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and a comparative discussion and evaluaticn of legal and governmental pro-
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Introduction

The unpleasantness and inhospitability of our cities is a fact that
can hardly be called into question any longer. The Congress of the U.S.
judges the situation under Title I of the "Demonstration Cities and Metro-
politan Development Act of 1966" like this:

"The Congress hereby finds and declares that improving the quality
of urban life is the most critical domestic problem facing the United
States. The persistence of widespread urban slums and blight, the
concentration of persons of low income in older urban areas and the
unmet needs focr additional housing and community facilities and
services arising from rapid expansion of our urban population have
resulted in a marked deterioration in the quality of the environment
and the lives of large numbers of our people vhile the Nation as a
whole prospers,"

Questions arise.

How can the most critical domestic problem of the United States be
solved? How can the needs for additional housing, community facilities
and services be met? How can the environment and the lives of these large
numbers of the U.S. population be improved? How can the problems of the
poor that are obviously and to ain essential extent underlying the problem
of urban slum and blight be tackled?

Obviously, substantive programs are needed to revitalize and reshape
the rundown central cities into attractive znd creative areas, free from
poverty and resignation; new jobs nead to be created, existing employment,
housing, health services, educational zad all other public facilities have
to be upgraded. All these will rcquire the concentration and coordination
of all kinds of resources, not only financial.

In order to carry out the nzcessary programs, these resources will have
to be raised to a substantial cmount on a nation-wide level. They will affect
the future and fate of an uncountable number of men, for whom ultimately all
this will have to be done. If this is right, does it not mean that it is
morally unbearable that planners decide philosophically what is best for
everybody? 1Is not it unbearable that they superimpose their plans on people?
Doesn't it mean that the affected pcople have a right to decide their own
fate? If they have that right, does this not necessarily mean their involve-
ment in planning, their participation in all stages of the process, including
the decision making?

As a matter of fact, urban residents have demanded to be heard,
vigorously and distinctly in some cases. Today, citizen participation has
become a political reality in the United States. The provision for widespread
citizen participation in the basic Model Cities legislation has been imple-
mented in the context of a growing social movement by residents of disadvantaged



neighborhoods for a greater role in neighborhood and city-wide decision
making. And a great number of professionals express, in abundant discussions
and articles, their opinion that probably no other issue is as vital to the
success of solving America's urban crisis than the viable participation of
urban residents in urban planning.

This paper intends to draw & picture of the American aspect of citizen
participation as understood by & foreigner. It will raise a number of critical
questions concerning the idea of citizen participation and focus on problems
of its implementation. Pinally, it attempts to compare with one facet of the
European scene -- in this case with citizen participation in Germany -- and
to draw some conclusions from the American experience for the future develop-
ment of citizen participation in Germany.



Part A

Theoretical Aspects of Citizen Participation



1. The term ‘'citizen participation'

T
——

"participation of the governed in their government is - in theory - the
cornerstone of democracy: a revered idea that is vigorously applauded by
virtually everyone."2 However, as soon as it comes to explaining definitely
what "participation of the governed in their government" is, the consensus on
one of the most fundamental principles of a democratic society seems to ex-
plode into many shades and unspecified vagueness. The answers range from
"involvement" or just ''self-help' to "absolute control of the governed over
their government", or even to "a new kind of group therapy for the patholog-
ically mental-ill group of the poors".

At this point it seems to be necessary and worthwhile to take a closer
look at the term "citizen participation'.

1.1 The term "citizen' and some implicationg

The first half of the term consists of "citizen". What does this term
includz and imply?

Ic a citizen the one who belongs to a community? Is it the local poli-
tical unit he belongs to, the municipality, city, town, village or whatever?
Abundant examples in metropolitan areas, however, witness the fact that the
citizen on one side of the street may belong to one municipality and his
neighbor, on the other side, to another one. Concerning citizen participation,
should the citizen on one side of the street have the chance and the right to
participate - because he lives in that community - where an issue is subject
to citizen participation, whereas his neighbor would be excluded, because he
is a ncn-citizen? That seems reasonable. Yet we know he might eventually be
more affected by those issues at stake than his neighbor living and partici-
pating in that very community where the decisions have to be made.

Would this mean the political unit is useless in this context? For our
purposes would the citizen be better defined as the one who belongs to a
neighborhood?

What then is a'neighborhood"? There is hardly something like a naturally
defined neighborhood. The term is more than ambiguous. The inhabitants of
an are~ (defined by somebody else and labeled thereupon '"neighborhood') are
almost never aware of their status, nor do they have an appropriate idea of
what that neighborhood might look like (in regard to size, number and social
structure of inhabitants, etc.), nor are they aware that they might share
probler:s and of what kind these problems might be.

But even if we assume we could set up standards to define from case to
case more or less what the unit should be, within which everybody who belongs
to it should have the right to participate, what then does it mean, one
“"belongs' to that unit? Vhat makes you 'to be a citizen"? Do you have to
live there? Or do you have, e.g., at least to live and work there? Or could
it be regarded sufficient, for the purpose of participation in general, that
you werk or live there? If this would be regarded as 0.K., then, if you just



work there, would you have the right to participate in certain questions
only? And others, who just live there, would they be entitled to participate
in other questions? If this would be regarded as correct -- that is to say
that according to one's individual specifications (in regard to the place
where one lives or works) one will have or one will not have the right to
participate -- of what kind exactly should these specifications be? Are
"resident" and “worker" useful classifications? What about "students",
"welfare cases', etc.? And would not there be a danger of unintended dis-
crimination in a great deal of cases?

For a limited number of cases one could probably take the term "user"
instead of "citizen", c.g., the user of infrastructural setups or institutions.
However, again there are many problems. How is, for example, the group of
users of a freeway defined? How could the administration address to this
group and work together with them? And vhat about the inhabitants of the
areas assigned for a freeway? Would they be included in the group of users?
Would they have the right of participation, too?

The Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) dealing with
explaining the basics of the "Model Cities Program" has stated that eligible
citizens are 'residents of the neighborhocd and the city as a whole" and that
they ''should have a hand in identifying the problems, planning, and carrying
out the program.'” It hardly seems that this definition would prove itself
efficient in severe dicsputes on who is entitled to vote if it comes to that
in participating citizen groups.

1.2 The term 'participation' and some irplications

The second half of the term citizen participation consists of
"participation'. What does this term imply?

It does not seem that this term is less ambiguous and manifold than
“citizen"; at least the literature on participation suggests that there is
a tremendous variety of opinions of what participaticn means.

Depending on the writers' backgrounds, participation is defined as a
process of ''sharing power', of "gaining power", or "giving advice", of "in-
fluencing decision-making', of "getting and bcing involved", or is defined
as "channeling one's view to the power-holders', 'revolution'", "reform",
"control', 'coalitioning', "identifying, documenting and dramatizing needs",
"a search for legitimacy', "a change of the entire conception of what the
planning process should be'", "an cxperimant",

In addition, some speak of "true participation", which implies on the
other hand something like "false" or “perverted participation". Who will
judge about that? Furthermore, the question is discussed whether participa-
tion is a goal in itself or whether it is a strategy, a method, a way to get
to some goal,



1.3 Conclusion

The terms "citizen" and "participation" are used in many and sometimes
in the most contrary ways. Both terms imply a number of questions to which
the answers will contribute from case to case to the definition of the various
aspects of the phenomenon '"citizen participation"., So it cannot be considered
astounding, any longer, that the term "citizen participation" is used to
identify so many phenomena. After about one decade of widespread discussion
the term has become most iridescent and compliant for the use of everybody.
That is the reason why a valid definition of the term that would cover all
phenomena cannot be given.

It will be in the following chapters that the most relevant aspects of
citizen participation in urban planning will be displayed and discussed in
more depth.

2. Characteristic asgects of citizen garticigation

As pointed out above, the term citizen participation covers many
aspects. It can be seen, experienced, discussed and evaluated from many
points of view, and many assumptions may underlie the various evaluations,
So it seems to be necessary and worthwhile to describe first, on a rather
abstract level, as part of the theoretical approach to the phenomenon of
citizen participation, its nature. This will be done by the description and
discussion of main components: among them the social, economic and political
dimension of the phenomenon. Although these are by far not all dimensions
characterizing citizen participation, they may cover the most important
aspects and -- as there is a great complexity and interdependence among
these and other aspects of citizen participation -- they may be used to out-
line a number of featuresof other aspects, too.

Further down, within part B, the realization and exercise of citizen
participation in practice under various assumptions, conditions, suppositions
will be described and analyzed. This is intended to cover also a number of
those aspects that could not be dealt with in this chapter.

2.1 The moral or ethic dimension

Participation in urban planning seems to include to some extent the qual-
ity of an unalienable right. This is because of the close inevitable inter-
relations between a given environment -- in the widest conceivable sense --
and man living therein.

Mitscherlich5 argues that all organisms can characteristically be defined
as having in common basically the tendency of what one may call impersonation
or self-representation. That is to say, they all follow the inherent, evolu-
tionary law towards increasingly specific and characteristic conduct and self-
representation.6



This is true for man, too. By building cities, man creates a place to
live; and by living there, this place becomes the field of his expression,
of his impersonation. But, vice versa, this appearance, the reality of this
place shaped by man, will shape him and his social_behavior and the char-
acter of society, whereof he is a constituent part.

And it is therefore -- since once man creates his material, cultural,
social, and political field of interaction, it will shape him with the stub-
born inexorability of a stamping die -- that man has an unalienable right to
form his environment according to his intentions and his will. And it is
therefore that it would seem morally unbearable and unjustified to take away
from a citizen his right of participation to create and reshape his environ-
ment. Or positively expressed: people have a right '"to have access to and
influence on the process by which decisions about their lives are made. "8

2.2 The social dimension

The social dimension of citizen participation is vast and manifold and
represents another significant component of the phenomenon with a lot of
aspects interrelated in great complexity and closely connected to aspects
of other dimensions. Two main aspects of the social dimension will be dis-
cussed here in their relation and significance for citizen participation:
poverty and education.

2.2.1 The significance of the social dime9§§gg.9§.c§tizen.partic@y??@gg.ggg

urban planning

As mentioned above, man creates -- and will in turn to the utmost con-
ceivable degree be determined by -- his environment. This includes the
social environment too. Dignity, pride, success, self-esteem, happiness are
values that depend on the deeply rooted interrelations between man and his
social environment, to which he is bound.9 So the social environment and its
structure represent important and significant factors for the individual.
They will decide much on his well-being. As the existence of personal social
relations within a neighborhood -- and not just the physical structure of
the neighborhood environment alone -- is one of the premises for the well-
being and well-feeling of the residents, urban planning has to include this
dimension too in its efforts to be undertaken. And thereby the social di-
mention of the phenomenon citizen participation receives its significance for
urban planning.

N
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itizen participation

?overty ggd.ed?ca§§09: two major aspects of the social dimension of
c

2.2.2.1 Poverty

Poverty is one of the major and important facets of the social dimension
of citizen participation. And with which, significantly, the notions of
"poverty" and '"citizen participation' are quite often associated.l0 Although



citizen participation does not mean a priori or necessarily that just the

poor are to participate. However, as other groups of society -- classes

who do better within the established concept of a society -- have always known
how to play their role, how to participate and how to benefit from a system
that they have conceived more easily as theirs, it becomes inevitable and a
consequence most likely to expect that citizen participation-- quite often
perceived as a new innovative idea -- got labeled as the participation of the
have-nots, the underdogged, the underprivileged.

That may serve as a justification for giving poverty the priority and
some additional weight in the description of the social dimension of citizen
participation. Poverty can be seen and interpreted -- and is so quite
frequently -- as a social phenomenon, a symptom of some malfunction in society.

One interpretation of that malfunction could be that society tolerates
or even patronizes poverty. In this case the arguments would be that poverty
is a deliberate strategy to maintain rule, or that poverty is the result of
the exploitation of the working class by those in command of the production
means. Before the Subcommittee on Urban Affairs of the Joint Economic Com-
mittee of Congress11 the statement was made that indeed the poor have become
such as they have been thrown out of the economic system by a capital that
increasingly had become autonomous and that ruthlessly applied a technology,
destroying the labor value of man within wide parts of the spectrum of the
labor market. The result was an increasing number of unemployable, for whom
there is structurally no room in the economy today.l2 Those became the hard-
core of the poor, difficult to deal with in terms of the present society.

The mechanisms at work throwing workers out of their jobs -- not seldomly
forever -- implicate an invitation to change the system in whole or in part.
The question is just, how this can be achieved and what kind of a role will
citizen participation play therein: an evolutionary or a revolutionary.13

Another interpretation would be that to a certain extent, at least, not
the society is to blame for the fact of widespread poverty, but the poor them-
selves. The argumentation would be that it is the poor who are responsible
for their misfortunes because they are not willing to use or not interested
in the chances society offers them. This argument is directed towards making
the poor learn to get involved, interested and to use their own capacities
as well as available resources; then -- so at least is the prophecy -- poverty
will soon come to an end. This idea is one of the basic concepts of citizen
participation, and in all programs that put stress on ''client'" involvement
this idea - in one or the other form - can be identified as one of the main
ingredients.

Below another facet of the social dimension -- that has already shown
up when poverty was discussed -- will briefly be discussed: education.l4

2.2.2.2 Education

First of all, the negation of education -- namely no education -- may
be an incentive for citizen participation to come into being.
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directly or indirectly, citizen participation. Then, the economic prerequi-
sites for citizen participation will be discussed in more detail.

E con nomic 1ncent1ves for c1tlzen Part1c1gat10n

2.3.1.1 Discriminatory or exploitative economic practices

An unpleasant or unbearable economic situation might in a number of
cases be regarded as & dominant stinwlus for citizen participation to come
into being. This may apply to the consumer, who will find himself being ex-
ploited by discriminatory business practices or just by unjustifiable high
prices, sloppy services, etc. And this may apply to the owner of a small
business, who may constantly fact illegal or unfair business practices as
being exploited, discriminated or even extorted by the larger and more power-
ful businesses (trusts, banks, etc.). Tne incentive would be in these cases
to strive for a more satisfactery economi: situation by those means that
citizen participation can provide.

2.3.1.2 Economic development inducing urban renewal

Closely related to the acpect of discriminatory or exploitative economic
practices, being incentive for citizen participation, is the aspect of economic
development as an incentive for citizen participation, because it induces
urban renewal and urban planning.

Today's economy is m:re or less permcnently growing and changing its
structure. This affects directly urban structures as the economic activities
are located therein. To take only onec of countless numbers of examples that
could be given: there is the tertiary cconomic sector that drastically ex-
pands and is in permanent nced fc mere space for its activities. Character-
istically, these activities have a tendency to agglomerate for a number of
well-known reasons in the inner cities - more or less - at least in Germany
and in many other Europcan countries. As the capacity of the existing inner
cities is limited by several constraints, they are supplemented by additional
areas surrounding them. TFurthermore, limitations of the access to inner-
cities are removed and the inncr-cities themrelves reo: ganized. All this
affects citizens directly as they may oftentimzs live Iu the prospective ex-
tension areas of the city core or as th2ir neighborhood may be divided or
destroyed by new traffic lines, such as wide highways, vast intersection areas,
etc.

Economy may induce irdirectly citizen participation as poverty may grow
by its structural changes (see above). Tais n~-’n 2ffects the urban scene
because certain areas may become slums and their inhabitants possibly will
represent just that certain clacs that is mostly subject to the change in the
economic system. And as the area becomes a slum, renewal will probably be
undertaken sooner or later.

2 Economic prerequlsltes fer effective citizen participation

L R I N BN R BT Y P D R R R T T I

Besides the economic incentives that will induce citizen participation,
there is the aspect of the indispensable economic prerequisites for effective
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citizen participation. This is obviously the more relevant aspect within

the given context. The importance of this aspect of the economic dimension

has to be seen in that it will be the economic resources of a citizen parti-
cipation group which very likely put strong limitations on its effectiveness.
For example, the implementation and feasibility of strategic alternatives to

be developed in order to reach the specific and established goals of a
participatory group, depend much on the presence of financial and other material
resources.

2.3.2.1 PFinancial resources

There is the question of money. Money will always be necessary to pay
for the costs of an organization. The availability or absence of financial
resources will decide the goals being reached or not, or the process of in-
volvement being initiated or kept going.

2.3.2.1.1 The significance of financial resources for participatory groups

The great influence of financial resources can easily be realized when
taking into consideration that, characteristically, planning requires con-
siderable expenditures in order to be sufficiently profound. A profound
planning, or proposals towards a better planning, can hardly be done without
qualified professional assistance. Qualified professional assistance, however,
is expensive and has to be paid somehow.

In addition, citizen participation, bearing in mind to be meaningful and
potential, needs to be organized. As the problems grow, the work to do will
grow, too., But the greater the work grows, the less participants will be
able to do completely without some kind of organization. In the long run
only some permanent staff, which may be small in size, will assure continuous
work and effective activity. And again, organizational structures have to
be paid. Especially in regard to the problems of hiring staff, the avail-
ability of financial resources must be sure for comparatively long terms as
one cannot hire today and fire tomorrow. In addition, rooms have to be
rented, equipment has to be bought, etc. This is because there is office
space normally not just at the disposal of participatory groups. And as
from time to time they need to react extremely fast (that is within hours),
they need equipment to print flyers, posters, pamphlets and so on to call
the community for mass demonstration, meetings, hearings, and what else might
be necessary to insure support.

All this is to demonstrate how dependent citizen participation is on
an adequate organization structure and its staff and thereby on economic
resources.

2.3.2.1.2 The significance of the source

Clearly the importance of a steady flow of funds emerges. Where are
these funds to come from?
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Principally, one can take the position that the necessary funds have to
be collected from the constituent members of a citizen participation group.
This position is taken from time to time as it inherits one major advantage:
the organization is completely independent of outside sources and therefore
independent of any ''strings' usually indirectly attached, independent of any
pressures from outside and from the temptation of bargaining for money against
ideas and goals.15

As up to now those being the most underrepresented are the poor and as
they are the ones most badly in need of some type of participation, repre-
sentation and exercise of power through their organizations, the question
arises, whether the society as a whole is not responsible to pay these funds.
This would seem to be fair and according to democratic ideals. But as long
as there is made no firm commitment by the government (whatever kind of
government it may be) towards a guarantee for further payment for long
terms and as long as there is no legal right for these groups to claim their
funds in court (if not paid), a great danger (that is involved in any outside
and voluntarily financial grants) appears: namely the withdrawal of funds.
The withdrawal of funds will cause disastrous results for those organizations
because it will cause, almost all of a sudden, a grinding halt to even the
best work, the most ambitious projects. In addition the staff will have to
be discharged and the best-informed, those who know most about planning in
general and the given situation specifically, will have to go.

At the same time as one will become aware of the danger inherent in
the dependability on unpredictable, vague funds, one has to verify the
tremendous temptation that originates just in this weakness of the realiza-
tion potential of citizen participation. Not much fantasy is necessary to
imagine how soon pressure will be put on politicians or administrators to
have them withdraw funds or any other kind of assistance, if the kind of
participation chosen by the citizens is no longer in accordance with the
aims, already established interests by society. Experience showed often
enough -~ as will be detailed further below -- that the option of withdrawing
funds, or at least the threat to do so, was successfully used to eradicate
disagreeable political tendencies of citizen participation groups. The
frustration and bitterness on the side of participants, their hate and readi-
ness for uncontrolled actions is not too difficult to understand and seems
very often more than justified. However, the ingenuity to cut off disagree-
able tendencies is great and not limited to the given example.

Another method, by far more elegant, smoother and not so startling in
the political scene, is to buy off the most active leaders., Since in general
the leaders command the greatest skill and knowledge in how to negotiate
with the public administration and other relevant political or economic forma-
tions of a society and since they are very often the most stimulative parts
within an organization, their pay-off will cause great negative effects on a
citizen participation organization and its power potential. But fortunately
the buy-off of leaders is not without negative implications for the buyers.
What limits this way to get rid of a political opponent and the ideas
for which they fight. As they hire citizen leaders, they pay at the same
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time for infiltrationl® for one can expect that the convictions of the
citizen leaders will not necessarily disappear, when they leave their par-
ticipatory groups.

2.3.2.2 Other resources

Although the question of financial resources seems to be most important
in the context of the critical discussion and evaluation of the economic
prerequisites for effective citizen participation, it must at least be men-
tioned here that other resources can have some importance, too, for partici-
patory groups. Among these may be mentioned the lending of personnel,
equipment or facilities (as rooms, etc.) from outside, that is to say either
from other existing organization, such as churches, existing ethnic groups,
etc., or from the public administration.

2.4 The political dimension

Citizen participation would only have been described partly without the
aspects of its political dimension. The political dimension has outstanding
importance, as it describes and covers many aspects of citizen participation,
and probably may come closest to what this phenomenon is.

