint and definition (“citizen”, “inhabitant”, “customer”…) is always a political consideration and bears specific consequences for governance approaches. It involves questions about rights and responsibility, distinctions between participation in decision-making (= political participation of citizens) or rather in technical issues of the implementation of development programs (inhabitants as co-producers). This discussion touches the core problem of the recent debate on social capital and participatory governance which often leaves blank the links between policy deliberation, decision-making and implementation. The position of Securcity, and also from Young Citizens Project and from Regenera, seems to be that these links have to be taken into account and, if not well designed, might bear obstacles for successful participation strategies. 

Two related issues which have been brought up by the Regenera network are representativity and questions of group affiliation. Implicit to the rationality of public sector organisations is that the involvement of inhabitants or the delegation of power has to be based on some concept of representativity: An actor who gets involved is involved as a representative for a certain group, be it nation, youth, handicapped, families, kids… The basis of legitimation for his/her representation is the affiliation to a social group - but what is the mode of selection? And: which groups are recognised, which not? There are signs that the creation of collective actors (“community building”) is an increasingly important empowerment tool, so that interests and problems which are shared by a number of previously disconnected individuals have a chance of being recognised. This is particularly pressing as traditional forms and imaginations of social groups and the concept of community have come into a crisis in ethnically and culturally diverse communities and are replaced by new, hybrid and fluid forms, some of them transcending space whilst others seem trapped into deprived dead ends (think about the “galere” situation in French suburbs, or, as the Young People Network put it: “growing frustration and lost belief in the future”).
 

2. For the social group you are looking at: which specific motivations and interests of these people in taking part in urban development processes can you identify? 

There is an underlying assumption in participatory urban management that inhabitants WANT to become involved in public affairs. But: Is this assumption right? We tried to find out, WHY local social groups want to raise their voice, and we hoped to get some information about the perceptions of local people. But unfortunately the responses to this question were rather vague. From the responses by Med-Int, Securcity and Young Citizens Project we understand that groups have specific interests related to their life circumstances which they want to see appreciated in urban management (e.g. Securcity: clean and safe environment, Med-Int: services for deaf people). So self-realization would be a key driver for inhabitants to become involved in urban management.

The responses also show that the public sector has a variety of reasons why it wants to increase the level of inhabitants’ involvement: amongst other things it is about legitimation and acceptance of decisions, pooling of resources and using local knowledge for better design of projects and services. 

3. Which typical barriers have you identified that prevent this group from participating in local affairs (individual level or in their social networks, or at an institutional level, etc.)?

In all responses to this question it is evident that barriers occur at various levels. The Young Citizens Project distinguishes between legal barriers, structural barriers, cultural/educational/experimental barriers and resource-related barriers. Citiz@Move sees barriers within an ethnic community and within a local authority. Securcity mentions experimental barriers and institutional barriers. Following these contributions, we suggest a broad distinction between barriers at an institutional level (formal and informal rules) and barriers at an individual level (skills, knowledge, resources). 

We can observe obstacles to participation within each level – legal problems, language, time, lack of resources etc on institutional level and capacity, skills etc on individual level – but also a cleavage between these two levels, or in other words: a clash between the abstract, administrative world of organisations and bureaucracies vs. the life world of the citizens/inhabitants.
 This is well illustrated particularly by the Young Citizens Project, by REGENERA and by Securcity. The responses of Citiz@Move WG1, Young Citizens Project and Securcity refer to behavioural and cultural aspects of this problem (arrogance/patriarchical behaviour of authorities, misfit between various institutional routines like timetables, sectoral and fragmented perspectives in specialised departments). Behaviour and culture are rooted in the industrial society’s institutional/organisational lay-out, which are inscribed in administrative routines (organisations) and everyday practices (individuals in and outside organisations) and cannot be overcome without considering this broader context.
 

4. If you have identified obstacles for a group to participate in urban development, have you come across reactions or solutions by local administrations and organisations to overcome these barriers?

