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Introduction1

In November 1941 the Nazis transformed the garrison town of Theresienstadt (or Terezín in what is now the Czech Republic) into a concentration camp that became ‘home’ to more than 50,000 Jewish people who were forced to live in extremely harsh conditions, while they awaited deportation to the Auschwitz extermination camp. There were many children in the Theresienstadt camp, often segregated from the adults in children’s homes. The group of young boys who were housed in Barracks L417 (or Home One) started, in secret, to produce a newspaper, Vedem (which translates as ‘We lead’), which was a remarkable collection of essays, reviews, stories, drawings and poetry, written by the 13-, 14- and 15-year-old boys in Home One2.

Vedem’s first and only editor-in-chief was Petr Ginz (1928–1944), who took on the role aged 14. Vedem was produced weekly, from December 1942 to July 1944. The 800 pages of Vedem, 1–190 typewritten, the rest handwritten, survived the war and are now housed in the Memorial of Terezin. The 100 or so occupants of Home One were less fortunate; only fifteen boys survived the war. Vedem’s editor-in-chief, Petr Ginz, was murdered in Auschwitz in 1944 (K[image: image]i[image: image]ková et al., 1995).

One of the boys, Walter Roth, delivered the following address, which was (quite soon after) published in Vedem:

The banner has been raised. Home Number One has its own flag, the symbol of its future work and its future communal life. The Home has its own government. Why did we set it up? Because we no longer want to be an accidental group of boys, passively succumbing to the fate meted out to us. We want to create an active, mature society and through work and discipline transform our fate into a joyful, proud reality. They have unjustly uprooted us from the soil that nurtured us, from the work, the joys, and the culture from which our young lives should have drawn strength. They have only one aim in mind – to destroy us, not only physically but mentally and morally as well. Will they succeed? Never! Robbed of the sources of our culture, we shall create new ones. Separated from all that gave us pleasure, we shall build a new and joyously triumphant life! Cut off from a well-ordered society, we shall create a new life together, based on organization, voluntary discipline and mutual trust. Torn from our people by this terrible evil, we shall not allow our hearts to be hardened by hatred and anger, but today and forever, our highest aim shall be love for our fellow men, and contempt for racial, religious and nationalist strife. (Roth, in K[image: image]í[image: image]ková et al., 1995: 36)

Vedem remains a beautiful and at the same time horrific symbol of the human capacity to endure hardships without surrendering humanity. Vedem demonstrates the importance of communication to articulate this same humanity: To speak, to write and to publish is to enjoy, to resist, to live and to be human. Vedem uniquely symbolizes human capacity and need to communicate. It demonstrates the importance – to all of us – of the media as a tool and structure to organize this communication, and our capacity to produce these media ourselves, even in the face of the most difficult circumstances.

This book explores media and participation in much less horrendous circumstances, but against the backdrop of the vigour that the editors of Vedem displayed in order to democratize their communication in a place where democracy had ceased to exist. In the contemporary era, participation still sometimes meets with resistance, contempt or indifference, but it is no longer punished by persecution, at least not in most western democracies, and not most of the time. This is not to imply that participation is an easy concept, either theoretically or empirically. Its ideological role in the democratic-political realm renders it a floating signifier, which tends to complicate matters.

The first part of this book attempts to grasp the concept of participation and its role within the mediascape through a detailed discussion of the articulations of participation in the theoretical-academic debates in five societal fields: democracy, spatial planning, development, arts and museums, and communication. This detailed analysis, which is in its structure inspired by Foucault’s archeo-genealogy, highlights the complexity and contingency of the signifier participation, by showing the wide variety of – sometimes contradictory and sometimes mutually reinforcing – meanings that have been attributed to the concept of participation in these different fields in the second half of the twentieth and first years of the twenty-first century. My broad theoretical and empirical approach is to ground media participation within its twentieth-century intellectual history but without reducing it to a linear-historical narration, and to contextualize it by linking it to a series of similar debates – often forgotten in analyses of media participation – in other societal fields. In order to achieve this objective, I use the strategy of ‘thick’ theoretical description, in which a high level of theoretical detail is provided in order to show the fluidity, contingency and diversity but also the rigidity and fixity of the signifier participation.

The ultimate impossibility of fixing the signifier participation is explained by its intimate connection with the political, the ideological and the democratic. Participation is seen as a political-ideological concept that is intrinsically linked to power. This becomes obvious in the discussion of democratic theory, where participation is in permanent tension with the concept of representation. And when we move beyond the field of institutionalized politics into the realm of the political, we again see how participation captures the power relations within a variety of societal spheres. What this book shows is that the political nature of participation manifests itself in the struggles to minimize or to maximize the equal power positions of the actors involved in the decision-making processes that are omnipresent in all societal spheres.

In the second part of the book I use five keywords to deepen these debates on participation. It is no accident that, for the reasons mentioned above, the first keyword addressed in this second part is power. I then discuss four structuring elements that play enabling or disabling roles within participatory processes: identity, technology, organization and quality. The chapters in part two of this book that deal with these structuring elements allow me to re-emphasize – but from a different angle, and through its interactions with these other concepts – the complexity of the notion of participation. All five keywords are notions that have been approached in many different ways, and for that reason each of the five chapters in part two of the book starts with a theoretical-conceptual discussion that combines discursive and materialist approaches3 and that articulates and links these concepts to participation.