Participatory groups in their struggle against grievances and hardships
will find themselves, almost automatically and quite naturally, in a competi-
tive situation with other and already established interests in society. They
will therefore have to recognize the necessity to legitimate their intentions
and to define a strategy for their actions. However, the prerequisite to do
so is, very logically, to articulate clearly what they wish to achieve.
Otherwise, the legitimation of their claims and the definition of a strategy
will be impossible, because if there is no goal, where then could a strategy
be directed? About that the definition of a strategy requires a profound
understanding of the political decision-making process and its mechanisms.
And it is because of these characteristics -- identification and articulation
of needs, goals and claims in a proper manner within the framework of societal
rules, the competition with others within this framework for more power, more
rights, more influences on the affairs of the public and the definition of a
strategy to achieve the articulated goals -- that citizen participation is
basically a political process.

A number of aspects of the political dimension of citizen participation
shall be discussed here in further detail.

----------

As already mentioned above, where it was dealt with under the social
dimension of citizen participation, education is also one of the facets of
the political dimension. This is because the concern for education represents
the basic democratic ideal of equality to develop all individuals as persons.
This concern for the development of the individual person is to help him
attain self-realization and self-fulfillment which can be understood as the
original, ethical goals of the democratic idea. Closely related to this goal
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is the democratic concern to enable citizens to use their mind intelligently
and critically in regard to all political questions open to decision. This
is an indispensable necessity within the ideology of a democratic society
(as will be shown in more detail when the idea of democracy is discussed).
The intelligent and critical use of the mind of citizens is then, indeed,
what applies for the process of learning undertaken to understand political
mechanisms. As on one hand this process of learning and understanding has
been identifed as the initial stage for the deliberate development of stra-
tegies and their further exercise, and as on the other hand political
mechanisms are today most complex (because they are closely interrelated to
all other fields in society), the importance of education emerges clearly:
education has the role to provide the basis for any political understanding,
for any meaningful political action.

2.4.2 Legitimacy

Legitimacy is obviously another aspect of the political dimension.
The problem of legitimacy is actue, because those bringing forward an idea
for change in society will always find themselves in competition with estab-
lished interests and will have to seek some kind of justification for their
proposals to be heard, taken into consideration and given way. This justi-
fication of innovative proposals is necessary as new planning ideas, especially
those of the underprivileged, will impose limits on the so-far executed free-
dom of others and their established interests. That new limits and restric-
tions have to be imposed on the freedom of others is so, since in today's
societies there are hardly even the tiniest spots of the social, economic or
political domains left uncovered or unclaimed as legitimate territory by
representatives of hitherto established interests. And even if such spots
could be found, it is hard to imagine how someone could claim this to be his
legitimate field of influence and existence without conflicting in that of
others. Therefore, citizen participation groups necessarily have to conflict
with those whose functions or purposes have hitherto been acknowledged and
have not been limited so far. And therefore, the problem arises to justify
and claim effectively having a legitimate title to bring that kind of changes
about that the planning proposals imply.

This problem is inherent in all innovative planning and not just a
characteristic of planning proposals of participatory citizens. However,
they face this problem because their appearance on the political stage is
often innovative and they are regarded not to command the sources of legit-
imations usually claimed by their competitor.

As such legitimations are known expertise, bureaucratic position and
professional values.

2.4.2.1 The authority of expertise

The legitimation for intervention of planning based on the '"authority
of expertise" says that planning need not be involved in the political pro-
cess and its irrationalities and opportunistic bargaining, but should be
devoted to professional expertise only.
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2.4.2.2 The authority of bureaucracy

The legitimation by the "authority of bureaucracy', however, is based
on the experience that political independent planning leads to isolation,
impotence and futility. Therefore it promotes the close interrelation of
politics and administration, arguing that the planner thereby will get the
legitimation for all his doing from the politician who in turn gets his
power and responsibility from the voter.

2.4.2.3 The authority of professional values

However, as scope and complexity of public bureaucracies make them in-
creasingly independent of review by elected officials, because they, the
bureaucracies, control the biggest part of information and they outlast the
politicians, the legitimation by the "authority of professional values' was
sought. This approach seeks legitimacy in professional values to which the
planner is committed. This is easy to do, as urban planning is still a value-
laden profession.

2,4,2.4 The authority of the consumer

These sources of legitimations for innovative planning not being con-
sidered too reliable or too profound, another source was sought. It was
found in the legitimation by the consumer. This approach tries to obtain
legitimacy for programs, reforms or proposals by getting endorsement and
support, or by being created by the recipients of these programs, services,
etc. It is based on the needs of people to be serviced. Ultimately, the
aspects of the moral dimension and their implications, as described above,
can be found again behind the argument: if a human being has a right to decide
how the environment shall look and be formed, because of him being inescapably
exposed to this environment (which will gracelessly shape him), and if there-
fore all planning is finally for the benefit of the human being, why then
not take him as the yardstick? Why shall the technicians, the planners know
best the needs of the people? Why not assume that the people themselves know
their needs best?

This approach is a way out of the dilemma of the dead-end roads, into
which the other three approaches had run, and provides an effective legiti-
mation not only for planning of the administration, but also for planning
efforts undertaken by citizens' participatory groups.

As a direct consequence of the efforts to find legitimation for inno-
vative planning and by the approach to legitimate planning by the consumer,
a new method of planning came into being that henceforth served the clientele
of participatory citizens: advocacy planning. This kind of planning will be
dealt with later within another chapter.
2:4:3, Pover

Power is another aspect of the political dimension of citizen partici-
pation and obviously one of the key aspects to many questions and problems
arising in the context of participation.
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"Power has to do with whatever decisions men make about the atrrange-
ments under which they live, and about the events which make up the
history of their times. The problem of who is involved in making
decisions is the basic problem of power."19

This definition of power and of the basic problem of power applies ex-
actly for citizen participation in urban planning, since:

a) urban planning deals '"with the arrangements under which men live"
(not only the physical but the socio-economic arrangements, etc.),
and since

b) the basic demand of participating citizens is to get more oppor-
tunities to influence the planning process, which means nothing
else than to be "involved in making decisions''.

So the questions will inevitably arise, who shall have the right to
make decisions in the planning process (which means, according to the defi-
nition given above, who shall have the power to do so), and whether the
recipients of a planning project shall have power over decision-making, to
what extent this shall be and whether all of the recipients -- or only some
(if it is so; who among them?) -- shall receive the power of decision-making.

Undoubtedly the answers to these questions depend a great deal on the
form of government a society has given itself (or under which it lives). 1In
the context of this paper, in a later chapter20, the question of citizen
participation will be dealt with in more detail under the aspect of a demo-
cratic society, especially of its representative form. One of the results of
that discussion shall already be taken into account here (at least as a pre-
liminary assumption, to be discussed and analyzed later). As it comes to
decision-making that is in one kind or another generally obliging, citizen
participation is only compatible with the idea of a representative democracy,
if that decision-making process is properly institutionalized. That means:
ingtitutionalized according to the basic requirements and principles of this
form of government. To these basic principles may be counted: the granting
of power to representatives by the people, the representatives being held
politically responsible, and the option to withdraw power, if not being used
in a satisfactory manner. Therefore any participation that provides for
citizens the authority of decision-making must be called incompatible with
the idea of a representative democracy as long as these basics are not given
way in an appropriate manner. That is to say, as long as the existing insti-
tutional and political framework is not rearranged, the new instrument of
citizen participation does not fit properly into the existing network of
interrelations and interdependencies among all kinds of already established
institutions.

As far as these questions are concerned (which participants can be given
authority of decision-making? and: to what extent this authority can be given
to them?) two proposals will be made in a later chapter.
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As a conclusion of the discussion of power, so far, it can be said that
power is an inseparable and outstandingly important component of the political
dimension of citizen participation. This is so because:

a) the basic problem of power in general (namely: who is involved in
the decision-making about the arrangements under which men live and how
someone is involved) was found to be the basic problem of citizen participa-
tion, and because

b) power is (among other characteristics as the identification and
articulation of needs, claims and goals and their strategification) one of
the most important ingredients of politics, as it decides to greatest extent
on the success of a policy.

Policy can be defined as '"The art and science of the management of
affairs" or "The definite course or method of actions selected to guide and
determine present and future decisions'". 8o, the circle is logically closed
from citizen participation, representing the basic problem of and dealing
with power, which is the main ingredient of politics and policies, which is
the method of action to determine future decisions, which finally is the
topic of citizen participation.

More aspects of power being a part of the political dimension of citizen
participation will be discussed in connection with the presentation of a
typology of citizen participation, as this typology is based on a scale of
power exercised.22

2.5 Other aspects

Beyond the given aspects of the moral or ethic, social, economic and
political dimension, there are a number of other aspects, of which a des-
cription and analysis would contribute to the characterization of citizen
participation, too. But both time and the knowledge of the basics of other
disciplines to be brought with on the side of the author (respectively the
opportunity and ability to enter the grounds of new disciplines) were limited
during the elaboration of this study. In addition it was felt that the
aspects discussed under 2.1 to 2.4 cover the most relevant parts of the
phenomenon, at least as the theoretical approach is concerned.

Furthermore, the nature of citizen participation seems to enclose mani-
fold interrelations between all aspects. So, other aspects, not dealt with
by themselves, are to a certain extent covered by the description and
analysis of others. Therefore, the theoretical approach to the phenomenon
of citizen participation, part A of this paper, will not cover by itself the
legal and institutional aspects, which are undoubtedly of considerable
significance. However, as the aspect of power has been discussed, the insti-
tutional aspect showed up already and will again be discussed in Chapter 5.

Finally, the understanding and evaluation of the practice of citizen
participation is impossible without taking the legal (respectively the judi-
cial) and the institutional aspect into consideration. So the later parts
will deal again with these aspects and in more depth.
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3. A typology of citizen participation

In this chapter a typology of participation will be presented.

How a typology looks depends a great deal on the criteria according
to which such a typology is arranged. As such criteriz could e.g. be used

- the extent of mutual information that different types of participa-
tion will allow, or

- the effectiveness of the planning process when different types of
participation are applied, or

- the degree of attractiveness and the capacity to involve citizens
in a planning process, and many other more.

A very useful typology of citizen participation that will contribute
to a further understanding and the analysis of the phenomenon was found in
the typology by Sherry Arnstein.23 This typology takes as criterion and
scale the amount of power that is at the disposition of participants on the
different levels of participation and tha by underlines the importance of
the aspect of power for citizen participation.

The typology is arranged in a ladder pattern for more illustrative
purpose. Each rung of the ladder corresponds to the extent of citizen's
power over the determination of the plan or program. The ladder has eight
rungs and is obviously a simplification, but it illustrates the point that
there are significant gradations of citizen participation.

At the bottom end of the ladder the rungs describe levels that Arnstein
calls levels of "non'" participation while further up on the ladder there are
levels of citizen power with increasing decision making authority.

3.1 Pretended forms of citizen participation

3 1.1 Participation on the level of "manlpulatlon"

-----------------------------------------

Participation as '"manipulation" ranges on the lowest rung of the ladder.

Citizen participation is arranged from outside, by the power holders,
for the expressed purpose to educate citizens and for the less openly expressed
purpose of 'persuading", that is to say of manipulating, these citizens.

As Millsz4 defines three main types of power - "authority", (that is
the power justified by the beliefs of the voluntarily obedient), '"manipulation
(power that is wielded unknown to the powerless) and ‘'‘coercion' - one can
conclude: Under this kind of participation, citizens do not only lack the
power to influence decision-making. Power may instead be easily used by
their counterparts in the political process to guide them to where it seems
those (who exercise power) to be most opportune. This is to ensure the
power-holders to achieve their own goals, receiving their own benefits out
of the political process. Participating citizens are used to prove the
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sincereness of purposes of the 'establishment' and its good will in order to
get approval (respectively signature, where needed) of the citizens involved.

At best, citizen participation could be called public relation, in this
case.

;z}:z ParFic%pation on the level of '"'group therapy"
Participation as group therapy assumes that powerlessness is synonymous

with mental illness. The poor are to blame for their misfortunes. The

argument goes: if the poor and the powerlessness could only be engaged in

devising a better future for themselves, they would learn to make better

use of the existing resources. Their poverty and powerlessness - as well

as the thereby generated problems - would come to an end.

The focus in this case is to cure from their pathology those to be
involved. No power for decision-making can be found on the side of participants,

3 Evaluation

3.1

Manipulation and therapy can be seen as pretended forms of participation
as the achieved power of citizens to take part in decision-making is practically
zero, These two levels of '"non" participation seem to have been contrived
to enable power-holders to keep citizens away from genuine participation.

3.2 The forms of tokenism

"Information', '"consultation'" and "placation" are the next rungs
further up the ladder. These forms of participation have in common with
one another the fact that participants get a change to hear and to be heard.

3.2.1 Participation on the level of "information"
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Informing citizens is undoubtedly a most important first step towards
meaningful citizen participation. However, participation based on information
has to be mutual in order to be meaningful: there also has to be a feedback
of information from the side of participants to the side of planning officials
besides the generally exercised flow of information from officials to parti-
cipants. As the latter is concerned, it is absolutely imperative that
information be provided at an early stage of planning. It has to be avoided
that informations flow only one way and that these are provided at a late
stage of planning, when citizens have little or no real opportunity at all
to influence a program or a plan.

32,2

.
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In addition to information as a form of participation, consultation
provides for participants that they will be asked for advice. That is by
far more than being asked just for information, because asking for advice
is asking for an idea, a concept. This already implies the assumption that
participants are able to develop such a thing. This in turn acknowledges
them to some extent as equal partners and raises them to the level of the
ones who understand their thing and know how to handle it.
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3.2.3 Partlclpatlon on the 1eve1 of "placatxon

Placation as a form of participation allows citizens to advise and to
plan. As far as the latter is concerned, however, officials are not required
to make use of the planning proposals submitted by participants. As far as
citizens' advice is concerned, a typical example of placation is to place
some participants, preferably the more active ones, on boards of any kind
of commission dealing with planning issues. This level of participation is
characterized by citizen boad members having a right to vote, but leaving
them still in the minority o that they can easily be out-voted if they
take an opposite standpoirn:.

This form of participation is little obliging for the power holders.
It seems that it is desisned to keep participants calm by suggesting to
them the idea that they are involved, have a hand in the process. . This
kind of participation my be referred to as placation.

3.2.4 valuation
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Although informsiion, consultation and placation represent an improve-
ment in participatio, there is still no power on the sides of the participants.
Information, consult:ition and placation - if meant truly - can be evaluated
as signs of good will, given by planning officials. Therefore, these levels
of participation ar called levels of tokenism.

As long as paricipation is restricted to these levels, there is,
however, no "follorthrough', no assurance that the will of participants
will be given consleration in one or the other way, since there is no power.
Furthermore, one kS to consider that these forms of participation may be
handled dishonest’. This may happen as cne side, the side of the public
administration, k3 an almost non-restricted share of power if compared with
the other side, ‘e participants, who command only very little amount of
power, which is :most constantly subject to withdrawal by official sides.

As far as acation is concerned, however, one may concede that there
already exists first, institutionalized commitment towards participants
that they have right for participation, since this form of participation
is characteriz: by citizens called on boards, that is to say by integrating
them into plar+ng institutions.

3.3 Particircion with decision-making authority

On the 'per end of the ladder "partnership', "delegation of power"
and "citizg control" can be found. As will be shown, these are degrees of
citizen pas-cipation with at least some power on the side of participants
to assure em that they have a hand in generally obliging decision-making.

pa1c1pat10n on the level of partqershlp
o d M
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On e level of partnership, planning and decision-making responsibili-
ties arsshared. This form of participation is characterized by negotiated
ground les between the partners, that have become binding for both sides
and thy are no longer subject to unilateral change.
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Essential ingredients of this partnership, on the side of participants,
are:-an organized power-base in their community, financial resources to pay
their leaders for their time-consuming efforts, and the power to hire and
fire their own staffs. If these ingredients were not given, gne partner, the
participants, would be too weak, too little informed to play effectively its
role, and would thereby constantly be in danger of losing its independence.

3 3 2 Part1c1pat10n on the level of "“delegation of power"

----------------------------------------------

On the level of participation power is delegated to citizens.

One possible model is that they receive dominant decision-making author-
ity over a particular plan or program. In order to resolve differences,
power-holders, as well as participants, need to enter the mutual bargaining
process on the political level. At this level of ''delegated power' the ladder
has been scaled to the point where citizens are sure to hold the significant
cards in the process of negotiating what will guarantee sufficient accountabil~
ity of the program to them.

Another model of delegation of power is separate and parallel groups of
citizens and power-holders, whereby citizen veto is provided for in the case
that differences cannot be resolved through negotiation.

3.3.3 Part1c1pat10n on the 1eve1 of "c1t1zen control"

At this level citizens have at their disposal a degree of power and con-
trol, which guarantees them to govern a program or an institution, to be in
full charge of policy and managerial aspects, and to be able to negotiate
completely independently the conditions. Citizens handle the entire job of
planning, policy-making, and managing a program.

Citizen control can be considered as the ultimate goal of underprivileged
citizens groups, as this kind of participation will re-install them into a
position, which guarantees the presence of the full range of inalienable
rights to manage their fate, to lead their 1life in a fully respected, non-
discriminated manner.

3.3.4 Evaluation

These three levels of participation have in common with one another that
participants command a considerable amount of power. This charges them in-
creasingly with responsibilities, so that they need to be organized. At
least their leaders need to be skilled (considerably more than in the cases
dealt with before). Funds have to be available. Staff is needed. There-
fore, even from the side of the participants, it is not always desirable to
reach these levels of participation, as participants - mostly if unexperienced
in the affairs of participation - may very well be over charged.

However, principally only these levels of providing citizens with power
will assure meaningful participation. This is so because, as was shown above,
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citizen participation deals with the arrangements under which men live and

the decisions to be taken to manage the system of arrangements, which in turn
is nothing more than politics, of which the basic characteristic is to deal
with power, which again is the basic preconditjonof the exercise of any policy.

On the other hand one has to recognize and take into account that with
increasing power for participants there is a growing danger of some kind of
balkanization of public services, separation in general may be favored, as
participatory groups being successful will try to keep for their own as much
as possible of what they have gained, and finally the planning process to
which powerful citizen-participation is applied may have a tendency to be
more costly, more time-consuming, and less efficient.

These questions will have to be looked at in more depth in later
chapters.

4, Options for the implementation of citizen participation

4.1 Advocacy planning

4,1.1 Some reflections on the term
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The term advocacy-planning was coined by Paul Davidoff,26 but unfortu-
nately neither the term nor the role it implies was ever precisely described. 27
Its vagueness has muddled the discussions, its threatening connotations "have
sent undue fear into the hearts of federal as well as local officials."28

4.1.1.1 To the analogy between advocacy in planning and advocacy in legal
representation

There are some analogies between advocacy in planning and advocacy in
legal representation. 1In both cases there is some kind of institution, the
planner, the lawyer, that is supposed to take care of the interest of people
who, for any reason whatsoever, prefer to have their ir*erests brought for-
ward, defended, etc. by professionals; there is a consultant-client relation-
ship both times. So far the analogy exists. However, in a number of ways the
analogy between advocacy in planning and advocacy in legal representation
breaks down. The lawyer, for example, responds to the client and has nothing
else to do than that; however the advocat planner first normally raises the
issue himself (what client will raise the issue of the distribution of public
resources as between highways and mass-transit?) and, second, looks for a
clientele.

To give another example: the lawyer has a clear forum and clear pro-
cedures for adjudication; not so the planner, whose issues are "adjudicated"
at the forum of politics, where decisions are made in a power confrontation.
So the advocate planner works with petitions, meetings with senators, protest
marches, mass meetings, negotiation; his forum is the street, the newspaper,
the session of the common council, the conference room. The procedures are
everywhere different and are nowhere comparable to the exactly spelled out
provisions for procedures that the lawyer is ensured of.
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4.1.1.2 Conclusion

The term "advocacy planning' labels correctly only a few of the many
aspects it includes. The term will have to be described further.
4

1.2 The two main assumptions of advocacy planning

.
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Two main assumptions underlie the theory of advocacy planning -- if
there is something like that --

1) a planner can receive legitimation for his position and his planning
only by the needs, choices and preferences of the consumer, the user, the
client or whatever the target of his service may be called,

2) those people, those groups need the planner being the expert in order
to make their case. 0

4.1,2,1 The assumption of legitimacy

As was shown above in the context of the political dimension,31 the
argument of legitimation of a planning proposal by its recipients was born
to help planners out of their dilemma, to find a justification for the trans-
formation of innovative planning into reality.

However, the planner, who intends to service groups of society hence-
forth underrepresented, will find that they lack quite frequently homogeneity,
community feeling and common interests. This is so, since ''the class culture
of poverty is characterized by a prevalence of defeatist attitudes and
negative self-images”3 since ''the poor are not accustomed to acting but
rather to being acted on".33 Therefore, advocate planners cannot but have
to develop, first, a strategy to evoke those groups' interest for planning
issues and have to formulate the issues for them. However, just that makes
advocate planners dangerously similar to other manipulators of the poor's
interest. Even without administrative power, the advocate planner is a
manipulator, for the power to conceptualize is a power to manipulate.
Admittedly, the planner may not be the first to identify "problems" of an
urban area, but he puts them on the agenda, he plays a large part in defining
the terms in which the problems will be thought about. And indeed, those
terms will play a large part in determining the solution.