The responses give a clear sign that overcoming barriers between administrative and life world does need a deep understanding of the specific situation as a start and needs to be tailor-made. At the same time it won’t work without reflecting the broader context of misleading and distorting institutions and practices.
 Both aspects, so we interpret the contributions, have to be appreciated in designing successful participation strategies. A good practice example to illustrate such an approach is given with regard to communication between young people and local officers where game-like tools and patience led to mutual understanding and learning (Bristol case, Young Citizens Project). Securcity give an example about increasing and improving the interaction between residents (lived space) and police (abstract space), which not only solves the specific problem (increased level of security) but has empowering side-effects and builds new, communicative institutions (Birmingham Reassurance case). The internet also seems to allow new ways of communication (SMS to young people, Young Citizens Project) which can help overcome barriers of time, space (distance) and language (in/formality). The REGENERA network mentions the provision and use of “intermediary spaces” (espaces intermediaries, espaces négociations) as an approach to find overlap between the different realms and their world views. This corresponds with the idea of local fora (Med-Int) and the mentioning of work groups including residents, developers and local authority (Partners 4 Action). However, such networks and “spaces” for collaborative reasoning will always be exclusionary to a certain level and not be free of underlying power structures – and it is a question of institutional design to overcome these problems. The network “Young People – from Exclusion to Inclusion” presents a list of success criteria for inclusion strategies: 
· empowerment, 

· strengthened social relations, 

· structural changes of schools, 

· cooperation with the local community, and 

· a changed approach to knowledge. 

These success criteria are not based on theory, but have been drawn from the analysis of successful local projects in the network partner cities. Following Securcity, we could add “trust” to this list. The criteria show that if we want to learn from good practice and move towards conclusions and policy proposals, it makes sense to refer to underlying principles and values for good projects and strategies rather than to technical details. 

5. Have you identified observations/results from other research projects or theoretical debates which you find relevant for a discussion about improving the role of inhabitants in urban public management?

There was very little reference to this point. The Young Citizens Project and the Young People Network refer to recent debates on European level about social inclusion of young people which are reflected in the Commission’s White Paper on Youth and in the European Pact for Youth (both: 2005). 

Citizen Participation and Social Exclusion: Emerging Issues

Urban life and Urban Management

From the responses it seems evident that there are many different concepts of participation. Some refer to taking part in everyday life (a.o. Young People – from exclusion to inclusion, Young Citizens Network), whilst others focus on the involvement of citizens in urban regeneration programmes (Partners 4 Action, Regenera). Some networks are also not only evaluating existing local practices, but they are using URBACT also to experiment with new ideas (Med-Int, Citiz@Move). In capitalising on these experiences, we must be aware of the different perspectives and aims, otherwise we might run in danger of comparing apples and pears. However, what seems evident is that of utmost importance is a link between the various concepts of participation and the wider perspective of the social inclusion debate: only socially included citizens will have the capacity to become co-producers in urban development and vice versa active participation implies overcoming social exclusion. 

The Local Trap

A second issue which seems to be implicit in all responses is that a primarily local approach to participation risks falling short in fighting social exclusion. This has two dimensions: 

· the limited influence of local organisations in decision-making of important institutions (just think about schools and the problem to adjust curricula to local situations), and 

· the global embeddedness of local communities. 

The conceptual link between the “local” and everyday life is based on an antiquated perception of society which is today challenged by globalisation and its social consequences (from virtual space to the simultaneous incorporation and socialisation of migrants in transnational communities). On the one hand, these developments bring about spaces of marginalisation within the cities (the neighbourhoods we are looking at) and the local address seems to become more important for individual careers and biographies. At the same time, the life worlds of the inhabitants of these neighbourhoods are not limited to these places but do include strong connections to other parts of the world (think about the enormous amount of remittances, or prearranged marriages etc) - this is why we more and more talk about “glocalization”. 

In developing sustainable and successful pathways into society, participatory policies have to build on the multiscalarity of social integration (which leads far beyond the boundaries of the nation states). This aspect is of particular importance for the discussion at European level, because: 

· the horizontally and vertically integrated focus is a core principle and claim of EU policies, and 

· it is the capacity of local institutions to cope with the multicultural and transnational dimension of local life which is a core challenge in these neighbourhoods. 

More than ever (think about the recent negotiations with Turkey), the neighbourhoods are “European Integration laboratories”, as the network Quartiers en Crise and the European Commission put it already in the 1990s. 

Barriers to Participation: Observations and Solutions

· a discussion amongst representatives of URBACT networks 
Participatory management strategies are built on the assumption that citizens can and want to become part of the process. But it is often the case that those social groups who are targeted do not become involved. What is the reason for this? The CCTWG decided to discuss this issue from two complementary angles: from the perspective of the inhabitants and from the viewpoint of local institutions and management systems. The following thoughts are based on two workshops which were held at the CCTWG meeting in Malmo at 21/01/2006.