As thus, the advocate planner, too, becomes a manipulator and as such
is conceived quite frequently by the people he intends to work for, and as
this makes the people suspicious and reserved about him, principal questions
arise: whether, and how far, an advocate planner can honestly pretend to
enjoy his clientele's confidence (if he does not happen to be a member of
their community or at least of their social class or group) and whether this
source of legitimacy can be regarded as sufficiently satisfactory in the con-
text of the competitive, political resource distribution and allocation
process.
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4.1.2,2 The asumption of citizens' request for professional assistance

The arguments backing up the second assumption that people need the
planners to make their case are many.

4.1.2,2.1 The aspect of the complexity of urban problems and the institu-
tional urban framework

The assumption of people in need of planners must be understood in the
context of the management of a modern, highly developed city.

The increasing complexity of the management apparatus has made it
difficult for ordinary voters to make judgments and develop choices relevant
to its exercise. Sophisticated techniques (being used to analyze areas and
evolve programs for dealing with them), combined with the widespread geo-
graphic diffusion of urban problems, generate for many (even for well-educated
citizens) a feeling that metropolitan and local problems are too technical
and complex to follow closely. They will often attempt some kind of knowledge
only, when problems become scandalous or critical. But even then the interest
raised will last a short period of time.

4.1.2.2.2 The aspect of the clientele and its specific social situation

It is no wonder that the people at the bottom of the system, those who
are less educated and less technically sophisticated, do not know how to
respond to maps, diagrams and statistical tables. It is no wonder that they
do not understand the people speaking that language of maps, etc., that is
to say the professionals.

Furthermore (and this is another reason why citizen participation, al-
though not a priori a matter of the poor, is yet associated with them) the
poor are widely described as the non-joiners, the ones that are the hardest
to organize, the ones who tend to separate themselves and get separated
from the '"world" around them, whose behavior is "private regarding', and who
generally fail to comprehend society or just their commnnity.3 But ''the poor
man not only fails to comprehend society or his community, he is simply out of
touch with it, He reads fewer newspapers, hears fewer news programs, joins
fewer organizations, and knows less of the current life of either the community
or the larger world outside than more prosperous, better educated people do.
Nor do the poor associate among themselves more than minimally. Experiencing
separation from society and each other, it is natural for them to feel alone
and detached. And feeling no identity, even with each other, they view the
world as indifferent and distant."

There can be no doubt about these poor being the most underrepresented
and the ones who need most badly advice and their interests brought forward,
defended, etc. Whereas, the classes who are better off have always known
how to play their role and how to participate37 (at least through their
leaders, who have not just access, but run the political machineries).
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Any planning process depends on certain suppositions, facts and con-
straints as being part of the given specific problemacy, and the goals it
attempts to achieve. 1In this it depends on the whole range of components
that make up the scenario, in which the planning process is embedded and will
have to be developed.

And so does advocacy planning, too. As a result, advocacy planning has
to face and to deal with the basic problems of the poor and the underprivileged
since it is mainly them who become the clientele of advocacy planners.

So advocacy planning has to develop two kinds of strategies: the one
kind has to be directed toward the clientele, the other one toward the
scenario in which the clientele is embedded, that is to say, in our case, the
public administration, planning officials, and the political institutions.

4.1.3.1 Strategies directed toward the clientele

Since the advocate planner has to face the basic difficulty of possibly
being considered by his clientele as a manipulator from outside, he tries to
develop and follow a strategy of entertaining a rather intimate relationship
with his clients in order to gain the trust of the group as well as insights
into the problems and specific needs of the people.

Part of this strategy of gaining trust can be that advocate planners
require, e.g. from their client groups written contracts containing a clause
that he, the hired planner, can be released according to specified rules (for
example, release on twenty-four hour notice, or something similar). This is
expected to create the image and substance of a legal, not a paternal, rela-
tionship and thereby will contribute to establish trust.

Another part of the strategy can be directed, as mentioned above, to
evoke the group's interest, to stimulate the group in considering the situation
and understanding the consequences of possible steps to be taken, to develop
and/or discuss and evaluate planning alternatives. Thereby the planner will
not only get inside information from the group but will involve the group in
the virtual planning process.

The involvement of the group turns out to be a key question, as other-
wise the advocate planner has to fear that during the planning process his
clientele will remain aloof in critical scepticism and rejection of all that
happens; or the clientele will remain in indolent indifference not perceiving
the significance of the process for the pursuit of their own interests, well
being and luck. The results would be that, as soon as it comes to obliging
decision-making (together with public planning authorities), the advocate
planner will either lack significant support from the side of his clients or
will find himself being confronted with a vigorously upspringing of opposition.
This would be the consequence of him not having established sufficient contacts
with his clients during the planning process, before, and having not created
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an atmosphere of mutual trust. Examples of advocate planners’ roles thus
being performed insufficiently do not seem to be that rare. Peattie3? des-
cribes how she found herself, together with her fellow advocates, in sudden
isolation from her client group when in a meeting the question was raised,
whether and how the community group should discuss its strategy toward the
redevelopment authority. Thabit40 reports that in momerts of crisis the con-
sultants for an East New York planning project were used to being asked by the
citizens: "Are you goine to do what we tell you, or are you going to do it
your way (even) LEwedisagree?"4l Kaplan®2 found himself "subject to charges
of being out in front or too slow to respond"43 and that there do not exist
"easy answers . . . for the professional as he works with his clieat" since
"he (the professional) must continuously resolve questions of integrity."44

4.1.3.2 Strategies directed toward the general public and public planning
authorities

4.1.3.2.1 The necessity of such strategies

"Advocate planning has been defined as the exercise of the planning on
behalf of specified individuals and groups, rather than on behalf of a broadly
defined public interest."

As this is so, it easily enlightens the "public" (as well as its con-
stituent members and their social formations) in the pursuit of its (respec-
tively their) more or less clearly defined interests and can hardly be expected
to accept a priori the claims and demands brought forward by the representa-
tives of advocacy planning. On the contrary, the opposite is true: the
legitimacy of these claims and demands is denied (or at least it is said to
be impossible to fulfill these demands and to be incompatible with the pursuit
of already established interests) and the representatives of citizens' plan-
ning groups have to enter the public process of negotiating interests and of
mutual bargaining just as well as the representatives of all other kinds of
interest groups do. This is neither to deplore nor "just to accept', because
the representation of citizens' interest and its pursuit is basically a
political process. As it is a political process, it is subject to be handled
as such. And as a matter of fact, the rulesof the political process provide
for the negotiation of interests and mutual bargaining.

4.1.3.2.2 Common features of such strategies

Consequently there are a great many strategies to be achieved within
this political process, as well as possible, the goals of citizens' planning
groups. They take into account the specific situations for which they are
designed. It is impossible to present or discuss them here in detail.

However, they have at least two features in common:
1) they have to take into consideration the fact that so far under-

represented, underprivileged and often discriminated social classes have to be
represented and that therefore
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2) already the mere attempt of an assertation of these interests will
frequently be understood by the establishment as a threat to their hitherto
pursued interests.

Therefore the strategies of the representatives of citizens' groups
will:

1. have to aim at the mere acknowledgement and acceptance of the new
force that is going to enter, or has already entered, the political scenario
(since as long as this has not happened, there is no way to start the
political negotiation - and bargaining - process) and then

2. have to find coalition partners in that process (which possibly
will require a re-definition of the goals and strategies).

4.1.3.2.3 Evolutionary and revolutionary aspects

The possibility exists that citizens cannot achieve acknowledgement and
acceptance of their position. If this should happen, citizens would face
only two choices: to resign or to look for a new strategy. 1In the latter
case they would again face two different options:

1. the evolutionary way to pursue one's interest (which they already
tried but found obstructed);

2, the revolutionary way, which does not require the admittance of
their interests by the established powerholders and which is still open to
them.

So the possibility of underprivileged citizens taking the revolutionary
way in the pursuit of their interests is principally relevant and can hardly
be excluded.

One can assume that established powerholders are aware of this possibility
and therefore one can easily conclude that they will admit citizens to the
political forum as soon as they calculate that the option of revolution has
become a reality, that is to say, as soon as they consider the power of
henceforth unrepresented and excluded groups great enough to revolt. To a
certain extent the admittance of the so-far excluded to the political forum,
is in turn an indication that the establishment realizes and acknowledges
the dangerous potentials of those powers.

It is almost needless to say that indeed the underrepresented and their
advocates have made use of that potential by threatening, at least impli-
citly, with "civil disturbances' and thereby had regarded this means effec-
tive to achieve their goals. At least since 1967 this threat showed some
effect in the United States. And the discussion on citizen participation
and advocacy planning also reflects this fact.46
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4.2 Mass-based organizations

A simple formula summarizes the sequence and relationships between
citizen participation, power and organization: '"Citizen participation re-
quires the political process; the political process requires power; power
requires organization." 7 That is why it seems necessary also to deal with
the organizational aspect in this context.

First, some general aspects considering the organization as such will
be discussed. Then, the form of mass-based organization will be presented
because of its significance for citizen participation.

4.2.1 Some main advantageous and disadvantageous aspects of organization

4.2.1.1 Organization as an indispensable prerequisite of the successful
implementation of citizen participation

The know-how of organizing people and of keeping an organization
viable, strong and powerful is one of the basic prerequisites for the
successful implementation of strategies of citizen participation.

This is so because, generally spoken, in the long run only some kind
of organization can be expected to represent the interests of a group and
its constituent members sufficiently effective. The reason for this is
simply that it is absolutely impossible for all citizens to serve continu-
ously their community in the pursuit of its interests. So the delegation
of these services, at least to some extent, becomes inevitable and indis-
pensable. So does the delegation of power, since any action taken by dele-
gates needs the power and the legitimation to do so by its constituency.
Therefore, some members become, according to democratic rules (elections,
etc.) responsible for carrying out all necessary steps to achieve the
defined goals of the group, while others may become responsible for the
definition of these goals and while again others may review both groups of
elected representatives. Thereby the group can reach instantly through its
representatives, if the appearance of a new situation may require this,
and does not need to go through the whole process of announcing the new
situation, calling for a meeting, holding the meeting, deciding who shall
take steps and how shall be reacted. 1In other words, the group is equipped
to prevent, or at least to counteract effectively, extortionate strategies
of opposite parties who eventually may try to launch questions and make
them serious obstacles for the pursuit of participants' interests at a
critical point of time when the whole group as such would possibly never
have an opportunity to get together, counsel, and make adequate decisions
to adapt their strategies to the new situation.

4.2.1.2 Organization as an end in itself

Principally organizations tend to use up a part of the energy that is
put in and frequently witness the tendency that their structures keep them-
selves alive just for their own sake, if there is no longer a motivation
from outside for their existence.48
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The fact that organizations use up a part of the input energy is a result
of the necessity to raise funds to support and to administer the organization
itself. The raising of funds may indeed be energy consuming since most citizen
participation groups will count the poor as their members so that it will be
necessary to collect the money little by little and comparatively frequently.
As to the self-administration of the organization: this seems hardly to be a
problem because the organizational apparatus set up by participatory groups
will always be small.

4.2.1.3 1Implications of the evolvement of leadership

An important aspect of the delegation of power and the constitution of
an organization is the development of leadership. This shows some positive
as well as some negative consequences.

On the one hand, leaders becoming experts in the affair of urban planning
and its pursuit in negotiations with planning officials will tend to get
isolated from their constituency and become a new kind of inside manipulator
(similar to the advocate planner who comes however from outside). This is
frequently a problem that participatory groups have to deal with and that
generally seems hard to be avoided.

On the other hand, however, leadership will provide for expertise, one
reason being that representatives of citizens' group will, more than the
other members of the group, be concerned with the analysis of data, the
development of programs and strategies for implementation, and the negotiation
of interests. The acquisition of expertise has to be considered as a great
plus because the tendency of participatory groups to command only compara-
tively little knowledge of professional basics in the field of urban planning
and to command little expertise therein is one of their main weaknesses. So,
if not organized, they usually have little chance to really compete with
their counterparts of the administration, who can easily play out the cards
of better professional argumentation.

4:2.2, Mass-based organizations

For the purpose of participants one of the possible organizational op-
tions to choose is the mass-based organization. This kind of organization
is especially well fitting for participants in urban planning.

4.2.2.1 Basic assumptions

One of the basic assumptions is that the planning process has to be seen
in the context and as a part of the general political process and that there-
fore the use of power is indispensable. As the priorities in our modern,
western-type, democracies are generally set by the economic and the political
process, and as in addition the poor and underprivileged citizens do not
command sufficient economic power, and as they are more or less excluded from
the real decisive economic process, they have to rely for their participation
on the equal access to the political process which is guaranteed by the con-
stitution to the citizens. However, the power of an underprivileged single
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participant is close to zero since his political power is practically restricted
to the use of his vote, which is more or less considered to be subject to ma-
nipulation and therefore is of diminished value only. Consequently the way

out of the dilemma is the aggregation of these very small power components.
Provided a sufficiently large enough number of participants, who are willing

to delegate their power and to contribute to the activity of the thereby
established organization, a considerably powerful political element can be
created, able to influence significantly the decision making process in urban
planning: '"There is nothing like 15,000 city voters held together by neighbor-
hood, self-governing authoritg to get some resources from the city, the State
and the Federal government:."4 In other words: Bringing together many
followings makes it possible to amalgamate sufficient power to extract from

the larger society ~ and its major systems - recognition of the organization,
its representatives, and its demands. This thesis is backed up by Rein
advising the advocate planning '"to collect and harness fragmented power in
order to bring about planned change'.

4,2,2.2 The structure of mass-based organization

The democratic mass-based organization is characterized by its funda-
mentally democratic anatomy.

First of all, the base of the power has to be understood. A mass-based
organization's power is largely people. Other resources may accrue to the
organization from time to time but its fundamental base is its constituency -
the community. So, the first process of organization is to assemble this
base, to aggregate this power.

The base may - most probably - consist of associations and organizations
of a smaller scale than are already in existence (this seems frequently to
be so in the U.5.51) or may - less probably - be constituted directly by the
aggregation of single citizens. In any case a considerable amount of time
will be necessary to organize the people. Time spans of usually one year
up to four years (and even more) are the rule.’? The assembling of already
established organizations into a mass-based organization will most likely
require less time. Another plus is that this is the much more effective way
of involving "all the people" than in some huge general membership process,
as experience indicates.33 The reason is, the organizational base tends to
be more stable and can provide a more dependable and effective financial base
than one would have by individual membership constituency and fees only.

The second process of organizing the organization is to authorize and
enable the use of its power, since every organization needs to describe its
power and the way it is going to be used: definition of a constitution and
of policies. The constitutional organ will be some kind of general assembly,
congress, convention, or whatever it might be called, that resembles the
parliament, the legislative body of a democratic State and that is made up
by representatives chosen either indirectly (namely as representatives of
the constituting base organizations) or directly by the general membership
body. The typical number of representatives on such assemblies will vary
between 500 to 2500.
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The next step for the organization will be to use its power to act
according to those stated policies: executive action. The responsibility
for the implementation of policies is on the side of some kind of a govern-
ing board that will be selected by the general assembly and that has the
characteristics of a government.

Finally, a representative organization has to provide an accountability
for its action or use of power: review.

The larger an organization, the more power it has, or the geography
it encompasses, the more complex it becomes. 1In a large organization - like
in a mass-based organization - the delegation of power within the organization
is inevitable. The power gets fragmented into many divisions, committees,
etc. This must not become chaotic. Therefore, such a differentiation of
the structure and the subdivision of its main structural parts has to be
carefully fitted into the whole and still has to serve the basic idea of
assembling power, making it visible and using it for the realization of the
defined ideas and goals.

4.2.2.3 The aspect of information and communication

A mass-based organization is characterized by a central and pervasive

concern for communication. This is mainly an emphasis on the informal neigh-
borhood network,

Word-of-mouth and face-to-face are the basic characteristics of MBO
(mass-based-organization) communication, for communities of the have-nots
are in the oral tradition. This is one place where the mimeograph machine
is not good, and action is not defined by the size of the stacks of memos,
reports, and other written paraphernalia. The telephone is heavily utilized,
but not as a substitute for face-to-face contact. In the homes of the poor,
a telephone is usually an absent luxury. Where a local radio station
identifieg with the MBO community, it becomes an important part of the
communication network. The potential of television is largely unexplored
because it is usually dominated by the establishment. There are some excit-
ing proposals for development and use of closed-circuit television to serve
dual purposes of communication and teaching in MBO communities. Thus far,
costs have prohibited this development."5

5. The compatibility of citizen participation and the democratic idea

A critical evaluation of the significance and the role of citizen
participation in urban planning in a democratic society.

The organization of the planning process and the typical approach of
planning being used, give proof of whether or not planning is considered to
be a legitimate and accepted means of the democratic organization of a
society. The application of socially relevant planning may be, on one hand,
the manipulation of a so-called 'democratic' mass society by a small power
elite, while on the other hand, the application of socially relevant planning
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may be the means of a rational conscious society, by which it tries to

master its fate by its own. Therefore, the two categories, planning - and
how it is used - and society - and how it is understood cannot be seen as
independent from each other, both are closely interrelated and connected

to the social development and welfare of a society. That is why the questions
"who shall plan?" and "how shall it be planned?" cannot be answered without
defining what democracy is and means.

So, a short description of the basic ideas of a democratic society
will be given. Further, it will be attempted to outline briefly what the
main characteristics of the two major categories of democracy, the direct
and the representative one, are supposed to be.

From this base the role of citizen participation in urban planning and
its relation to the social system, to the system of government will be traced.
This in turn will provide the base for suggestions towards citizen participa-
tion as a compatible factor in a representative democracy.

5.1 The basic ideas of democracy

The basic idea of democracy is simply that men can govern themselves.
The word democracy has its roots in the two Greek words '"demos" (people)
and "kratos'" (rule of) and therefore freely translated means rule by the
people. That is to say, the goveraumental power belongs to all people rather
than only to one person. 8o, democracy can be defined as ''self-government',
or in other words, as government ‘'of the people, by the people, for the people'.

Certain fundamentals are necessary for self-government. They have
developed during a long historical process within different countries and
different cultures and had at different times different meanings. Among
these fundamentals, liberty, concern for the general welfare, majority
rule and respect of the rights of minorities are today considered to be main
fundamentals.

As these fundamentals were developed, different conceptions of democracy
were formed. Two main categories can be distinguished under which the
different democratic conceptions can be filed: the concept of the direct
democracy and the concept of the representative democracy. Within these
two main categories a variety of conceptions developed to meet the require-
ments of specific societies with their specific set of social, social-economic,
social-psychological, institutional, etc., conditions, values and goals.

3:1:1 The concept of the direct democracy

The basic idea of this form of a democracy is that both the nature of
the interests of the constituents of this political system and the realization
of these interests require mutual adjustment and aggregation. Further, the
idea is that adjustment and realization can only be achieved by the constituents
who make up and participate directly in the managing and governing processes
of their society. And only by direct participation can agreement on the
realization of interests be achieved, because political participation is not
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just seen as a means to come to agreements but as a goal, a value in itself.
This is to say that the constituents do not esteem just the private sphere
of their lives as a way to achieve self-destination, self-realization, and
self-fulfiliment. They regard their playing-a-role and theixr participation
in the public, political life as a sine qua non to achieve these goals.

The main assumptions and prerequisites of the theory of the direct
democracy are: the number of constituents has to be small, the organizational
and cybernetical problems that are to be dealt with have to be of the nature
that they can be solved by the constituents themselves (so that experts are
not required to contribute to the solutions) and the constituents be willing
to work on solutions for these problems. While, to a certain extent, the
number of those who are entitled to participate can be reduced by their defi-
nition, modern societies have become so complex today, the problems to be
solved so difficult, the alienation of the individuals of a society from
their society so strong, that today in its pure version this model of demo-
cracy seems hardly applicable to any existing modern society.

5
The basic idea of the representative democracy is that the tasks of
governing and leading the society can be delegated.

By having delegates, the number of those running the society can be
drastically reduced while the number of those living in a democratic society
is theoretically unlimited. So each delegate represents a multitude of
members in society (and their interests). The policies necessary to run a
society can be discussed and negotiated in a clearly arranged, workable,
small circle of representatives. Thereby, representative democratic societal
structures eliminate one of the main problems of the direct democracy, namely
that the number of members in society can only be small, because - by
definition - they all have to interrelate in order to adjust and balance
their interests and aggregate them towards a common policy by which they can
govern society.

An inherent feature of a representative democratic system is that the
delegates become experts in all questions of running a society. If not by
thorough preparation and education they will command, at least through their
permanent involvement in political questions, a reasonably greater skill and
knowledge than the normal political layman.

In regard to the quality and effectiveness of political decision-making
in a democratic society this is undoubtedly a great advantage of the repre-
sentative over the direct democratic system.

However, inseparably connected to this plus is the loss of the individual's
direct relationship to and his direct influence on the political decision
making process. While in a direct democratic society this was something like
a guarantee for keeping the members of society interested in all political
questions and while this was repeatedly an incentive considered worthwhile
to exercise one's own political will and power, it turns out that in a
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representative democracy political disinterest and apathy become the typical,
well-known and widespread pathological trait of the system. Consequently,
close contacts from the citizenry to the representatives will not be estab-
lished and the representatives will more or less become isolated from their
electorate. This again has two consequences: the will and the goals of the
people may no longer coincide with those of the 'representatives" and these
tend to establish their own class of political leaders.

At this point the basic idea of democracy - namely that men can govern
themselves - would become turned into the contrary (that is to say, that
people would be governed and power will be. exercised over them by a class of
leaders according to their will, to their own responsibility), if the insti-
tutions of "elections' and the "public' were not established. The idea of
both these institutions is to guarantee a feed-back and control of the poli-
tical leadership by the governed through critical discussion, evaluation,
and reconfirmation, or withdrawal of the mandate.

However, today ''public" on the level of the whole society falls apart
because of the contradiction of the objective societal politization, on the
one hand, and on the other hand, the simultaneous de-politization of the
citizenry, whose political statements of will and commitments, become trans-
formed into the relatively non-committal, non-public opinions and the so-
called "public'" opinion of political institutions. As a well-known fact,
however, these institutions (as well as all those who own or have: power over
all kinds of mass-mediae) develop a manipulative publicity.56 The "public"
becomes the goal of manipulation and a means to face upon non-controlled
claims of power. Thereby, the essential democratic assumption that the
government of men by themselves is because of the critical rationality of
the members in society is led ad absurdum.

The same is basically true for the institution of "election'.

Electoral campaigns are not run to enable the critical mind, the
rationality of the politically conscious citizen to decide deliberately for
the benefit of the society and himself, but to appeal massively to his hopes
and fears, to his feelings, so that his well prepared subconsciousness will
guide him when it comes to make the decision for whom to vote. Today the
way the public mind and public opinion is produced is completely analogous
to the way gone by commercial advertisement techniques to produce demand:J7/
by all kinds of modern psychological influencing methods the public-will is
built up by the political parties in accordance to their power interests.
Therefore, the source of public and §overnmenta1 will is no longer the
peoples but the party headquarters.5 Those win an election, whose party
headquarters lured the best manipulative technicians, and not necessarily
those who will present the better program, the better arguments.

5.2 The relation of citizen participation and the representative democracy

Representative democracy puts two major constraints on citizen partici-
pation; first, the principle of delegation and representation, second, the
political responsibility of the delegates.
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In contrast to the direct democracy, principally based on the plebi-
scitarian way of building the public mind, engineering consensus, and of
making political decisions, the representative democracy is characterized,
as described above, by solving all questions of running the society and
governing the people by delegates of the people, the representatives. This
principle of delegation and representation of political will and power would
cause direct participation in a representative democracy to evoke the most
serious malfunctions and consequences for the system. The representative
democracy provides, by the institution of elections, for the instrument to
hold the delegates politically responsible by withdrawal or granting anew
the mandate. However, the political responsibility of the delegates would
not longer be in existence, if any member of the society would have a right,
also, to decide on the process of leading a society and governing a people.
As on the other hand meaningful citizen participation -- that is to say a
participation that has at least some authority to make decisions (as was
pointed out above) -~ requires to some extent the delegation of power, because
power is an absolutely necessary grerequisite to make generally obliging
decisions on the political level, the exercise of citizen participation is
only compatible with the idea of the representative democracy, if that
delegation of power is institutionalized and keeps those responsible who
receive that power and if the responsibility of the already institutionalized
representatives is regulated anew. Otherwise, citizen participation would
have to be left without any authority for generally obliging decision-making
in order to keep it compatible with the idea and the values of the representa-
tive democracy. Since such a participation would hardly turn out to be
either attractive or meaningful, the only way to achieve both -- the compati-
bility of participation with the system and the livability of citizen
participation -~ is to invent forms of participation within an institutional
framework that fits into the given democratic system.

5.3 Suggestions for institutionalized forms of citizen participation
being compatible with the representative democracy

Since granting direct authority of making generally obliging, political
decisions proves to be incompatible with the system of the representative
democracy as long as such a grant is not institutionalized, clearly defining
the question of public responsibilities according to the basic proinciples
of a representative democracy, two proposals will be suggested to provide
for a proper role of meaningful citizen participation in a representative
democracy.

---------------------------------------------

oooooo

This suggestion is directed to additional organizational provisions and
to further differentiation of the political-societal system and its sub-systems.

As there is today the level of the states besides (or below) the federal
level and as there is below the level of the states the local level, one could
imagine additional levels in an altered model. These new levels to be estab-
lished would have to be provided with specific and clearly defined responsi-
bilities and authorities. As the existing three levels have their representative
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institution, the parliament, and their executive institution, the government with
the dependent administrations, so too could have the new levels.

By introducing additional subsystems besides (or below) the systems now
in existence, one could, first of all, get by far a greater number of individ-
uals as elected representatives of the people and a greater number as there
is today being politically responsive. Their political engagement would have
to be performed according to the defined principles of a representative demo-
cracy. That is to say, again, there would not exist a right for direct
participation by everybody. Again, only the representatives - now however in
greater numbers and representing smaller areas or a smaller part of the spectrum
of public responsibilities - would command the right of political decision-
making.

The advantage would have to be seen in the more sensitive division of
the societal system and in the positively changed ratio of the represented
to the representatives. Instead of 100,000 or even 1,000,000 of represented
individuals of society there could be just 100 or 1,000 per representative.

This proposal to divide the whole societal system into smaller political
and organizational units represents not a qualitative principle but a more
gradual quantitative alteration being in conformity with the system as the
evaluation of the whole system is concerned. Within the perspective of the
citizen, however, this improvement of his opportunities for participation -
being objectively seen as quantitative - may result in a new quality, because
to him this alteration would mean getting a relatively real and therefore
attractive chance to express and fight for his own ideas and to get some kind
of meaningful response.

As a disadvantage of the proposed differentiation of society on the
political level one could probably note that as a consequence of the enormously
widened political organization of the system, a tremendously increased input
of time and energy would be unavoidable.

One could further argue that this input has to be taken away from the
production - and distribution - process of other goods and services. To a
certain extent this is correct. Indeed, a significantly enlarged share of
the overall human resources of the society would have to be contributed.
These costs would, however, be used to enjoy the greater benefit of more
effectively met demands - more effectively because better directed to the
needs of the society and its constituent members.

Concerning the increased input, it would generate another beneficial
output: the original ideal of the direct democracy - the complete self-
realization of the individual by his deliberate, critical, rational and engaged
participation in the public life of society could be realized to a significant
extent. An education directed to this ideal - and the successful and visible
practice of this ideal alone would be effectively educational - would cause
the democratic ideal to get a higher priority in the minds and intentions of
the citizens. Under the aspect of the trend towards more spare time in the
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highly industrialized societies in their early post-industrial period of

their development, it seems to be very likely that the necessary contributions
of time and energy will partly be made voluntarily and within the expanding
sector of spare time.

If seen under this aspect and related to the advantages mentioned above,
the implicit disadvantage of this proposal - namely the necessarily highly
increased inputs of human resources by time and energy - seems to be less
important and more easily acceptable.

..........................

While the first suggestion was good to the introduction of new societal
subsystems, the second suggestion is directed to change the relationship
between the administration and the administered.

The suggestion proposes to integrate, as early as possible, participat-
ing citizens into the administrative planning process, thereby avoiding the
fatal subordination of the '"powerless' citizens under the "powerful' public
administration as well as their hostile polarization. On the other side the
proposal will leave the authority of final decision-making with the existing
political responsible institutions.

To some extent the proposal is based on existing models of cooperation
between citizens and administration, which have already introduced to a
certain degree the citizen component to the public administration. Thus
the administration in Germany, for example, installed so-called "Widerspru-
chsausschusse".®l These boards include - in a number of cases - both citizens
and administrators, to review decisions that were previously made by the
administration, but caused citizens' opposition and denial. The citizens
on these boards have the task and the option to judge from their point of
view about the contradictional decisions and to propose and vote for a new
decision. This is not a law suit; although there are a number of parallels.62

The concept of citizen integration into the administrative planning
process would therefore mean that the administration would be obliged to
cooperate, from the beginning on, with the affected citizenry as it comes
to urban planning. It seems to be essential to institutionalize this new
relationship and to define carefully the rule of cooperation. These would
have to include exact determinations of the kind and extent of citizen parti-
cipation, so it would not be necessary any longer to negotiate this point
again and again. Further, it would be essential that the title of coopera-
tion could be claimed in court, if necessary; that is to say: if the adminis-
tration refused cooperation or tried to keep it short. 1In these cases the
provisions have to be that any planning, so far developed exclusively by the
administration, could principally not be realized.
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In this regard the provisions of the German "Bundesbaugesetz"63 could
serve (to some extent) as an example. This law provides for regulations in
favor of participating citizens in the regard that all plans -- before
common council can pass them as a law -- have to be shown to the public for
a certain amount of time.0% Everybody can progose changes and criticize
the plan. These "suggestions and criticisms"®) have tc be "taken into con-
sideration" by the administration according to the criteria spelled out by
the law, otherwise everybody can fight the plan in order to have it declared
illegal.

This example is not intended to stand for exemplary provisions in favor
of citizen participation; but obviously the BBauG provides at least a useful
beginning to build on.

In extension of the regulations of the BBauG at least two additional
main requirements seem to be absolutely necessary to provide for meaningful
citizen participation: first, the integration of the citizen into the
planning process as early as possible (as pointed out above); and second, a
guarantee of a real and honest evaluation and consideration of the citizens'
suggestions and criticisms.

The proposal of citizen integration into the administrative planning
process raises a number of questions.

The interest of citizens and the probability of their participation
may be regarded as a given fact, as urban renewal projects are concerned.
However, who will represent the interests of future citizens as it comes
to urban planning for new urban developments? As a matter of fact the future
residents, e.g., of a new residential area, are not known at the time when
the plan is evolved.

Another principal question is, how to integrate lay-men effectively
into the planning process; a process about which they usually have no know-
ledge and to which they may probably contribute just their individual
knowledge and experience of what people being affected >y the plan expect.

Then there is the question of whether citizens can realistically be
expected to participate in a process that may eventually never show a result,
that will in any case last for comparatively long periods and that requires,
for sure, a tremendous amount of time and patience of those being involved.

As to the question of "who is willing, able and legitimated to represent
future constituencies not yet constituted" and as to the question of "how
to prove certain minimum qualifications for participating citizen members of
the planning team' it can be said: the realization of the proposal to
integrate participating citizens into the administrative planning process
may very likely generate attractive incentives for more and meaningful par-
ticipation and a sufficient number of participants to establish on the side
of the citizens some kind of an organizational network of urban planning
groups. This would thus allow to represent future, yet unconstituted social
groups by the delegation of participants for such areas. Accordingly, the
principle of delegation and representation could be used for principal,
overall planning issues, such as a city-wide land-use plan.



After a '"break-in" period these locally oriented urban planning organi-
zations would command enough skill and experience to instruct new participants.
This would provide, to some extent at least, for the necessary skill of
participants. About that the school system, universities and the administra-
tion itself could train participants and thus contribute to a more effective
planning process.

As to the question of whether the amount of time necessary to partici-
pate meaningfully would not prevent people from getting involved in the
urban planning process, it is to say that those obstacles such as time
losses during working hours and financial expenses can be easily removed by
some kind of reimbursement. That is no problem. As it comes to the consider-
able amount of time (to be spent as a donation of the individual's spare time
for the idea of citizen participation), it is again assumed that there is
and will be a trend to more space time and a growing interest in urban plan-
ning and willingness to participate.

This assumption of a growing public interest in urban planning and the
willingness to participate, on the part of the citizens, is however one of
the crucial points in the discussion of citizen participation. If this
assumption fails the whole idea is death-born,



Part B

Practical Realization of Citizen Participation
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Part B consists of two main chapters: American Experiences and German
Experiences.

The first main chapter will cover the main programs under which expe-
riences were sought in the United States. This part will include short
descriptions of the programs and the basic ideas that were intended to be
promoted by the realization of these programs. Further, it will be attempted
to trace, in greater depth, by using the legal provisions, the legal his-
tories and policy guides as well as the descriptions of actual events found
in the literature, how citizen participation developed during the past
decade, what the results are and how they can be evaluated.
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AMERICAN PROGRAMS AND EXPERIENCES

6. Main programs

"By the mid-1960's, problems of poverty and race in the nation's cities
had reached crisis proportions. In an effort to help the cities solve their
problems, Congress had adopted more than 100 new programs (not to speak of
the many State programs and local efforts undertaken). Even so -- and
despite impressive achievements -- it was difficult to see much progress.
Problems were still multiplying and increasing in intensity. It was
apparent that a new approach was needed. "0

Undoubtedly, part of such a new approach had to be citizen participa-
tion. 1In various forms this had already been a key element in the Kennedy
administration's '"Juvenile Delinquency Demonstration Program", based on the
"Juvenile Delinquency and Youth Offenses Control Act of 196167 and in the
Office of Economic Opportunity's (OEOQ) “Communitg Action Program' (CAP),
based on the "Economic Opportunity Act of 1964". 8 1n 1966/67, the Depart-
ment for Housing and Urban Development's (HUD) ''Model Cities Program',
based on the "Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan Development Act of 1966'",09
was launched.

These three programs are generally looked upon to have been the
"testing grounds for the evolution of the foregoing ideas of involvement". 70
Each of these act as a conduit for federal funds, each is aimed at local
program development, and each has encouraged organization of the affected
citizenry as well as their participation in the policy making process.

These three programs will therefore be introduced and discussed in
this paper. The first two programs will be presented here, not the least
for the reason that they were the predecessors to the Model Cities Program.
Thereby, the discussion of these programs will show the development of the
idea of citizen participation and will contribute to the understanding of
the latter one, which -- since being the more relevant program for this
paper -- will be discussed in more detail.

6.1 Antecedent programs to the Model Cities Program

-------------------------------------------------------

6.1.1.1 Basic intentions of the program

The Juvenile Delinquency and Youth Offenses Control Act of 1961 is "an
act to provide Federal assistance for projects which will demonstrate or
develop techniques and practices leading to a solution of the Nation's
juvenile delinquency problem."7

The relevance of the program, developed under this law, for this paper
has to be seen in the program's conception that the strength (or weakness)



41

and the involvement of a community can itself be a major factor to achieve
a political goal of a governmental program.

6.1.1.2 Analysis of legal provisions and policy guidelines

The policy guide’? to the presentation of proposals for funding under

Public Law 87-274 expresses clearly and specifically the basic assumption of
the program: " . .. increasing the competence of target area residents and
organizations . . . will be expected to increase the capacity to participate
more effectively in decision (making) ... ", and ". .. such a capacity would
facilitate the attainment of the project's goals”.73 Furthermore, the policy
guide requires that " . .. evidence must be shown that careful thought was
given to plans for increasing the competence of . . . organizations'.

With regard to the findings of Part A of this paper,74 this requirement
appears to be the indispensable consequence of the formerly spelled out
expectation that citizens can contribute to the attainment of the project's
goals.

The requirement to increase the competence of organizations resulted
in a development of concepts for such neighborhood organizations as well as

in strategies for increasing the competence of the residents themselves.
Such strategies were:

1. To increase the ability of local residents to participate in and
influence the social and political life of their community.

2. To identify, document, and dramatize community needs.

3. To widen channels of communication between lower class persons and
institutional personnel or decision makers.

4. To increase community integration.

5. To improve the confidence of the leaders to deal with grievances
and to defend their constitutents' rights and privileges".

6.1.1.3 Evaluation

These strategies reveal what the program was basically invented for: to
serve as some kind of therapy (to cure the poor from the pathological symptoms
of their class-culture -- such as apathy, disinterest, defeatist attitudes,
negative self-images76 -- and thereby get a basis to engage them in desiring
a better future, to make them learn using better the available resources)
and provide better information. Strategies 1, 2, 4 and 5 apply to the
aspect of therapy, respectively group therapy, strategy 3 applies to the
aspect of providing better information. Both of these kinds of strategies
to involve citizens were earlier defined ag a 'pretended form of citizen
participation”77 and a "form of tokenism".’® Both kinds were found -- since
they provide no power for citizens in the decision making process =- to be
(at the best) either a sign of good will given by the powerholders79 or (at
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the worst) another way to keep citizens away from genuine participation.80

At least there is no follow-through, and no assurance that the will of
participants will seriously be given consideration.®! Accordingly, Mogulof
thinks that '"eight years of history have made the quality and quantity of

neighborhood involvement in juvenile delinquency policy-making seem at best
minimal". -

However, the program provided at least many important steps for the
issue for future neighborhood involvement. There was some encouragement of
lower class citizens to organize themselves and some stir to get involved
(by getting informed about what was on in the political process of the pur-
suit of the ideas represented in the program). And in this regard the
efforts under this program and the achievements made can be considered as
predecessors to similar and further-going efforts in the "Community Action
Programs" and later in the '"Model Cities Program'.

6.1.2 The "Community Action Program'
6.1.2.1 Basic intentions of the program

The Economic Opportunity Act of 1964 is "an act to mobilize the human
and financial resources of the Nation to combat poverty in the United States".83

The relevance of this law for this paper has to be seen in the Community
Action Program (CAP) being one of a whole bunch of programs under the Economic
Opportunity Act. It was intended to "stimulate our communities to initiate
local action programs to attack the roots of poverty".84 Of interest, is
Title II of the law which '"concentrates on poor communities and will stimu-
late and help them to undertake, through the efforts of local governments
and organizations and local people, concrete programs to attack. .. poverty".85
Further, it was intended to ''carry out a multifaceted coordinated attack on
the interrelated causes of poverty'.

"Politically it is by far the most explosive program because it is the
only one that requires 'maximum feasible participation' by representatives
of poverty areas. .. ."87 Just that makes the program relevant for the
discussion of participatory efforts in this paper, namely: the basic idea that
maximum feasible participation of residents and groups of the target areas
provides the basis to tackle the problems of the poor.

6.1.2.2 Analysis of legal provisions and policy guildeines
The relevant basic provision of the law concerning citizen participation
has to be sought for in Title II. Sec. 202(a) of P.L. 88-452 defines a CAP

as being one

(1) which mobilizes and utilizes resources, public and private, . ..
in an attack on poverty;

(2) which provides services, assitance and other activities. .. (to
improve) human performance, motivation and productivity, and
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(3) which is developed, conducted and administered with the maximum
feasible participation of residents of the areas and members of
the groups served . .. "88

Accordingly, the CAP-guide states clearly that neighborhood residents
are to be part of the program's policy apparatus:

A vital feature of every community action program is the involvement
of the poor themselves . .. in planning, policymaking, and operation of the
program', and: '"to be broadly based, a Community Action Agency (CAA) must
provide ample opportunity for participation and policymaking by . .. popula-
tion to be served by the Community Action Program".S8

However, almost contrary to the sense of the law, which expresses its
concern for 'maximum feasible participation",90 and contrary to what the
guide stated before, this policy-guide indicates in a later paragraph: as
minimum standard for representation on the policymaking boards would be
considered at least 'one representative selected from_ each of the neighbor-
hoods or areas in which the CAP will be contracted”.?! No wonder that
Mogulof reports minority leaders making "a battleground over the creation
of CAA policy boards in a way that had never occurred"92 before. (The con-
flict between the legislative language and the officially stated policy was
resolved later by adopting the amendment?” requiring that at least one-third
of a CAP's board had to be representative of the poor).

The representation of the poor on policy-boards was one concern of the
CAP. The other one was the democratic selection of these representatives.
The CAP guide asked for a selection process to be ''designed to encourage the
use . . . of traditional democratic approaches and techniques -- such as group
forums and discussions, nominations and balloting".9 The democratic
approach was to be stimulated by ''grass-root involvement', committees, by
block elections, petitions and referendums'. Further the guidebook required
that residents should be given " . . . meaningful opportunities . . . either as
individuals or in groups, to protest or to propose additions to or changes
in the ways in which a community action program is being planned or under-
taken".95 Obviously it was the hope that thereby the possibility could be
minimized 'that a representative does not command the support or confidence
of the group that he represents".96 This concern was indeed justified since
the CAP dealt with areas . .. areas that were very often politically very
little structured because of the peogle living in these areas represented
the very bottom of the social scale.?’? If the areas had not been involved
in the Juvenile Delinquency Demonstration Program there was hardly a point
where to start. Consequently, the OEO field staff was concerned with:

1. Low-income representation (''to approximate one third of the re-
presentatives of the policy boards' and 'such representation be
selected by those being served. .. . ")

2. Representation of key minority groups (" ... representation from
the key minority group is not necessarily representation from the
low-income sector; rather it should more appropriately be seen as
part of our general community representation sector. .. .")
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3. Neighborhood councils (". s - the poor themselves need to be placed
on these councils . .. .”)9°

Neighborhood councils were seen as vehicles to involve citizens and to
provide a constituency base for those representing the neighborhood on the
CAA policy body. The later was undoubtedly for those who ran the program,
the OEO, the more important part99 (at least for some time as Moynihan
restricts).100 Therefore, in many Community Action Programs the first
funding efforts were toward a central administrative structure and something
labeled "neighborhood organization'.