1) Motivations and barriers to participation - a focus on inhabitants (Workshop 1)

There are many reasons for local inhabitants to become involved in participatory urban management strategies, but there are also a lot of factors which keep people out of the game. One factor which was raised in the discussion is the problem of unclear expectations. Often it is not clear what individuals can expect from becoming involved. Their concerns seem to be taken up in a bureaucratic jungle and no immediate actions follow. The function and importance of a single voice is not transparent. Such problems are reinforced by prejudices on both sides: local officers do not always appreciate the value of inhabitants’ knowledge and inhabitants sometimes mistrust local administrations in their ability to listen and react sensitively. 

A second point relates to a lack of skills and resources of inhabitants to become involved. When marginalised inhabitants do not have sufficient literacy and language skills, a sense of shame and frustration or simply misunderstanding can prevent people from making their claim. At the same time, it has to be appreciated that in particular poor and marginalised people are busy in their fight to survive and are often simply not interested in the issues which are offered for debate, or they don’t find the time to take part in meetings because the dates clash with their everyday activities (work, childcare etc.). This would certainly be different if they were involved in decisions which make a real difference to their economic and social situation. 

A third point that was raised relates to missing opportunities to make oneself heard. The threshold of administrations, like office hours and formal communication rules can act as obstacles to participation. In a lot of URBACT cities, experimental approaches of administrations to get closer to their inhabitants try to tackle this (neighbourhood offices, public forum etc). 
Following from this discussion, the Young Citizens Project presented a framework which helps for further analysis of participation strategies. It is based on three pillars: Voice – Platform – Action. “Voice” relates to the inhabitants, with their identity and interests. It involves questions of skills and support strategies for individuals. The concept of “platform” refers to a necessary realm in which citizens can raise their voice and be heard by local administrations. It has to be accessible and must be facilitated in a way that creative solutions can be discussed. The third pillar, “action” looks at the feedback of public institutions to the concerns which have been raised in the process. Only if action or the improvement of a situation can be felt by the inhabitants, they will accept that their participation is appreciated. 

This sequence as illustrated in the following chart shows that there are different actors involved and play different roles in the process. In addition to citizens and politicians it is in particular in the design of the platform that professionals are needed. This aspect was stressed by all networks (eg the “Third Man” model of Partecipando).

Illustration: Voice – Platform – Action
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(drawn by Michael Elsy, Sunderland)

By applying this framework to various cases, the discussants saw the value and helpfulness of this perspective in investigating and analyzing projects and strategies and identifying barriers in the process. The City of Sunderland has produced a self-assessment-tool which should be of help not only for youth projects but for participatory projects in general.

2) Motivations and barriers to participation - a focus on institutions (Workshop 2)

What are the main motivations which push public institutions to adventure in the promising, but also difficult and less explored, path of activating a participative process?

One can list, among the main reasons proposed by literature and debate on the issue, three main families of motivations:

· The belief that in such complex situations as the ones urban areas are facing at present, it may be wise – and more effective - to enlarge the arena of decision makers in the aim of increasing knowledge and resources at large (mobilising inhabitants’ knowledge of problems and issues concerning them and capacity to find and implement solutions), but also sharing responsibility and involving the partners in the programmes to be undertaken.
Inhabitant’s involvement is seen as an effective way to deal with complexity, fragmentation, social polarisation and uncertainty which characterise the present urban situation 

· The willingness to join in national or EU programmes promoting citizen’s participation in urban policies (EU Urban programme, or national programmes such as Neighbourhood Contracts in Italy and Belgium and others). This inclination may be declined in a variety of ways from a real involvement in innovative participatory processes, at one extreme, to opportunistic use of public funds made available to promote these programmes. 
· The wish to reduce the gap between public bodies and public policies and citizens (the gap is large and increasing in deprived neighbourhoods, or within special population groups: young, people of foreign origin, etc.). The aim is to increase a sense of citizenship, sense of belonging, care for communal spaces and good and civic sense. This goes hand in hand with a move from representative democracy towards deliberative forms of democracy. 
With reference to these large families of motivations, the debate in the workshop put forward the following elements.
As far as motivations are concerned, some networks explained that the main motivation is to increase the effectiveness of urban policies. This implies being involved in the upper level of the Arnstein ladder (see CCTWG Working paper 1). The participative process is conceived as a collective construction of the problem and possible solutions:
“Participation as a path to improve urban policies effectiveness”
“As a component of a bottom up perspective”
“Participation as an effective way to involve special groups (immigrants) in political decision making processes”
“Participation as a component of urban sustainable regeneration (Project de ville, Fr)” 