The concern for more democratic selections of representatives resulted
in forming responsive constituencies and creating neighborhood organizations.
A side effect was that neighborhood organizational needs were regarded as
distinct and separate from the larger community. 'Where. .. staff services
and other resources, including equipment and facilities . .. are absent or
without the confidence of the poor, staff can be made available for the
purpose of developing autonomous associations and organizations".10l

6.1.2.3 Evaluation

The Economic Opportunity Act of 1964 (and the 1966 Quie amendment) provides
for "maximum feasible participation" of the citizens. This could be con-
sidered to be much more than the provisions under the Juvenile Delinquency
Demonstration and Youth Offenses Control Act of 1961.102 However, the
minimum standard originally set by CAP (namely that '"one' representative
resident to be seated on the policy-making boards would be considered as
sufficient) and the later provision (namely that at least one third of the
board members had to be representatives of the residents of the serviced
areas) cannot be evaluated to have provided for a significant opportunity
for citizens to participate meaningfully. A policy board always can easily
outvote a one-third minority and will do so for sure, if - as is most fre-
quently the case - such opposite groups are seated on the same board like
the white middle-class majority - representing the involved agencies - and
the poor, black lower class minority - representing the community.

The nice clause that the selection process of representatives should be
designed "to encourage the use of traditional democratic apprcaches' (wherever
feasible) does not improve the situation for the poor and is not much more
than the sweet trimming around the bitter core of CAP.

Many results of the efforts under CAP cannot be evaluated to be much
more than "manipulation' of the have-nots and underprivileged, their
“therapy" and "placation".103 Giving a mere one-third of the seats of a
policy-making board to the poor may perhaps be a sign of good will that one
is going to consider the situation of the underprivileged and that one thinks
something should be done. But it is nothing more. It is by no means an
offer to work together in a partmnership, or even to delegate power, not can
it be attractive for citizens to participate. The results speak for them-
selves. Elections among the poor to choose representatives for the CAP
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governing boards turned out to be successful as this: the turnouts were in

Philadelphia 2.7%, Los Angeles 0.7%, Boston 2.4%, Cleveland 4.2%, Kansas
city 5.0%.104

However, not everywhere were CAPs manipulated, the involved citizens
placated. Mogulof reports of ". .. three large cities . .. in the Western
Region of OEO (where) CAA's (Community Action Agencies) gave to their
neighborhood councils veto power over any CAA programs to be funded in their
neighborhoods".105 Moynihan reports the case of Syracuse as an example
where, "In a city of 222,000 inhabitants, with only 16,000 Negroes, the
Crusade ('Syracuse Crusade For Opportunity") began with a white majority
on its board.'" But ''systematic agitation began among the Negro poor, de-
manding that Negroes take over Crusade For Opportunity. Early in 1966 the
white Jewish executive director resigned . .. and was replaced by a militant
Negro, James Tillman, Jr.. ... A year later, Negroes acquired a majority
on the Board itself, and a Negro board chairman was chosen.'

Arnsteinlo7 refers to cases like these as " . .. the genie of citizen
power . . . which . . . had escaped (in a few cities) from the bottle as a
result of the provision stipulating 'maximum feasible participation’'" and
thinks that 'negotiations between citizens and public officials (could)
also result in citizens achieving dominant decision-making authority over a

particular plan or program.' 'CAA (boards) on which citizens have a clear
majority of seats and genuine specified powers are typical examples. At
this level . . . powerholders need to start the bargaining process. .. to re-

solve differences."
Conclusion:

Obviously the intention was, when the law was designed, to provide
indeed for maximum citizen participation. However, as it came to the reali-
zation of the legal provision, cuts were made. While in a number of cases
strong enga%ement of citizens could achieve by apt negotiating and/or blunt
threateningl03 powerful positionson policy-making boards, the opposite
seems to be more frequently the rule: namely, that the so far not organized,
incompetent residents (at which one of the main concernsl09 of the law was

aimed) were. kept out of decision making at a meaningless, little attractive
level of participation.

6.1.3 The significance and effects of the Juvenile Delinquency Demonstration
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Both programs have a number of features in common as well as they differ
significantly in some points relevant for the discussion of citizen participa-
tion.

6.1.3.1 Common features

Both programs intended to mobilize the entire community, to energize and
organize the residents of the target area. They did 'not only correspond in
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detail, lent in the priorities assigned to the various activities". 110

"A striking quality about the MFY proposal (Mobilization for Youth) is the
degree to which its Program for Action corresponds in structure and detail
to the Economic Opportunit{ Act that was presented to Congress two and a
quarter years later ... ."lll

Common features of both programs were:

1. Establishment of local organizations (to define the nature of the
problems prior to organized intervention).

2. Emphasis on local program development (to meet assumed local dif-
ferences about the problem).

3. Designation of a clearly defined population or area of service. 112

4. Predominance of programs in neighborhoods occupied by the black
poor.

5. Formation of a policy-making body by the sponsoring agent.

6. Encouragement of '"coming together" of the effected citizenry at the
neighborhood level.

Numbers 1, 2, 3 and 6 are indispensable prerequisites for the introduc-
tion and establishment of citizen participation as was demonstrated within
Part A of this paper.u4

Number 5 may be considered as such a necessary prerequisite from the
viewpoint of the sponsor of the program (that is to say some public adminis-
trative body, be it an agency founded especially for that purpose, or what-
ever). Under the sponsor's viewpoint the formation of a policy-making body
under his guidance probably appears as the most efficient, or even the only
possible way to bring such a body into existence. This coincides, however,
with the comfortable and easily accepted side-effect that he, the sponsor,
has to a good deal his hand in the composition itself of the board, what
it will look like and how it will work. But just this makes the formation
of a policy making body by the sponsoring agent a controversial affair,
because from the viewpoint of the citizens the formation -- and later its
decision-making function -- of that body receives a new quality: namely, that
of a new manipulative instrument. Although one may assume that originally
the creation of such a manipulative body was not intended, when the Juvenile
Delinquency Act and the Economic Opportunity Act were designed, one has at
least to take into account that it was frequently handled as such.

No. 4 reflects the role and situation of the blacks in the U.S. - American
society116 which in turn explains their role in the discussion about citizen
participation, and which should be kept in mind in order to understand the
situation correctly. One implication is that the development of the two pro-
grams discussed here "have been influenced by - and have influenced - a
parallel black community movement away from_integration toward a focus on
independent black community development."
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6.1.3.2 The evolution of the participatory idea in the Community Action
Program compared to the Juvenile Delinquency Demonstration Program

As these two programs are to be compared, it may be pointed out that
there was "in a remarkably short period of time, as measured from the start
of the Delinquency Program (1961) to the Quie amendment, . .. a radical
shift in_the notions of legitimacy for federally funded decision-making
bodies".118 yhile in the former one, it was regarded as sufficient that
"careful thought' was given to plans to increase competence of residents
and organizations, it was in the latter one necessary to prove that "maximum
feasible participation' was achieved in order to get programs federally
funded.

Concerning this, there 'was an equally important movement to democra-
tize the way in which . .. representatives were chosen". 119 "1t was only
in the Delinquency Program where . .. the selection of such representatives
was always at the discretion of the sponsoring agent, with no formal attempt
to have the affected neighborhood select its own representatives."120
Therefore, there was basically "no significant representation from the
neighobrhood".12l As to the Economic Opportunity Act, however, provisions
were made to "encourage the use. .. of. .. democratic approaches" 22 jn
order to minimize the possibility that "a representative does not command
the support or confidence of the group. .. he represents'.

6.2 The '"Model Cities Program'

The Model Cities Program deals more directly with urban planning than
the Juvenile Delinquency Program and the Community Action Program. Therefore,
this program shall be discussed here in further detail.

To understand the following chapters, one should know that the provi-
sions were that cities eligible under the program ''were to receive one-year
planning grants with which to prepare Comprehensive Plans to "improve the
quality of life" in their !Model Neighborhoods. Both implementation and on-
going planning would occur over a five-year demonstration period. Nearly 200
cities submitted applications for the (so-called) first round of planning
grants ., . . indicating a high degree of determination on the part of the
cities to attack their tough social, economic and environmental groblems. ce .
HUD selected 75 cities for the first round of planning grants"..1 4

6:2:1, Basic intentions of the program
"The Model Cities program is designed to concentrate public and private
resources in a comprehensive five-year attack on the social, economic, and
physical problems of slum and blighted neighborhoods. Authorized by Title I
of the Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan Development Act of 1966, its
purpose is to upgrade the total environment of such neighborhoods".lis
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“"The Model Cities program is not slum clearance or strictly physical
rebuilding. The. .. srogram also emphasizes treating the social and economic
needs of residents. However, "increasing the supply of adequate housing
is a major goal': 127 ""the proposed target area. .. should be largely resi-
dential, and a substantial portion must be hard-core slums with a high con-
centration of low-income families."

"Residents of the neighborhood and the city as a whole (including
labor, business and other civic groups in the community) should have a hand
in identifying problems, planning, and carrying out the program. To sssure
them a meaningful role in improving and rebuilding their communities, neigh-
borhood must have clear and_direct access to the decision-making process in
the Model Cities program."1

Generally speaking, ''the lodel Cities program is as much interested in
the process by which cities develop plans and programs. .., as it is in
the actual plans and programs themselves.'130

----------------------------

Section 103(a)(2) of P.L. 89-754131 requires that a program under this
act has to provide for "widesprezd citizen participation" to be eligible for
federal assistance. HUD's CDAl32 Letter No. 10B definecs: "Citizen Participa-
tion for Model Cities programs is the continuing process of citizen inter-
action with local government in the development of policies, plans, and pro-
grams and in the execution of these programs" and, furthermore, gives
"Criteria for meaningful citizen participation:

1. A representative structure
2. Timely receipt of relevant information
3. An ongoing communication between citizens and local governments . . .

4. The availability of adequate resources by whicn citizens can receive
assistance in understanding policies, plcas and programs. .. .
This shall be provided through the staff of local government, the
staff of program agencies, financial resources for independent
technical assistance."

While the definition speaks of citizen participation as a process of
“interaction" -- without specifying this term -- and the criteria call for
"ongoing communication' between citizens and local governments, the earlier
CDA Letter No. 3 on citizen participation still states that: '"the neighborhood
citizen participation structure must have clear and direct access to the
decision making process of the City Demonstration Agency so_that neighborhood
views can influence policy planning and program decisions".13% nThe city
government, as the principal instrument for carrying out the Model Cities
program, will be responsible for insuring that whatever organization is
adopted it provides the means for the model neighborhood's citizens to
participate and be fully involved in policy making, planning and the execution
of all program elements." 3
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However, again, no indication is given what exactly can be understood
under "influence" or being '"fully involved".

Instead the responsibility of city government is stressed - because it
is "the principal instrument for carrying out the Model Cities program" -
and compared with the role of citizen participants the role of the city is
defined much more clearly: " . .. residents cannot run the program apart from
the city government . . ., since a successful . .. program depends on. ..
services which are largely the responsibility of the city government. .. w137
And: "the elected government of the city or county has final responsibility
from the local Model Cities program'.138 "All HUD funds for the Model Cities
program go to the city government. There are no direct contacts between
HUD and local citizen's organization. .. . HUD's objective is to_encourage a
working relationship between neighborhood and city government".13 Finally:
"The city is responsible for selecting the (model neighborhood) area after
consultation with and recommendation from interested citizen groups and
residents."!

6.2.3 The eme gence of powerful, autonomous citizen participation
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So far two things have emerged:

1. the less clearly defined, smaller role of citizen participation in
the program ("less clearly" and "smaller'" is compared to the pro-
visions of the Economic Opportunity Act) and

2. the dominant role of the city government in the program.

These two conditions obviously do not favor too much citizen participa-
tion.

However, most unexpectedly, citizen Earticipation emerged as a powerful
momentum and furthermore even escalatedl4 considerably during the planning
process.

It came unexpectedly because the liodel Cities legislation had quite
deliberately provided just for '"widespread" citizen participation, a much
milder formulation than the "maximum feasible' participation formulation of
the Economic Opportunities Act, the legal predecessor. About that there was
"the definite proviso that . .. the local municipal authority would retain
ultimate control and responsibility for the program."1 According to these
provisions "applications for planning grants were developed by city hall
with some help from a number of city wide agencies. .. . Little or no resident
participation went into most of the original planning grant applications. .. nl43

The city of Atlanta may be taken as a typical example to illustrate
this situation.

There, immediately after the lodel Cities program became a fact, an ad
hoc task force was brought together to prepare the application for the first
round of planning grants under Model Cities. This task force was set up by
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order of the Mayor and contained representatives of existing State and City
agencies, including the City Planning Department, the Housing Authority, the
Community Council for the Area, the School Department, the Metropolitan
Regional Planning Commission and the State Employment Service. ''No residents
from potential lodel Neighborhood Areas were asked to join this group."

The omission of citizens in the drafting of the application did not
cause conflicts. The reason was that the citizens were simply manipulated.
They were told that the application was not a plan and that lengthy discussion
would jeopardize getting the fedcral grant, because of time limitations
set by HUD. Further, citizens were promised that later in the planning
process they would be involved in a meaningful way. Although the city was
correct in that the application was not a plan, that there was a time limit
set by HUD and that the edministration (probably) intended to involve parti-
cipants more meaningfully at a later time, the full truth is, however, that
it was from the_beginning the declared intention of the Mayor 'to make
Atlanta first".l%#> And indeed Atlanta's application was the earliest to be
submitted (delivered by the Mayor persorally!): a month and a half before the
deadline arrived (out of five months!). Furthermore, it was only partly
correct to maintain that the applicetion was not a plan, for the future
structure of the CDA, its responsibilities and authorities, the structure
and position of the Technical Advisory Board, the Executive Board and of the
Model Neighborhood Area Council were carefully designed as a part of the
application. Almost unnecessary, ncw, to soy that the CDA was to be directly
attached to the lMayor's office, that the Executive Board was to be the
policy making body and not a single resident belonged to it, that the
Technical Advisory Board was solely made up of agency representatives.
Finally, just the Model Neighborhood Area Council would be composed of
resident representatives. Its (overwhelming) function: to review, comment
and endorse (!) the proposals and questions presented to it.

However, after submittance of the apnlications citizen participation
grew strong in most cities during the eight-month HUD selection period.
The reason was that 'several related events took place. .. which had an
effect on the program":l

"In_most of the cities the Model Cities developments during this entire
period 7 were dominated by the struggle of neighborhood residents with City
Hall for various degrees of power or control over the program. .. . neighbor-
hood resident organizations. .. had determined. .. to fight their way into a
position of greater decision-makirg power than city administrations wanted
to give them." 8 "Neighborhood power and a meacure of control, envisioned
neither by HUD, nor by the cities, gradually began to slip in under a number
of negotiating tables."149

To take again the example of Atlanta: immediately after the application
was submitted, people becames aware of the significance of the application for
them.130 A1l hell broke loose: Negro leaders of the llodel Neighborhood
castigated the absence of Blacks on he Technical Advisory and Executive
Boards. "A riot broke out during the summer in the Dixie Hills area.'l51
While City Hall responded with moderation ("in typical Atlanta style"lsz) and
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sought the causes in others' failures ('"if only HUD would hurry up"153),
leaders of the black population intensified their criticism of the citizen
participation component of the Model Cities application. "At the same time
the board of Aldermen showed more willingness to increase resident involve-
ment":154 one resident, last and least, was added to the Model City Executive

Board by appointment(!).

When Atlanta was notified that it had become a Hodel City, it received
a discussion paper from HUD that raised among other issues also the issue of
citizen participation. The city prepared a formal response stating, among
other changes, that six lodel Cities residents would be added to the lodel
Neighborhood Executive Board and would be elected by area residents in a lass
Convention. '"The City's response to HUD's discussion paper seemed to signifi-
cantly enlarge the role of residents. However, the amendments were more a
result of events occurring at that very time, than any change of heart on
the part of the staff and City officials."155

---------------

As a result of the analysis of why neighborhood residents have 'come on
strong', why their participation emerged so powerfully, it may be concluded
that the following three main factors came together:

1. Citizen participation groups realized that they had got tremendous
leverage over city hall in the fact that they could prevent their cities from
receiving a contract with HUD unless their own channels of power and control
over the program were satisfactorily established. This was a direct result
of HUD's announced policy that any plan would be regarded not to be eligible
for being contracted that did not "spell out'" how fully involved participation
of model neighborhood's citizens in policy makin§6 planning and the execution
of all program elements was to be carried out.! To prove this, the city
needed agreements of citizens groups. And many -- but not all, compare
Atlanta! -- were aware that by holding their agreement back, the city would
face losing enormous federal grants and would therefore be willing to negotiate
the role of participatory groups. The position of aware participatory groups
thus became close to extortionately strong.

2. A social dynamism existed in many disadvantaged neighborhoods pro-
posed for funding under the llodel Cities Program. This dynamism probably
goes back to the Community Action Program and to some degree further back
to the Juvenile Delinquency Demonstration Program. Participants had already
developed experience in organizing themselves, in formulating objectives (and
strategies to achieve these), in bargaining with city hall and, not at least,
in knowing about the power that riots, or the threat of riots, had given them.
(And at places where citizens had missed using their power before applications
were submitted - like in Atlanta - just this, riots or threats of riots,
turned out to be a powerful argument to receive more influence on decision
making in a later stage of the planning process.) In addition, citizens
knew that a one-third minority on policy making boards that they had hold
in CAP's were good for being outmaneuvered and outvoted by the other two-
thirds of votes belonging to representatives of other than their interests.

157
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They knew that if their participation in Model Cities was to be meaningful
they needed to gain substantially more power.

3. Because most of the submitted applications showed clearly that they
were a product of a small group of insiders of the administration and very
little access - if at all - was given to citizens to participate in the
process, HUD required, or at least supported, redefinition of the role of
participating citizens. Thereby HUD forced the administration to re-open
anew the negotiating and bargaining process on the role of citizens in Model
Cities planning and execution.

It was mostly these three factors which provided for a meaningful role
of citizen participation in many cities despite the deliberately thought-
out provisions for a somewhat cut-back kind of citizen participation in
the program and despite the provision that city government would command-
ultimate control over the program. Apt and aware citizen participation
groups had a real chance to participate, as they had a real chance to gain
a significant amount of power. So, dependent on the involved citizens,
participatory groups remained either on the level of manipulation through
established powerholders or were able to climb up the ladder of participation
to the level of partnership, delegation of power or even citizen control.
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GERMAN EXPERIENCES: LEGAL PROVISIONS AND THEIR CRITICAL EVALUATION 1S

In Germany - similar to other technically and culturally "advanced"
nations - a tendency towards the organizational society can be observed
that is frequently accompanied by a consolidation of its managing classes
plus their separation from the remaining societal system and by a more or
less extensive alienation and exclusion of that remainder from decision-
making and managerial process of the system. Against this kind of background
those efforts for democratization and more participation have to be projected
and evaluated that can be observed in Germany for some years.

The discussion concerning these efforts was - and still is - led
extremely vigorously among students and labor union members. The main field
of their efforts has undoubtedly been the participation in decision making
in plants, enterprises, parties, the unions themselves, schools and univer-
sities. That is to say - in a general category spoken - the main field of
these efforts have been participation that is directed at a democratization
of inner-organizational structures respectively of the subsystems within
the whole social system. This emphasis on inner-organizational structures
is a main characteristic of the German societal development.

Since urban planning is - abstractly spoken - nothing else than 'the
projection of anticipated future main functions of a society in the
spatial context",160 this second main chapter of the second part of this
paper will deal, too, with participation in a societal process. A process
that is of outstanding significance. This chapter will not deal with
inner-organizational social structures and processes, where the emphasis
for more participation has been during the past years.

The two relevant Germanl®l planning laws - the ''Bundesbaugesetz' of
June 23, 1960162 and the "Stadtebauforderungsgesetz' of July 27, 1971163 -
will be used here to trace the quality of citizen participation in urban
planning and the extent to which it is provided for. Significant legal
passages of the law will be quoted, analyzed, and evaluated, and both laws
will be compared to each other, finally.

7. The relevant laws

Both the "Bundesbaugesetz' of 1960 (BBauG) and the '"Stadtebauforderungs-
gesetz" of 1971 (StBFG), are classified as laws of the category of the
building laws, where they belong to the subcategory of the urban planning
laws.

This subcategory emerged during the past hundred years out of the
category of building laws, where they originally contained - as building
codes - laws of police character in order to avert dangers, such as fires,
collapsing of structures, etc. Consequently that part of the administration
responsible for the enforcement of these codes was called "building-police"
(board of surveyors). This was true to the very recent past and undoubtedly
this kind of descent had - and still has - some negative impact on the rela-
tionship of citizens to the planning administration.
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This is even more the case, as most citizens usually get first contact
to the board of surveyors in questions of urban planning, which are in some
way related to them: it is the board of surveyors that watches over the
correct realization of urban plans, and questions of urban planning mostly
become acute for the single citizen (at least up to now) in the case that
he has some intentions to build, rebuild or extend existing buildings or to
change the kind of use on his property.

While the subcategory of urban planning laws was developed out of the
building codes, in recent years the subcategory of regional, state and
nationwide planning laws emerged out of the context of ''urban" planning laws.
This has become an own, distinct field and clearly is directed to planning
within larger fields of concern than the urban planning laws do. These deal
with planning on the local level of a municipality as a whole or parts of it.

It is assumed that planning on the local level affects more directly
(and more easily conceivably) the people, than planning that deals in a
state or nationwide framework. Therefore only the BBauG and the StBFG shall
be analyzed here.

The StBFG supplements the BBauG, which is in turn part of the StBFG.
Both laws were passed by the parliament of Western Germany in accordance
with its legislative frame-competence on this field. The realization of
these laws is, however, within the full responsibility of the municipalities,
since urban planning is regarded to be one of the issues, which are subject
to the self-administration authority. This authority is guaranteed to the
municipality by the Germany basic-law (constitution).

The BBauG replaced more than 70 preceding laws, by-laws and ordinances
and unified and extended a field of jurisdictional and legal concern that
was split up in great variety and was handled differently by the 11 states
and the great number of municipalities in Western Germany.

7.1 The "Bundesbaugesetz' of 1960
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The basic intention of the law is to guide, promote, respectively re-
strict (where necessary) the urban development and the use of land in cities,
towns and villages.l64

To achieve this purpose the law provides for two kinds of urban plans
and details the principles and procedures of the planning process as well
as dealing with steps to be taken that a conceived plan can in fact be
realized. Furthermore, it deals with the order and the arrangement of the
land and its property status, with the applicability and use of expropria-
tion of land-owners, with the urban infrastructure, etc.

The one of the two kinds of urban plans that are reguested by the BBauG
is the so-called 'preparative plan" or "land-use plan'. This kind of a
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plan shows the concept of the intended general and overall urban development
and the thereby resulting land-use in a ggven, entire municipality (or some-
times in a cooperating number of them).1 These plans do not affect
directly and legally the citizenry or a private body. But they do bind:

a) all relevant branches of the public administration (since they were
involved in the planning process and had opportunity to influence
the plan according to their ideas) as well as they bind

b) all other 'representatives of the public interest" (since the;, too,
had an opportunity to participate in the planning process).16

The second kind of urban plans are the so-called 'compulsory plans".168
They are based on the "preparative plan" of a municipality and usually show
smaller pieces of it in significantly greater scale and are by far more detailed
and explicit. The plan shows precisely for every piece of property the future
applicable use of land, zoning determinations, etc.169 "Compulsory plans"
become local law and legally bind all natural persons and jurisdictional
bodies, public or private, to the same extent.

For the individual, as well as for the private body, these plans become
mostly relevant only if they intend to build or to change the use of existing
buildings or the buildings themselves. This is so, because the compulsory
plan limits - sometimes to a considerable extent - the rights of ownership
(as the free discretion over the land that one may own) in order to guarantee
the achievement of the established goals of a plan, and because th refore
the compatibility or incompatibility of a project with the planning ideas
is to be determined on the basis of the plan.

The relevance of the BBauG for this paper has to be seen in the fact
that it is the basic and comprehensive law for all urban planning on the
local level in Germany and that it is on the local level, where citizens are
most sensitively exposed to the effects of space related planning. This is
so, because

1. it is their environment that is affected

2. it is here where their freedom of ownership may be restricted. And
just because of these restrictions of citizens' interests one can
expect their participation to take place most probably (if at all!)
in connectionwith compulsory planning on the local level.

In addition, it is on the local level, where citizens usually command
most (of their sometimes little) experience in the field of urban planning,
where therefore they can be expected to be mostly interested in and have the
greatest opportunities for their contribution to and participation in the
urban planning process.
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7.1.2.1 Quotations

The relevant provisions are few. Within the first part, first chapter -
"General Provisions" - the law requires that both desccibed plans (see above)
shall be determined - among many other criteria - by 'the social and cultural
needs of the population, its safety and health", and_that the plans shall
serve 'the housing requirements of the population'.

This first chapter gives instructions for the planning procedure and
indicates, for example, that "conceptualizing the plans such public authori-
ties and such bodies shall be involved, who represent the public interest".171
When the plan is ready for a vote in the representative political organ of a
municipality, private interests may enter the process: "The municipality
has to display publicly the concepts of the plans (together with an explanatory
report and the arguments for the plan) for the duration of one month. At
least one week in advance, place and duration of display have to be announced
as '"locally usual", pointing out that "criticisms and suggestions may be
brought forward during the display. .. . The municipality examines the crit-
icisms and suggestions_being brought forward during the time of display and
announces the result'.

As soon as the representative political body of a municipality has
voted for the plan and as soon as the controlling “'upper' administrative
authority (state administration) has attested the legality and correctness
of the planning process and of the adopted plan, "Everybody can request in-
formation on_the contents of the plans, the explanatory reports and supporting
arguments'.

There are no more provisions in regard to the participation of citizens
in the planning process.

7.1.2.2 Discussion of the legal provisions

How do these legal provisions affect citizen participation? Of what
kind may the participation bz that is feasible under these provisions?

Some main characteristics of these provisions seem noteworthy:

First: it has to be pointed out that the law speaks of the public
interest and how it shall be involved. However, no such a thing as the
private interest is explicitly mentioned.

Obviously the representation of public interests are equated with the
public benefit. The public interest as such is conceived as eXistant and
well organized (which it is indeed). So, the law provides for its representa-
tion and incorporation in the planning process according to a certain pro-
cedural mode and by certain representatives.
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On the other hand, there is no indication that the law assumes a well
organized private interest could emerge (similar to the public interest).
Instead it is obviously based on the assumption that private concern and
private interest in planning can be manifest in private ownership only.
Since the plan decides just about the future status of that ownership (e.g.
whether and how that ownership can be continued or whether such ownership
can be founded) the implicit assumption of the law seems to be very conse-
quent that the private interest can only be presented by the single indi-
vidual; in other words, the one who indeed is - or will be - affected by
the provisions of the plan. The law, however, did not anticipate the
possibility that the entity of those affected by a plan could come together,
constitute - and act as - a 'public" of the affected citizens, and aggregate,
express and pursue their interests.

Second: it seems to be important to note that the BBauG does not just
miss to distinguish clearly - and provide for - the public and private
interest, but that it favors strongly the public interest in providing for
better opportunities for its participation in the planning process: the
representatives of the public interest may bring forward their ideas, their
requests at an early stage, when the conceptualization of the plan just
begins to start and, then, as long as it is under way. About that the
cooperation between the public interest and the administration in charge
of the plan is in general good and is directed to the objective issues of
the plan: "Besides some basic dissensions between authorities in general con-
cerning questions of competence, the integration of the public interest in
the plan can be regarded as relatively little problematic. The forms of
cooperation are well-known, accepted, attuned and practiced for long times.
Date, kind, and extent of involvement are normally no issue of discussion.
There is consent and agreement of certain generalized procedures to solve
conflicts. Usually the participation is reduced to an objective interest
for planning and mostly not rendered difficult by the problemacy of the use
of land being owned by one of the participatory representatives. One may
conclude that both the procedural model - organized in accordance with the
objective and impartial principles of the public administration - and the
action taken -~ on the base of laws, bylaws and ordinar-ces - guarantee a
certain objectiveness. .. " 74 and effectivencss of the process.

The individual, however, enters the process much later at a time when
the planning process as such has more or less come to an end and a completed
product is presented to the public during the one month period of display.
In addition, no mode of cooperation exists between the public planning authority
and those who want to bring forward their private interests except the
announcement of the display period, that period itself, the request for
written exchange of statements, and the fact that these statements will be
"taken into consideration" by the planning authority. There is no form of
discussion, mutual negotiating or bargaining. There is no objective scale
to be used by the administration, when it examines the written proposals
and criticisms. It is not too difficult to imagine that of course the
yardstick of own expertise and ''year-long" experience will be taken by the
administration. If those who conceptualize the plan and those who judge
about the acceptability of proposals and complaints are identical, what then
can be expected of the whole procedure?
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And indeed there is usually little willingness to change more than
trifles. That is quite naturally, for the matter of private dissension, the
plan, was evolved, so far, over a long time by a great number of experts of
all branches of the public administration, lots of ideas and good will have
been invested, countless neogtiations have been held between the representa-
tives of the public interest and the planning authority; the plan has become
a highly complex structure of mutual compromises; and to take one element
out of this structure would frequently mean to start anew with the whole
planning process, since a chain reaction of withdrawals of already achieved
consent would have been caused.

Third: even if one would assume that a meaningful participation of
citizens is still possible at the given date, late in the process, one would
have to admit that any private opponent of a plan would principally be in a
disadvantageous situation. This is simply so, as he is always confronted
with the '"normative power of facts'. That is to say: the supposition of the
correctness of a phenomenon is always first with what exists; anything
else raised later will inevitably have to prove the incorrectness of that
which exists and then prove the correctness of its own assumptions, before
it may count on being accepted. However, a lay-man in planning affairs, who
has no access to necessary and relevant basic information or to documents of
the foregoing planning process, how can he maintain - and prove! - that he
has the better planning proposal? The answer is: he can't. And so his pro-
posals run a priori - and with great probability - the risk to be put aside
easily without being taken seriously into consideration by the examining
planning authority.

Fourth: although there is a two way flow of information - citizens can
state their criticisms and suggestions and the administration will have to
respond - there is no real mutual understanding and learning involved,
there is almost no give-and-take. This is so because the exchange of informa-
tion is highly formalized.

First the administration passes its information by the means of the
official explanatory report accompanying the 'tentative' draft of the plan
(which is carefully elaborated, yet, and more or less supposed to represent
the final product). The report is held in a professional, abstract language
and contains a conglomerate of elsewhere defined terms and turns (only pro-
fessional insiders can probably understand the report to full extent). Then
"anybody" may respond: in written forml75 and within the period of public
display. Finally the administration will announce the result of its review
of the public response.

The review of that response and the fact that the administration has to
take it into consideration means little and by far not necessarily that there
has to be given way to any of these proposals. Planners can always easily
refer to a lack of comprehensive uriderstanding in the responses of citizens
or the incompatibility of proposals with the ideas of the plan.

To draw a fair picture of the planning procedure and the way in which
the response of individual citizens is taken into consideration, it should
again be pointed out that the BBauG provides for a control of the planning
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authority in evaluating and balancing farily the private response to the
plan: ". .. criticisms and proposals not given way have to be passed with

a comment of the municipalit¥ go the 'upper' administration, when the plans
are submitted for approval'. 7 However, it should not be too difficult for
the municipality to disqualify "insubordinate" criticisms of citizens, since
they lack the necessary basic knowledge of datas and the professional skills
to put together a profound critique, as was pointed out above.

As the body that has to control the planning authority in its just and
serious examining of the private responses is not independent, but still the
administration, it makes the whole procedure at least questionable.

Furthermore the BBauG does not provide for any procedure to settle
protest of citizens, who feel their suggestions were not seriously taken
into consideration, and there is even no indication what steps have to be
taken in the case that the controling upper administration feels that
criticisms and proposals were not adequately given way.

7:1.3, Evaluation

The relevant provisions in the BBauG for the participation of citizens
are not only few, they also provide only for little - and hardly for any
meaningful - participation. Participants have no effective lever at all
that would at least enable them to start a meaningful discussion with those
in charge of the plan or that would even enable them to establish a working
relationship of mutual exchange of ideas and information. So, as one
evaluates the participation feasible under the BBauG (again the typology
and criteria shall be used given under chapter 3 of this paper) one can
hardly attest that the kind of participation, for which citizens have a
legal title, is on the level of information. The main characteristics of
participation on this level are mutual information (with an opportunity for
a fee%back of ideas in the plan) and the early beginning of the information
flow.

Obviously these characteristics are not provided for under this law.

Of the remaining lower levels one may apply the category of "manipula-
tion" for the kind of participation that is provided for under the BBauG,
if one assumes that the reason that the opportunity to respond to a
drafted plan, before it probably becomes a law, may purposely be used to
suggest to the single citizen that he really participates in the planning
process and that he really has a chance to represent and defend his own
interests.

However as long as the definite purpose to suggest participation in
the minds of citizens is not prevailing, one should better admit to be
confronted with provisions for a mixture of public relation, some information
and some good will, interwoven with implicit hope for acclamation and consent
by the side of affected citizens, at least for their silent appreciation.
In other words, the provisions of the BBauG deal with a phenomenon in the
forefield of an aroused problem consciousness of citizen participation and
hardly with citizen participation itself, as it was understood in this paper.



60

7.2 The "'stadtebauforderungsgesetz' of 1971

7.2.1 Contents and basic intentions of the law

-----------------------------------------------

This law supplements the Bundesbaugesetz. Its basic intentions are
mainly to promote, assist and provide for the preparation and the actual
realization of urban renewal - and urban development projects, '"of which a
uniform pregarat1on and a speedy, delay-free realization is in the public
interest."l

Urban renewal projects are defined by the law as 'projects that aim -
especially by the removal of buildings and the rebuilding, respectively
modernization, of structures - at substantial improvement and reshaping of
areas or urban misconditions”.179

Urban development projects are projects by which - according to the
goals of regional and state-wide planning -

1. new towns will be created, or

2. existing towns, villages, etc. will be transferred into new urban
units, or

3. existing cities, towns, villages, etc. will be supplemented by
additional and new urban quarters.

These projects have to deal with and aim at 'the structural improvement
of agglomerations, an increase in the density of dwelling units and job
facilities in connection with axis of further urban development, or in
centers of further urban development outside of density-areas especially such
who keep behind the general pace of prosperity."”

The law provides in detail for the following, main successive steps

in urban renewal - as well as in urban development areas (with the exception
of no. 1).

1. 1Initiation and announcement of the prepardtlon of studies concerning
the social and urban conditions of the progpective renewal area, and the
elaboration of criteria and material for the evaluation of the area.l8l

2. Definitioh, establ{shment and announcement of the boundaries of
the urban rehewal, respectively development, area.l82

3. Initial compilation - and further continuation - of all relevant
social data and all prospectiva steps to be taken by a '"social plan".183

4. Preparation of a compulsory plan and its legalization.184

5. Carrying out of the urban renewal, respectively development project.185

6. Completion of the project.186
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In order to promote and assist the uniform preparation and delay-free

realization of urban renewal and development projects, the law cbligates

the federation, the states, and all public bodies and foundations to cooperate
with the municipalities and support these in planning and carrying out the
projects. 187 A vGerman Council for the Urban Development" will be established
which will - among other concerns - advise the federation, the states and

the municipalities in questions of their cooperation.l38 The main share of
the tasks, however, is with the municipalities. The main steps listed above
are all at their responsibility (with the exception of no. 2 in the case of
an urban development area, which would be in the states' responsibilities).
About that the states have control functions concerning the legality of the
procedures undertaken by the municipalities, and they grant financial aids,
guarantee credits, etc. The federation, too, makes considerable financial
contributions and grants tax exemptions.

7.2.2.1 Quotations

As a basic requirement the law states that "The interests of the target
people - especially of owners, renters and leaseholders - and those of the
general public have to be balanced in a fair manner".190 Therefore, the law
requires that "The target people shall receive the opportunity to cooperate
and contribute to the preparation and realization of the projects" 91 and
that, on the other hand, "landowners and others entitled to some kind of use
in the area shall contribute - according to their capabilities - to the
realization of urban projects under a fair balance of the puplic and
private interests,"192

In connection with steps 1...3 (see above193) the law furthermore
requires "'Owners, renters, leaseholders and others entitled for the possession
or use of land, buildings, or parts of them. .. are obligated to give the
municipality 1nformatlon on all facts, which are necessary to knoz for the
evaluation of an area in regard to possible urban renewal. .. While
doing so the municipality ''shall find out the attitude . .. of the above
mentioned target people. .. and the willingness for cooperation for the
intended renewal."l95 1In addition, proposals shall be welcomed.

In order to avoid - as much as possible - negative effects ''the muni-
cipality shall develop ideas and discuss these with the affected popg%ation
as soon as the preparations for the renewal project will allow this" and
"shall continue during the realization of the renwal project the discussion
with the target people, whereby especially the professional-, income- and
family situation, age, housing needs, social interrelations as well as local
ties, involvement and dependencies shall be considered and acknowledged.

The result has to be put down in written form (Social Plan)."197

The above quoted "continuation of the discussion" is specified by the
law:
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After the boundaries of the renewal area have been established and
announced " . .. the municipality shall discuss as soon as possible the pro-
spective new shape of the renewal area with. .. (the target people) . .. and
shall discuss opportunities for thier participation in the realization of
the renewal project."198 About that the law points out that the municipality
"shall offer the opportunity to all people working in the area. .. to comment
on the anticipated design of the renewal area."199 "If requested, an adequate
amount of time has to be granted to all involved for the formulation of their
opinion."

As it comes to the realization of the project, the law obligates the
municipality to do the rearrangement of the land-property structure, the
moving of the people and the business, the demolition of structures, the
supply with public facilities as sewer, water, streets, and electricity (and
possibly central, urban heating lines), and all other steps necessary to
allow the rebuilding of structures. This is in the responsibilities of the
owners and includes the erection of all new structures, respectively their
modernization, and the realization of other kinds of use legalized (or
required) by the compulsory plan. 01 1 addition, the StBFG already antici-
pates what will be dealt with in another law: "Landowners, renters, lease-
holders and all other entitled for use in the area as well as others interested
may form a renewal-cooBerative for the exclusive purpose to realize together
the renewal project."2 2

In regard to urban development projects the law does not provide for
further-going regulations in regard to the participation of citizens.

7.2.2.2 Discussion of the legal provisions

In the context of this paper the questions are again: How do the provi-
sions, cited above, affect citizen participation? What kind of participation
is feasible under these provisions?

The StBFG is characterized by a differentiated approach to the questions
of who shall participate, when and how.

As shown above,203 it is the municipalities who undertake and are
responsible for all steps from the initiation of preparative studies to the
final completion of a project. So, they become the main agents and their
strong role in the process is very obvious. Consequently the law relates
the municipalities to and links them with other participants in the process -
be it those who represent the public interest, be it those who represent
their private interest. So the cooperation of the municipalities with the
federation, the states, and their public bodies and foundations, on the one
hand, and with the citizenry, on the other hand, is necessarily one of the
important issues that the law deals with.

It seems opportune to examine the role of participatory citizens
according to their status of the law, first.
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The law distinguishes different groups of citizens. The entity of
directly affected citizens, the population of the area, is referred to as
"owners", "landowners', or those who are "entitled for the possession or
use of land, buildings or of parts thereof", ''renters" and '"leaseholders'",
and "people who work in the area'" - according to their status and function.
(Besides these groups, which are directly affected by thLe projects, the
general public is mentioned once.) According to their status or function
the different groups get - to some extent - different roles in the planning
and realization process of the projects.

The group of citizens e.g., who own property or property-like rights,
expectedly will be involved in the process mostly, since their rights are
to the greatest extent subject of change to be brought about by the envisioned
projects. In extension to the involvement and participation open for other
affected citizens of the area, they are to participate in the actual realiza~
tion of the projects. From there a rather strong position can be expected
for their participation during the planning process of the very important
compulsory plan (compare step 4, see above, 7.2.1) and even so during the
drafting period of the social plan (see above, step 3), the definition of the
boundaries of the project areas (see above, step 2) back to the preparation
of studies concerning the elaboration of criteria for the evaluation of the
areas (step 1). Besides that there are a great number of further provisions
that were not cited above as they especially aim at the legal position of
property owners and their specific rights, liabilities, etc. These provi-
sions, too, allow for their participation and that they have a hand in the
wind-up of the whole business.

Those who rent or lease in an area have a priori a less strong legal
position, although they are frequently the most problematic group in
renewal areas. Their mobility and their abilities are often smaller - for
a number of reasons. Undoubtedly they cannot participate - at least not to
the same degree as property owners do - in questions of e.g. the compensation
for property to be expropriated, etc. But besides these specific provisions
this group enjoys the same opportunities for participation and the municipality
has to involve them to the same degree as the foregoing group: proposals
can be made at any stage of the process; and at any stage access to the
evolved ideas is guaranteed; there is a right for the discussion of these
ideas as soon as these are evolved by the municipality (as well as at any
point of time later in the process); all affected people can discuss the
prospective shape of the area and comment design proposals by the municipality.