A second group of networks had a more focussed, sectorial perception of citizen involvement:
“Participation as a tool to achieve some gaols (benchmarks) proposed by national policies (for instance the threshold that 25% of young people are in contact with Youth services in UK)” 
“Participation as a way to solve conflict”

“Participation as a way to smooth conflict and discontent”

“Participation as a way to legitimate large scale projects”

“Participation as a way to legitimate “ready made” decisions”

A third group of networks is more centred on democracy and citizenship:
“Participation as a democracy must”
During the workshop the networks have identified what they see as important barriers to the involvement of inhabitants in local life and policies. With reference to the first group of motivations there are problems in involving all the relevant actors. Among the more frequent problems are:

“Difficulties in involving the ‘not already recognised’ organisations”
“Difficulties to involve people in seriously deprived neighbourhoods”
“Lack of interest of local population to participate in urban life and policies”
“Gap within public institution between civil servants of the front line, community workers, and office staff in their organisation. Lack of recognition –and legitimation- of front line staff activities”
A second cluster of problems involves capacities and procedural practices traditionally developed within public organisation:
“The involvement of citizens implies, for the public institutions, a shift towards transversal trans-sectorial practices. This is a difficult change at two levels: administrative structures;  policy makers”
“Public institutions fear to be overwhelmed by citizens’ requests”
Furthermore:
“The normative frame set up to implement urban planning is an obstacle to citizens participation”
“Difficulty of local administration technical staff to produce a shared vision of the future developments”
“Professional training of technical staff does not develop capacities to ‘listen’ to non professional ideas and non-expert knowledge”
A third group of barriers is related to power distribution:

“Legal barriers to power sharing or devolution”
“Fragmented forms of inhabitants’ mobilization are perceived as producing confused messages and waste of energies”
Some more promising solutions to address the problems identified emerged during the debate. As far as the problem of reaching and involving special groups (young, immigrants, inhabitants of deprived areas) is concerned, it was suggested to improve their capacity to perform a role of “advocate” with respect to the other members of their group: 
“Involving the most deprived categories in the management of the services they ask for. Outreach tools.”
“Promotion of “spaces”, such as ad hoc places or forums facilitate open forms of participation of inhabitants”
“Encourage permanent channels of interaction, involvement, participation (managerial capacities, project development capacities etc.)”

A second proposal was about increasing trust and promoting interaction between the public sector and citizens:
“Production of tools that can facilitate the interaction between public institutions and inhabitant, granting rules of mutual responsibility and recognition”. Among these:  the Participation Charter or other ways to grant that the outcome of participatory actions (forums, etc) is really taken care of by public bodies
“Production of tools that can help in framing participatory processes, such as participations handbooks”
A valuable outcome of the workshop was the activation of a process of identification of the main reasons that push towards the activation of participative processes, the main obstacles met in the different perspectives and the design of a first frame of areas of action to address the problems identified. This will also constitute a conceptual frame to organise interesting, innovative practices developed by the networks.
Next Steps
The next CCTWG will focus on methods of participation. For the analysis of such practices it is fruitful to combine and apply the perspectives which have been sketched out during the Malmo meeting: the individual, social and institutional preconditions to participation. By including these aspects in the analysis, we can uncover underlying principles of good practices that might be transferable to other situations, too. By spring 2006, most URBACT networks will have produced case studies and guidelines which will serve as an input to this discussion.
� For a good discussion about this conceptual development in the EU see: Atkinson, Rob (2000): "Combating Social Exclusion in Europe - the New Urban Policy Challenge." Urban Studies 37(5-6): 1037-1055; see also the papers in: Madanipour, Ali/Cars, Göran/Allen, Judith (ed.) (1998): Social Exclusion in European Cities. London.


� The contacted networks were: Young Citizens Network, Young People – from Exclusion to Inclusion, Partecipando, Citiz@Move, Med-Int, Regenera, Regenerando, Securcity, ISTN, Partners 4 Action.


� The concept of “galere” is developed in the work of Francois Dubet/Didier Lapeyronnie (1992): “Les quartiers d’exil”, Paris. It refers to the life experience of young immigrants in the suburbs, having to struggle and survive without any perspective of escaping their precarious situation. 


� With the concepts of abstract and lived spaces and worlds we refer to the work of, amongst others, Henri Lefebvre (La production de l’espace, 1974) and Jürgen Habermas (Theory of Communicative Action, 1984).


� These ideas are elaborated in the contributions of Robert Arnkil to UDIEX, Partecipando and Securcity, which can be downloaded from their respective websites.


� See the work of Patsy Healey about Collaborative Planning (1997).
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