People who work in project areas are explicitly mentioned only once,
when their right for comment of the design proposals is listed. Since
business in urban renewal areas is very often small, operates at marginal
costs and benefits since any relocation will possibly mean that they cannot
exist any longer, and since even bigger business would experience severe
structural changes in regard to business volume, kind of products produced
or sold, employees, customers, etc., one may very probably conclude that -
in the sense of the law - people working in the area are "affected persons'.
For these, however, the basic provisions apply - as well as all further pro-
visions for the participation of this group - that they 'shall receive the
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opportunity to cooperate and contribute to the preparation and realization
of the projects."204 (Citizens, vho neither own, nor live or work in the
area, that is to say, who are not directly affected, are not specifically
mentioned by the law (besides that they are part of the so-called 'general
public"). They can participate only under the provisions of the BBauG
when the compulsory plan will be prepared (sec zbove, step 4).

Generally spoken the kind of ccoperation betwzen the participants and
the municipality seems to be a fair give and take.

While the law provides for the opporturity for citizens ''to cooperate
and contribute to the preparation and realization of the projects', it ob-
ligates them also to provide the municipality with relevant information con-
cerning the planning process and urges them - especially owners - to assist
for a "fair balance of the public arnd private interest'". As well the muni-
cipality has to discuss its ideas "with thc affected population as soon as
the preparations for the project will ailow this' and it has to continue
that discussion during the further process. Citizens, in turn, may bring
forward their ideas for discussion, tco, at thasz occasions.

The kind of participation that epplies in the different cases is mostly
circumscribed by the law by tevis of "discucsion', "cooperation" and '"con-
tribution'. This means that the rmunicipality shall offer the opportunity to
the affected people to discuss the nroblemzcy of the projects or contribute
to and cooperate in solutions. Drovisions for these offers are many in the
StBFG, as the quotations above may have shown; at all stages of the process
citizens have the cpportunity to geot inforraed by the wunicipality. And the
law provides for as many as such opportunities for citizens to bring forward
their ideas and their proposals.

However, nowhere is it soelled out how fnr those oficrs have to go,
what they have to include, or wvhat the ninimum requirements are that such
offers have to satisfy at least. The practice of the law will show how the
provisions will be interpreted.

Furthermore it is the mvnicipeality which sets the pace in the planning
and participation process. The rnunicipality acts. The arfected citizenry
may then react. This is very cusstionadle in regard to citizen participation,
since it may raise severe probiems for the participants, as they may feel
the municipality tries to overrun thea by a procedure that is too speedy.

This probably will turn out to Le the case - 2s the American experiences
with the Model Cities Program and the complzints of irvolved citizens (con-
cerning the lack of time) have already shown - zhtough the StBFG provides for
an "adequate amount of time" for the citizens to formulate their opinion in
regard to the resheping of the area. It cecms unlikely that there can be
achieved a consensus over what an adaquate amcunt cf time is. Instead, it
seems more likely that the administraticn will tend to take the one month
period of the BBauG as a guideline. This howaver is almost for sure not a
sufficient span of time in most cases, since participants mostly lack
sophisticated knowledge in regard to urban planning in order to respond
immediately.207
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In addition the position to react rather than to act will probably not
prove to be very attractive and encouraging for citizens to participate.
The impression may become prevalent that all is done, anyway, and will be
done by the municipality, that the offer and quest for participation is
nothing else than a political nicety, and that basically there is neither a
real chance, nor is it worthwhile to try to influence or determine the
process.

7.2.3 Evaluation

In regard to the typology of citizen participation, given under Chapter
3 of this paper, it turns out that the kind of participation for which the
StBFG provides is at least on the level of information. That kind of par-
ticipation was described as a first step towards meaningful citizen partici-
pation, if the information is mutual and allows a feedback from the sides of
the citizens into the planning process and if the information is provided
at an early stage. This was found to be the case under the provisions of
the StBFG.

To a certain extent the kind of participation that will be achievable
may be on the level of consultation. Participation on this level was earlier
characterized by the quest for advice (in addition to mere information about
facts) by those who are in charge of the planning process. It cannot be
maintained for sure that such advice will be quested for (the law is still
not long enough under application, experiences published not yet known),
however the legal provisions seem to indicate that at least some steps will
be taken in this direction, since "proposals for the project shall be
welcomed" and the municipalities are asked to find out 'the willingness for
cooperation of the people".

Although neither partnership, nor delegation of power, or citizenms
control can be applied for the kind of participation, citizens are entitled
for under the StBFG (because no provisions are made for any delegation of
power), it may eventually turn out that the "urban renewal cooperative'208
which will be in full charge of the realization of urban renewal projects
and for which anadditional lawhas to be passed, will indeed get some power
even during the planning process. Their kind of participation may then be
regarded as a partnership or even as a control of the program. However,
again it must be said that so far no publications are known dealing with
experiences under the StBFG and how the provisions are interpreted by the
administration, the courts, etc.

7.3 Comparison of the BBauG and the StBFG

7.
In regard to citizen participation it has to be noted that both laws
have in common the provisions for a strong and dominant role of the munici-
palities among all participants in the processes. The reason for that is,
they both deal with space-related planning on the local level, that is to
say: on the level of the smallest autonomous and political spatially
defined units in Germany. These units own the authority of self-administra-
tion, that is the authority to govern and administer autonomously all affairs
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of specifically local interest. Space-related planning belongs to these
affairs as one of the very important responsibilities of a municipality.209
Therefore both laws had to provide for such a strong role of the municipal-
ities.

Furthermore, they both make clear the distinctio: between the represen-
tation of the "public'" and "private'" interest and ensure early and effective
representation of the public interest. They either provide that ''concep-
tualizing the plans such public authorities and such bodies shall be involved,
who represent the public interest'?10 or that "the municipality shall allow
the rvtepresentatives of the public interests. .. to comment on the project
as early as possible" and that "the federation. .., the states, and all
other public bodiss and foundations shall support. .. the renewal and develop-
ment projects".21
7.3.2 Main relevant differences

.
I I I R I I I e I I R I B

Both laws differ in a number of aspects of their approach for the
participation of citizens. VWhile the BBauG turned out to be very reluctant
in offering opportunities for citizens to participate, the StBFG provides
for participation throughout the whole process from the first tentative
studies concerning the problemacy of an area to the final completion of a
project that had been announced in the concourse of further studies and was
then planned for and carried out according to the specifications of the law.

Citizen participation in the BBauG was attested to be hardly
meaningful, providing neither a base for discussion and mutual understanding,
nor the probability for citizens to make some significant input in the
planning process. The only opportunity found for the participation of
citizens is that they can file criticisms and suggestions at a date, when
much time, money, and good will has been invested, when plans are completely
elaborated, and when it is therefore very unlikely that changes can - or
will - be made by those who are in charge of the preparation of the plans.
It was constituted that citizens participation in the urban planning process
under the BBauG operates obviously in the forefield of an_aroused problem
consciousness concerning the questions of participation.

On the other hand, citizens participation in the urban planning process
under application of the StBFG was found to operate at least on the level of
mutual information, if not on the level of consultation. That is to say:
on a level where advice from the participating citizens is quested for by
the community.21 Even speculation could be made in regard to §14 of the
lav - dealing with the so-called "urban renewal cooperatives' - whether under
the law to come for forther provisions for these cooperatives it will be
possible to make the next steps towards more participation: to partnership,
delegated power or citizens control. Although there is some indication in
the StBFG that steps probably will be made in that direction, it must remain
subject to future discussion to judge about that.

If one takes a closer look at participants in both processes, another
significant difference will emerge.
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The BBauG explicitly mentions only the public interest. This, however,
implies that there is on the other side a private interest, too. As such
one may regard the interests of single individuals.

Indeed, of these individuals those who own land or command similar
rights have frequently taken the opportunity to criticize the displayed
drafts of plans and have made own, further suggestions. This is very probably
so, because they feel mostly affected and limited in the execution of their
property rights. However, neither a common aggregated interest of groups of
individuals or the aggregated interest of the entity of all affected citizens
was taken into consideration by the BBauG. The organized private interest
simply does not exist as such for the law, nor is it constituted in a
relevant institutionalized form. Therefore, there cannot be a direct nego-
tiation and arrangement between the official representatives of the public
interest and the representatives of the private interest. In other words:
there is no plan-related, functional public that could serve as a medium for
the solution of conflicting, anticipated innovations. The only type of
public that exists is the ''general public'". But it is very little
plan-related and functional in regard to the discussion of problems arising
in the context of urban planning and it offers little opportunity to negotiate
and achieve concensus on conflicting issues.

The StBFG on the other hand distinguishes clearly the two main types
of a public: the general public and the public of those who are concerned
with the planning in the area. That includes the representatives of the
public interest as well as the group of affected citizens, of which the law
specifically mentions owners, renters and leasers, and people working in the
area. Thereby an intermedium is created that allows to discuss, negotiate
and anticipate innovations, that allows to avoid conflicts between the in-
volved. The affected citizens - in contrast to the general public - have
an opportunity for specific and early information on and confrontation with
innovations and for the exercise of influence, in order to get a plan changed
according to their needs and interests.

In 1965 Ernst, Zinkahn and Bielenberg already stated (still in regard
to the BBauG): "It would certainly be appropriate. .. if the municipality
would inquire as early as possible for the intentions and wishes of the
owners . . . before it (the municipality) begins with the conceptualization
of the compulsory plan."215

That is exactly what the StBFG requires today.

8. Comparison of the legal and governmental provisions in the U.S. and Germany

8.1 Comments in regard to the comparability of the two cases

The question has to be, first, whether citizen participation in the U.S.
and Germany is principally comparable.

As long as equal qualitative, respectively quantitative, dimensions are
given, a comparison seems to be simple: given factors can be measured and
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then compared to each other (or against constants) by some kind of a corre-
lation, etc. The comparability of factors becomes problematic, however, as
soon as there is a lack of comparable qualitative or quantitative dimensions.

This is obviously what applies to large extent for citizen participation
in the U.S. and Germany. First of all, the backgrounds, against which the
evaluation of participation in the U.S. and in Germany nas to be projected,
are most different.

On the one side there is a long democratic tradition paired with a deep
and honest -- although sometimes somewhat naive -- faith of wide parts of
the population to belong to a nation of most outstanding democratic values,
which is at the same time the richest in the world with the highest standard
of living, but that has forced -- or at least has tolerated ~-- minorities for
250 years to live in poverty, discrimination and alienation from their
society.

On the other side: little democratic tradition, serious doubts about
its own ability and effectiveness of performing as a democratic society,
increasing efforts towards national income redistribution -~ although compara-
tively far developed -- therefore high taxation, but almost no poverty, and
no minority problems.

This brief confrontation of just a few evident differences shall
illustrate how difficult a comparison will be between both countries' legal
and governmental provisions.

In addition, it should be noted that the kind of available sources
quoted from was different and that therefore both sides already would not
be comparable to full extent. For the U.S. examples the extensive policy
guidelines and the many publications regarding this specific field could be
used. Equivalent German sources are either not yet published up to now or
not available for a number of technical reasons. Thile thus almost all
relevant quotations in regard to the U.S. - American situation were not taken
from the laws, all quotations made in regard to the German situation had
to be taken from the two planning laws.

3.2 Main commonalities

The three U.S. - American programs and both German planning laws have in
common the fact that they were passed within about the last decade.

Furthermore they are directed to local program development: "The pur-
poses of this (law) are. .. to enable cities of all sizes. .. to plan,
develop and caer out locally prepared. . . comprehensive city demonstration
programs . . . ",2 6 wip implementing this title the Secretary shall emphasize
local initiative in the planning, devg%gpment and implementation of compre-
hensive city demonstration programs.' In Germany it was the Supreme
Court that declared the responsibility for urban planning of the municipali-
ties and that restricted the federation to a legislative frame competence
only. In both Germany cases, and at least in the best comparable case of
the "Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan Development Act of 1966'", there
is consequently (as an outcome of the emphasis on the local approach) a
strong and dominant role of 'city hall" in the planning process.
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Especially the Model Cities Program and the StBFG show some amazing
commonalities: HUD states: '"Residents of the neighborhood and the city as a
whole . . . should have a hand in identifying problems, planning and carrying
out the program" and "The neighborhood must have clear and direct access
to the decision-making process in the Model Cities Program'.

The corresponding German part of the StBFG reads: '"The interests of
the target people. .. and those of the general public have to be balanced
in a fair manner. The target people shall receive the opportunity to cooperate
in and contribute to the preparation and realization of the projects."219

Both sides go along in that the directly affected citizenry (''residents
of the neighborhood" - "target people') shall have an opportunity to partici-
pate ("'should have a hand in", respectively "must have clear and direct
access to the decision-making process' -- 'shall receive the opportunity
to cooperate in and contribute to'") in the anticipation of their future
environment. Furthermore, in both cases there is not only provided for
the interests of the population in the target area itself, but the whole
municipality ("and the city as a whole" -- "and the general public") is
included in the participation process.

While HUD defined the following criteria (among others) for meaningful
citizen participation: "Timely receipt of relevant information' and 'contin-
uing citizen interaction with local government",220 the StBFG, too, requires
that "The municipality shall discuss as soon as possible the prospective
new shape of the renewal area with. .. (the target people) and shall discuss
opportunities for their participation"22l and "The municipality shall con-
tinue with the discussion with the target people during the realization of
the renewal project."222 That is to say: in both cases the significance
of an early involvement of citizens ("timely receipt of information' -

"as soon as possible'), an early flow and the continuation of this flow of
information ("continuing citizen participation' - ''the municipality shall
continue with the discussion") are clearly acknowledged for the anticipated
citizen participation.

8.3 Main differences

Due to the reasons already briefly mentioned at the beginning of this
chapter, the list of differences between the two countries' legal and govern-
mental provisions for citizen participation in urban planning is much longer
than that of the commonalities.

8.3.1 Categories of differences

Two main categories of differences can be observed:

1. A problem is perceived as such in one case but not in another.
Possible conclusions can be drawn from this fact in regard to the problem-
consciousness that prevails.
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2. A problem is perceived in both cases, but provisions are different.
To contrast both kinds of provisions will probably allow to draw a number
of conclusions in regard to

- the perception of the problem
- the kind of approach to solve the problem.

Conclusions made from both kinds of differences may help to make
recommendations about improvements of citizen participation in Germany.

8.3.2 The relative prevalence of social aspects in the researched U.S.

L R A R R I I R R e e I R e R I e e .

programs versus the prevalence of physical aspects in the two German

laws

e o o

The main difference observed (under which most of the observations - in
regard to the different approaches - can be assumed) is that the U.S. pro-
grams deal primarily and extensively with social aspects, while the two
German laws deal primarily (StBFG) -- or almostexclusively (BBauG) with
physical aspects.

All three programs discussed in the U.S. - American context basically
deal with the problem of minorities. Part of this problem is the tremendous
social and economic discrimination of racial minorities - especially of the
blacks - and the (still frequently) undertaken purposive attempt to exclude
them from as many decisive societal innovations and improvements as possible.
The results of that discrimination are not only the too well known, chronic
poverty, hard-core unemployment, and vast, deteriorated, blighted urban
areas that catch easily anyone's eyes, but also - less evident, but not less
"existant" - deeply rooted hopelessness, segregation and extensive alienation
of these discriminated classes from their society. The existance of an
everywhere present reserve or even aggression towards the majorities is
another result. '"A parallel focus on independent black community develop-
ment"%23 ig proof for this as well as the clearly visible riots during the
mid-sixties.

The two German laws, however, deal mostly with the physical aspects of
urban planning. Admittedly one of the laws, the StBFG, considers the social
aspect, too, in more detail than just in general statements (as the BBauG
does). But this consideration is specifically and eXclusively directed to
the social implication of urban renewal and is only one among many other
aspects, which are at least as important as this social aspect. It is not
directed to problems of discrimination, poverty, unemployment, alienation,
etc. that do not seem to exist to any somehow similar extent in Germany as
they do in the U.S.224 And even the physical aspect of urban renewal is of
another category than in the U.S. Vast areas of abandoned houses, e.g.,
are entirely unknown, neither are there ghetto-areas, not the excessive over-
population that can be found in a number of slums in big U.S. agglomera-
tions (such as New York's Harlem).
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This confrontation of the different emphasis of the provisions on both
sides may allow to conclude that (obviously as a result of the different
backgrounds and of the different urban as well as societal realities) the
perception of social problems and their relation to the urban sphere is by
far more developed in the U.S. than in Germany. This difference in the
perception of the socio-urban problemacy becomes relevant for citizen parti-
cipation mainly under the following two aspects that were earlier defined
as being outstandingly important for effective and meainingful citizen
participation: “organization" 3 and "education".220 Or in other words:
the aspects of the aggregation of power and of the competence of citizens.

8.3.2.1 The aspect of organization

The aspect that people affected, or to be served, ought to be organized
in order to participate meaningfully is stressed by the U.S. provisions.

The analysis of the '"Juvenile Delinquency Demonstration Program" and of
the "Community Action Program' resulted e.g. in the findings that '"both
programs intended to mobilize the §3§ire community, to energize and organize
the residents of the target area'. Emphasis in both programs was laid,
among other criteria, on:

1. the designation of a clearly defined population or area of service
(that is to say: the definition of a neighborhood, an organizable entity),

2. 1local program development (that is to say: a development within
that organizable entity, the neighborhood community),

3. an encouragement of a 'coming together' of the affected citizenry
at the level of the neighborhood (that is to say: stimulation of communi-
cation among prospective members of the anticipated organization in order
to start the process or organizing),

4. the actual establishment of local organizations. Furthermore,
first funding efforts of local CAPs were frequently directed to finance
neighborhood organizations where these were not created by the foregoing
Juvenile Delinquency Demonstration Program.

In addition, in the later Model Cities Program the existence of
neighborhood organizations was regarded to be an indispensable prerequisite
for a successful carrying out of the program. HUD speaks explicitly of the
"neighborhood citizen participation structure' that should have access to
the decision-making process and provides that 'whatever organization is
adopted - in order to represent the interests of the citizens and function
as a partner of the municipality in the program, its planning and execution -
(it) provides the means for . .. neighborhood's citizens to participate'.

In addition, one of the conclusions (in the context of the questions why
citizen participation emerged so powerful) was: "Earticipants had . ..
developed experience in organizing themselves".23
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In short: the three U.S. programs laid emphasis on the community
(neighborhood) being or becoming structured as a responsive societal entity
that could function as a partner for its administrative counterparts being
in charge of the program or the plan. The indispensable necessity to
assist these societal entities in their efforts to build up organizations
for the representation of their interests was clearly recognized by the
programs, and provisions for assistance were made.

Similar provisions (to assist and to further organizational efforts of
citizens) are not made by the two German plenning laws.

8.3.2.2 The aspect of the competence of participating citizens
Besdies a different emphasis that both sides give to the organizational
aspects of citizen participation, there is a difference in the evaluation

of the significance of the educational aspects, too.

The U.S. programs point out the relevance of sufficient competence

for meaningful citizen participation, as e.g.: ". .. increasing the competence
of target area residents and organizations. .. will_be expected to increase
the capacity to participate more effectively. .. ". ". .. to participate

effectively in solving the social and physical problems of the}§3community. .-
(it) requires a means of building self-esteem and competence". "In

order to initiate and react intelligently in program matters, the (citizen
participationz structure must have the capacity for making knowledgeable
decisions".23

The BBauG and the StBFG do not deal with this aspect.
8.3.2.3 Conclusions

The prevalence of concern in the U.S. programs for a number of specific
social questions is very probably caused (at least to some extent) by the
specific U.S. - American social problemacy. In addition they demonstrate,
too, a considerably higher level of awareness about the relevance of social
factors for meaningful citizen participation.

Thus, the American programs do not only provide for opportunities
to participate, they are concerned with the implementation of participatory
ideas, too.

And undoubtedly just that made it possible at all to bring citizen
participation into viable being. Participants would by far not have been
as successful, as they have in fact been in the U,S.A., and without signi-
ficant assistance (especially from the side of program innovators) for
founding and funding their organizations, and without the realistic assump-
tion that organizing themselves would be the inevitable prerequisite in
order to get a hand in the decision-making process.

On the other side, the problemacy of the implementation of citizen
participation does not seem to be existent in the German case. The absence
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of concern in the BBauG and the StBFG for social questions (similar specific
as those dealt with under the American programs) seems to indicate that the
problems are either notrelevant at all or have not reached the same extent
or degree. This, however, produces the side effect that not to the same
extent consideration is given to the problemacy of citizen participation
and that there is a significant lack of awareness of the implementational
aspects. Questions of organizing participants, of power aggregation, of
funding of such organizations, etc. are obviously not perceived as problems
by the German legislator. At least no provisions can be found in the

laws. Although it would theoretically be possible that it is therefore

the administration, which might feel the responsibility to assist citizens
in their attempts to implement the idea of participation, it is yet hard

to see how this could happen. This is so, since the administration in
charge of the planning process will very probably conceive participants
rather as opponents than as partners.<>”

Therefore, the position of German participants has to be evaluated
as considerably less favorable than that of American participants from the
point of view that in Germany - because of a different problem structure -
the implementational aspect of citizen Participation is very little
developed, at least by official sides.236 In regard to the findings in the
theoretical part of this paper it seems almost for sure that this lack
of implementational aspects being developed will considerably restrict
citizen participation.

..........................................................

------------------------------

--------------------------------------------------------------

Closely related to the questions of different social and cultural
heritage and of different social structures and problemacies in both
countries today, as briefly discussed above, is another characteristic
difference between the U.S. and Germany: the stress on the political aspect
of citizen participation, and on democratic methods in the American approach,
and the lack of concern on the German side.

8.3.3.1 The aspect of democracy, democratic procedures, and democratic
representation of the citizens' interests

As was pointed out in the theoretical part of this paper, citizen
participation will either be without power for decision-making (and will
therefore be restricted to meaninglessness 38) or it will be with power
(and then inherit the potential for meaningful involvement in the planning
process“®”?). However, as soon as power for decision-making in the planning
process is granted and delegated to participants, the question of the
compatibility of citizen participation and the representative democracy
arises., One of the findings of this paper was earlier, that "since mean-
ingful citizen participation. .. requires. .. the delegation of power. ..,
the exercise of citizen participation is only compatible with the idea of
the representative democracy, in that delegation of power is institution-
alized and keeps those (politically) responsible who receive that power".240
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Furthermore, it was stated that the responsibility of existing
institutionalized representative bodies has to be regulated anew.

The U.S. provisions indicate that a considerable amount of concern
was given to the political aspects of citizen participation, especially
to democratic procedures and the democratic representation of the citizens'
interests.

The CAP guide, e.g., asks for a democratic selection process of
participants on policy-making boards, which are to be "designed to encourage
the use. .. of traditional democratic approaches and techniques - such as
group forums and discussions, nominations and balloting. . . grass-root
involvement, committees, block elections, petitions and referendums."241
Minimum requirements for the representation of participants on these boards
(one third) were set up. Furthermore, it was attempted to create neighbor-
hood councils with the expressed purpose to structure the neighobrhood
politically, that is to say to provide by these councils a constituency
base for those who intended to serve on the policy-making boards. HUD
pointed out that 'citizen participation is political participation"242 and
required for its ifodel Cities Program "a representative structure" for the
different participation groups. 'From one point of view, it (citizen
participation) is merely a new phase in the American tradition of local
democracy -~ it parallels the mechanisms of decision-making social control,
and conflict resolution which have been established over the past two
centuries'.

The political aspect of citizen participation is not mentioned in the
two German planning laws. Therefore, a comparison to the U.S. programs
does not seem to be possible. About that, all indications of the political
significance of citizen participation and of the desirability of a demo-
cratic approach were taken out of other sources than the respective U.S.
laws. For the German case, however, only the laws could be used, whereby
at least the utilization of the comparison is impaired.

8.3.3.2 Conclusions

Again, the differences observed between the two cases are of the kind
that provisions are made in one but not in the other case.

The little concern for (respectively the absolute lack of awareness of)
the political dimension of the phenomenon citizen participation in Germany
may have its roots in one or all of the following reasons:

- The planning process is primarily not conceived as a political
process, but as a technical one, and only the political dimension of the
final act of that process is acknowledged (namely the plan being passed
as a local law by the municipality's council).

- The representiveness of the political system is not seriously doubted
by the German citizens in general, at least not as the representation in
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questions of urban planning is concerned. So the necessity was not felt
to attribute - or quest - the political dimension to the process.

- The political dimension of the process is indeed perceived, but on
the other hand the necessity for delegation of power and adequate represen-
tiveness is not accepted.

Very probably all factors together - rather than one exclusively - will
explain in their contradictness the factual, contradictory denial of the
significance of the political dimension of citizen participation in Germany.
In regard to the above cited findings of this paper, in the theoretical
part, 3 it seems however indispensable to admit and provide for the political
dimension of citizen participation, if it is to be meaningful. As long as
the political dimension will not be involved it will be nothing more than
an empty ritual, about that, one in which the death blow was installed from
the very beginning on.
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Summary

The Structure of the Paper

The paper consists of two main parts: Part A, which contains "Theoretical
Aspects of Citizen Participation,'" and Part B, "Implementation of Citizen
Participation: the Relevant Programs and Legal Provisions for Citizen Partic~
ipation in the U.S.A. and Germany."

In Part A basic problems and aspects of the phenomenon citizen partic-
ipation are discussed and evaluated. The first two chapters deal with the
character and nature of citizen participation. The third chapter brings a
brief presentation of a typology of citizen participation. These three
chapters provide the theoretical basis for the evaluation of two principal
options for the implementation of citizen participation being introduced in
the fourth chapter. In Chapter Five the most important question of the
compatibility of citizen participation and the representative democracy is
raised. Again, the foregoing chapters provide the criteria and the basis for
the discussion and evaluation of this part.

Part B briefly describes - on the one hand - citizen participation in
the United States, taking three main programs in consideration, and discusses
and evaluates legal and governmental provisions made in connection with these
programs. On the other hand two German planning laws are analyzed and
evaluated. Finally both cases are confronted and compared, and conclusions
drawn in regard to citizen participation in Germany. Part A as a whole
serves as the theoretical basis for the evaluation of observations and find-
ings made in the context of the implementation of citizen participation in
both countries, in Part B.

Contents and Main Findings

Part A
Chapter 1:

The term '"citizen participation'" - and the way it is frequently used -
is analyzed and a great number of questions raised in regard to the impli-
cations of the term., The result of the chapter is that the term is used in
so many different and even opposite ways that one valid definition cannot be
given which would cover all aspects of the phenomenon.

Chapter 2:

As the phenomenon citizen participation involves many aspects, these
were discussed in some detail and used to describe the character and nature
of citizen participation. Especially the aspects of the social, economic
and political dimension were analyzed, furthermore - in short - the moral or
ethnic dimension. (Aspects of the legal dimension seemed more adequately to
be dealt with in Part B of the paper. Organizational aspects were covered in
the fourth chapter, Part A.)
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The discussion of the moral or ethic dimension elaborated the point that
man has something like an unalienable right for participation in urban
planning. This is so, since man - as all other organisms, too - is defined
by his basic tendency for impersonation, respectively self-representation.
Man-made environment is an outstanding example for this impetus for expression.
As vice versa this environment will inexorably shape him, man, and his social
behavior, participation in the planning of this environment seems unalienably
to be within his responsibility and authority rather thanr of anonymous
administration or governmental powers.

Poverty and education were discussed as two major aspects of the social
dimension of citizen participation. Although citizen participation does not
mean a priori - or necessarily - that just the poor are to participate, it
is on the other hand a fact that

- those groups of society, who have been known to play their
role in society, have already participated in relevant processes
and benefitted, too, from the system, and that

- those groups of society, who are less well off, who are under-
privileged, are under-represented, too.

The point is made that therefore citizen participation will frequently
be a participation of the poor, the underprivileged and under-represented,
that the solution of their special problemacy often becomes the idea, the
- goal of citizen participation and that thereby it obviously owns strong
evolutionary characteristics.

Furthermore participation can be perceived as a means to make the poor
learn to use their own capacities by getting involved and thereby to defeat
their disadvantageous fate.

This already leads to education as another aspect of the social dimen-
sion. Education - as was elaborated - can either serve as an incentive for
citizen participation or represent one of the indispensable musts for
meaningful participation.

The economic dimension of the phenomenon citizen participation is
closely related to the social one as the aspect of poverty clearly shows.
The findings are that economic aspects can either serve as incentives for
citizen participation - especially in the cases when discriminatory or
exploitory economic practices are applied or when the urban economic develop-
ment induces urban planning (renewal, etc.) -- or that they determine the
chances of citizen participation. The latter is substantiated in that
economic resources decide upon the opportunity of participants either to
take part at all (off-time during work hours, etc.) or to enlarge their
competence by hiring professionals and staff for the elaboration of
qualified planning proposals.



Analyzing and discussing the political discussion of citizen partici-
pation the findings were:

Planning is a political process. This is so, because it is an
innovative, creative process that deals with the anticipation and
decision-making of arrangements of societal components, thereby
attempting to set new rules for social interactions.

As planning is a political process, citizen participation in
planning is inevitablly a political process too, since it deals with
planning.

Since citizen participation is a political process, it needs power.
Without power it is irrelevant, for it is the character of political
processes to be determined by power.

Furthermore, the significance of education as a political aspect was
pointed out. Education is politically relevant since one of the basic
assumptions of the democratic idea is that citizens will use their minds
intelligently and critically in regard to all political processes in society.

Finally, the political relevance of the aspect of legitimacy was
analyzed. The problem of legitimacy is acute because planning being
innovative sets new constraints for the interaction of members of society.
Therefore planning - as well as citizen participation in planning - has to
justify the proposals, give reasons for it and seek to be supported.

Chapter 3:

A typology244 of citizen participation is presented. The scale that is
used is the amount of power that is at the disposition of participants.
The lower levels (manipulation, group therapy) are called 'pretended forms
of citizen participation' or 'mon-participation.'" The achieved powers of
citizen are practically zero. The medium levels (information, consultation,
placation) are called "forms of tokenism." Participants have a chance to
hear or to be heard. Powers of citizens, however, are little, not
guaranteed, and constantly subject to withdrawal.

The upper levels (partnership, delegation of power, citizen control)
provide citizens with decision-making authority. That is to say with
power. These levels are evaluated as the only meaningful kinds of
participation.

As far as the upmost levels are concerned (considerable amount of power
delegated, full citizen control) the critical question has to be, however,
whether such an increase in the power of citizens will not result in (or
at least tend to) a balkanization of public services, separationism, and
thereby to an increase in costs and other resources needed to solve urban
problems.
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Chapter 4:

Two options for the implementation of citizen participation are discussed:
advocacy planning and mass-based organization.

Two main assumptions were found to underly advocacy planning:

1. citizens need the planner, being the expert, to make their
case

2. planners need citizens to receive legitimization for their
planning proposals.

Furthermore, advocate planners were found dangerous similar to other manipu-
lators of citizens' interest; as they are confronted quite frequently with a
lack of homogeneity, community feeling and common interests, they have to
evoke their clientele's interest for planning issues and have to formulate the
issues for them.

This raises the question whether - and how far - an advocate planner can
pretend to represent his clientele.

Two main strategies were found to be characteristic for advocacy planning:
one strategy inwards directed, to the clientele; the other one outwards
directed to the scenario in which the clientele is imbedded. The inwards’
directed strategy tries to build trust between advocate planner and clientele,
and to evoke the clientele's concern. This is important in order to ensure
the planner of support from his clientele and to avoid vigorously upswinging
opposition in times of confrontation with the "outside." The outwards
directed strategies are indispensible by definition of advocacy planning
being '"planning on behalf of specified individuals and groups, rather than on
behalf of a broadly defined public interest." As the attempt to assert the
interests of so far under-represented groups will frequently be understood by
established interest groups as a threat to the pursuit of their interests,
outwards directed strategies will first have to aim at the mere acceptance of
the new potential force, they represent, and second at winning coalition
partners for the political process.

The idea of mass-based organization was found to stress on the con-~
sideration that comparatively powerless individuals can constitute a powerful
political element by the aggregation of small, fragmented individual power
units. This enables such organizations to play a significant role in the
planning process, what makes them an excellent means for the implementation
of citizen participation in urban planning.

Chapter 5:

This chapter intends to discuss and evaluate critically the compat-
ability of citizen participation and the democratic ideas. The basic
idea of the representative democracy is that the tasks of governing and
leading a society can be delegated. Thereby representative, democratic,
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societal structures eliminate one of the main problems of the direct democracy,
namely that the number of members in society can only be small. As a result
of the delegation of societal responsibilities, however, individuals lose their
direct relationship and influence on the political decision-making process.

The danger of citizens of a representative-democracy becoming alienated from
their society is typical. Therefore, participation can be considered as a
contribution to minimize these negative side-effects.

The representative democracy puts two major constraints on citizen
participation: first, the principle of delegation and representation; second,
the political responsibility of the delegates. The first principle would
cause direct participation in decision-making to evoke most serious mis-
functions and consequences for the representative democracy, as it would
disturb the second principle the political responsibility of delegates. There-
fore, the conclusion is, that the exercise of power in the citizen partici-
pation process is only compatible with the idea of the representative
democracy if the delegation of power is institutionalized and keeps those
responsible, who receive that power. Otherwise citizen participation would
have to be left without any authority for generally obliging decision making
in order to keep it compatible with the idea of the representative democracy.

In addition this chapter deals with institutionalizable forms of
citizen participation that are compatible with the representative democracy
and makes two suggestions. One suggestion is directed to citizen partici-
pation by further differentiation of the political-societal system. This
suggestion elaborates on the point that by introducing additional political
subsystems besides or below the existing systems a more sensitive devision of
the societal system would be possible with a closer relationship of delegates
to citizens (what the positively changed ratio of delegates per citizens
would express).

The other suggestion is directed to citizen participation by citizen
integration into the administrative planning process.

Part B
Chapter 6:

The three U.S. programs taken as an example for citizen participation
in the U.S. are: 1) the "Juvenile Delinquency Demonstration Program,"
2) the "Community Action Program,' and 3) the '""Model Cities Program."

All three programs are analyzed by quoting from the laws, they are
based upon govermmental policy guidelines, other governmental papers, and
all kinds of other publications. The findings of Part A serve as criteria
for the evaluation of the different provisions for citizen participation in
the three cases. Citizen participation under the '"Juvenile Delinquency
Demonstration Program' is found to be at the levels of pretended forms of
citizen participation or at the levels of tokenism. However, the program is
considered to have provided important steps for the following programs.



Under the "Community Action Program," providing for maximum feasible
participation and one third of policy-making board members to be repre-
sentatives of the residents to be served, citizen participation could reach
the highest level of citizen control over a program in a number of cases,
where citizens already organized were aware of their possibilities. More
frequently, however, participants were obviously kept with a one-third
minority position on a more or less little attractive level of participation.

Both programs emphasized local program development and establishment of
local organization. Both programs were precedent to the following program,
the "Model Cities Program," in the evolvement of citizen participation.

The Model Cities Program provides for a somewhat cut back kind of
citizen participation, only. However, in many cases participants achieved
nevertheless a strong role because of the following reasons:

1. Citizens had an effective lever over city hall in that they
could prevent their cities from receiving a contract with HUD, as
long as they did not approve the cities program.

2. A social dynamism existed in a greater number of communities
because of the mobilizing organizational efforts under the preceding
programs.

3. HUD required to review the role of participants, where
obviously too little involvement of citizens was envisaged in the
applications.

The conclusion is that depending on the involved citizens, participatory
groups either remained stuck up on the level of manipulation by established
powerholders or climbed up the ladder of participation to the level of
delegation of power or citizens' control.

Chapter 7:
Both German planning laws are described, then discussed and evaluated.

The findings in regard to the BBauG are that the provisions for the
participation of citizens are only few and allow hardly any meaningful
participation. Obviously the provisions of the BBauG deal with a phenomenon
in the forefield of an aroused problem consciousness of participation.

The StBFG - supplementing the BBauG and only very recently passed -
provides at least for participation at the level of information, if not even
for participation on the level of consultation.

Both laws provide for a strong representation of the so-called "public
interest" and less strong for the representation of the single individual.
Participation by organized groups is not perceived.
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Chapter 8:

Although the legal and governmental provisions for citizen partici-
pation in the U.S. and the provisions of the two German planning laws are
hardly comparable, some commonalities and some differences can be observed.

As far as the U.S. 'Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan Development
Act of 1968," with its '"Model Cities Program,'" and the German "StBFG" is
concerned, they both stress emphasis on local program development, respectively
on the execution of plans. Doth go along in that the directly affected
citizenry shall have an opportunity to participate in the anticipation of
their future environment, that they shall be involved early and that the
process of interaction shall be continued.

Both laws differ in that the Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan
Development Act (as well as the Model Cities Program and the other programs,
too) emphasize the social aspects of the urban problemacy, while the StBFG
(as well as the BBauG) deals almost exclusively with physical aspects. This
difference in the perception of the socio-urban problemacy becomes relevant
for citizen participation mainly under the important aspects of organization,
(that is to say: the aspects of the aggregation of power) and education (that
is to say: the increase of the competence of citizens). While the American
programs acknowledge and point out the significance of organization and
residents' competence, the German laws don't deal with these aspects. The
conclusion is that in regard to the findings in Part A of this paper this
lack of concern for the implementational aspects will considerably restrict
citizen participation in Germany. Very similarly there also is little
concern for the political dimension of the phenomenon citizen participation
in Germany. The conclusion is that as long as the significance of the
political dimension is not admitted, citizen participation is not much more
than an empty ritual, little attractive and little meaningful.

Therefore, the recommendation for citizen participation in Germany to
be improved in the future, has to be: to consider in a serious, meaningful
manner, and to give way to, the two most important categories of aspects:

1) The political aspects (the delegation of power, the
institutionalization of this delegation, and holding
politically responsible those who will receive that power)

2) The organizational aspects (the aggregation of fragmented
power elements, assistance in founding and funding organi-
zations).
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Namely, community action (besides jobs and action for young people);
compare for this: Moynihan, op. c¢cit., p. 53.

Moynihan, D.P., op. cit., p. 58.
Ibid., p. 56.

Compare: P.L. 88/452 Title II Sec. 202(a)(3): " ... maximum feasible
participation of residents of the areas and members of groups served".

Mogulof, M., op. cit., pp. 225-226.

Compare, for example, for No. 1: 4.2.2.1 "Basic assumptions'" (on mass-
based organizations) and 4.2.2.2 "The structure of a mass-based organi-
zation"; for No. 3: 1.1 "The term 'citizen' and some implications".

See above: 6.1.2.3 "Evaluation'.

Mogulof, M., op. cit., p. 225: ", .. poor became a euphemism for Negro'.
Ibid.

Mogulof, M., op. cit., p. 229.

Ibid.

Ibid., p. 226.

Mogulof, M., op. cit., p. 226 and: see above: 6.1.1.3 "Evaluation".
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See above 6.1.2.2 "Legal provisions and policy guidelines".
Ibid.
Marshall Kaplan, Gans, Kahn, op. cit. p. 7.

HUD: "The Model Cities Program. Questions...,'op. cit., p. 3.

Ibid., p. 17.
Ibid.
Ibid., pp. 10-11.

Ibid., p. 3.

Marshall Kaplan, Gans, Kahn, op. cit., p. 3.

Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan Development Act of 1966.
City (or: County) Demonstration Agency.

HUD: "CDA Letter No. 10B", Washington, D.C., March, 1970, p. 1.
HUD: "CDA Letter No. 10B", op. cit., p. 2.

HUD: "CDA Letter No. 3", op. cit., p. 1.

Ibid.

HUD: "The Model Cities Program. Questioms...', op. cit., p. 17.
Ibid., p. 6.

Ibid., pp. 8-9.

Ibid., p. 10.

Compare: Warren, R.L.: "Model Cities First Round: Politics, Planning and

Participation", in Journal of the American Institute of Planners, July
1969, p. 245.

Ibid., p. 246.
Ibid.
Marshall Kaplan, Gans, Kahn, op. cit., p. 16.

Ibid.
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Marshall, Kaplan, Gans, Kahn, op. cit., p. 20.

That is the eight month period used by HUD for selection of applica-
tions and announcement of awards.

Warren, op. cit., p. 246.

Spiegel, H.B.C. and Mittenthal, St. D.: "Neighborhood Power and
Control: Implications for Urban Planning', Institute of Urban Environ-
ment, Columbia University School of Architecture, New York, 1968, p. 62.
The question arises of whether this wasn't probably the reason for the
Mayor forcing the application through in the short time to prevent
people from responding before the paper was submitted.

Marshall Kaplan, Gans, Kahn, op. cit., p. 20.

Ibid.

Ibid., p. 21.

Ibid.

Ibid.

See above: chapter 6.2.2 "Analysis of legal provisions and policy guide-

lines- and reports' (compare especially quotations from CDA Letter No. 3).

Warren, op. cit., pp. 248, 249.

All quotations in this chapter from German sources translated by me.
For the original quotations please refer to the sources indicated.
All underlining by me unless otherwise indicated.

Up to here compare: Naschold, F.: '"Organisation und Demokratie",
Stuttgart, 1969; pp. 7. .. 11,

Ernst, Zinkahn, Bielenberg: ''Bundesbaugesetz: Kommentar', Munchen,
Berlin, 1965; § 1 Rn 50.

In the context of this paper "German' and '"Germany'' refers to the
"Federal Republic of Germany" (Western Germany) only.

“"Bundesbaugesetz' vom 23. Juni 1960, BGBl. I S.341.

"Gesetz uber stadtebauliche Sanierungs - und Entwicklungsmapnahmen in
den Gemeinden'" vom 27. Juli 1971, BGBl. I S§.1125.

Compare BBauG, op. cit., § 1(L).
Ibid., B 5-7.

BBauG, op. cit., § 2(4), 88 3,4.