These theoretical discussions – combined with the instruments developed in the first part of this book – are used to develop a series of case studies within a variety of media spheres. The audience discussion programme Jan Publiek and the access TV programme Barometer are used to show the workings of power within the mainstream (public) television sphere, focusing especially on the role of the media professional. In chapter 3 on identity, a reception analysis of Jan Publiek combined with an analysis of the reality TV programme Temptation Island and the online debates it triggered shows the importance of the identities and subject positions that circulate within the media sphere. These subject positions, often embedded already in the media texts and the production process, structure the reception of the ordinary participants and their interventions. Chapter 4 discusses the importance of organizational structures as key locations where participatory practices are embedded. The BBC’s Video Nation project illustrates the capacity of mainstream broadcasters to organize more maximalist forms of participation, while the RadioSwap case shows the limits of the participatory ambitions of alternative and community radio stations. Chapter 5 looks at another of the structuring elements, technology, through the Czechoslovak Kinoautomat case study. The greater detail of this discussion of Kinoautomat due to the need to document this exceptional 1960s film project allows me to analyse the role of technology in participatory projects. Finally, in chapter 6 the importance of the concept of quality as a discursive tool that impacts on the acceptance or rejection of participatory media content is illustrated by the reception analysis of two subcases (16plus and Barometer). The second case study in this chapter, on the negotiations over quality in Swiss and Austrian community radio stations, shows that this discourse on quality is not completely rigid, and that these media organizations managed to include the quality definition in their participatory praxis.

Through all these theoretical elaborations and empirical case studies, participation reveals itself as a valuable entry point to the ongoing democratic revolution, which requires continuous protection from regression, and continuous stimuli to deepen it. The protection and further democratization of our democracies is the best possible tribute to the hope and creativity of the Vedem boys, and the many others who have struggled to get their voices heard.

Notes
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Chapter 1

Defining Participation: An Interdisciplinary Overview

 

The concept of participation features in a surprising variety of frameworks, which have been transformed through an almost infinite number of materializations. This first chapter analyses the articulation of participation in five theoretical frameworks, without focusing too much (yet) on their actual materialization in participatory practices; however, I do not lose sight of the basic fact that theorizations are often grounded in reflections on specific and actual materializations. The five fields I scrutinize are democracy, spatial planning, development, arts and museums, and communication, all of which are rich in what they have to offer on participation. This chapter juxtaposes the different fields, with a series of discourse-theoretical techniques1 working in the background, to provide a detailed and interdisciplinary mapping of the ways that participation has been articulated in and across these fields. Together, these five fields are evidence of the social need for participation and the desire of people to exert control over their everyday lives, but also of the difficult relations people have with the ways that their participation is organized, structured and (thus) limited.

1. Democratic theory and participation

 

1.1 An introduction

 

Democracy, because of its concern with the inclusion of the people within political decision-making processes, is one of the key sites of the articulation of the concept of participation. The centrality of people’s participation is described in Held’s (1996: 1) definition of democracy as “a form of government in which, in contradiction to monarchies and aristocracies, the people rule. Democracy entails a political community in which there is some form of political equality among the people”. Held’s work provides an immediate and excellent overview of the complexity of the notion of democracy. In his Models of Democracy, Held (1996: 3) initiates the debate by referring to Lively’s (1975: 30) list of ways to organize this form of political equality in practice. Lively distinguishes seven variations: (1) all should govern; (2) all should be involved in crucial decision-making; (3) rulers should be accountable to the ruled; (4) rulers should be accountable to the representatives of the ruled; (5) rulers should be chosen by the ruled; (6) rulers should be chosen by the representatives of the ruled and (7) rulers should act in the interest of the ruled. This list first highlights the strong emphasis in democratic theory on the difference between rulers and ruled, with the important consequence that the concept of participation is articulated exclusively in relation to the ruled, ignoring the rulers. The list can also be seen as an initial indication that democracy is not a stable concept with a fixed signification, but encompasses a multitude of meanings.

The meaning of the concept of democracy is complicated by three elements: the variety of democratic manifestations and variants; the distinction between formal democracy and democratic cultures and practices; and the distinction between the narrow-political system (‘politics’) and the broad-political dimensions of the social (the ‘political’). One of the crucial dimensions structuring the different democratic models is the minimalist versus maximalist dimension, which underlies a number of key positions in the articulation of democracy.

One of these key positions is the always-present balance between representation and participation, which, for instance, provides structuring support for Held’s (1996) typology of democratic models. As Held describes it, “Within the history of the clash of positions lies the struggle to determine whether democracy will mean some kind of popular power (a form of life in which citizens are engaged in self-government and self-regulation) or an aid to decision-making (a means to legitimate the decisions of those voted into power)” (Held, 1996: 3 – emphasis in original). The notion of representation refers here to political representation, Vertretung, or speaking-for, in contrast to the other main meaning of representation, Darstellung, or standing-for (Spivak, 1990: 108).2 Political representation is grounded in the formal delegation of power, where specific actors are authorized on behalf of others “to sign on his behalf, to act on his behalf, to speak on his behalf” and where these actors receive “the power of a proxy” (Bourdieu, 1991: 203). Obviously, one of the basic democratic instruments for the formal delegation of power is elections, where, through the organization of a popular vote, political actors are legitimized to gain (at least partial) control over well-defined parts of the state’s resources and decision-making structures. This control is not total, but structured through institutional, legal (often constitutional) and cultural logics.

On the other side of the democratic balance is the notion of political participation, which refers to the involvement of the citizenry within (institutionalized) politics. As Marshall (1992: 10–11) explains in his discussion of political citizen rights, this not only includes the right to elect, but also the right to stand for election: “By the political element [of citizenship] I mean the right to participate in the exercise of political power, as a member of a body invested with political power or as an elector of such a body”. Again, these forms of political participation are not total, but structured through institutional, legal and cultural logics (see Dahlgren, 2009). One important example is the limits imposed by the concept of citizenship itself, which is not only a democracy-facilitating concept, but also has an exclusionary component.

Different democratic models (of democratic theory and practice) attribute different balances between these concepts of representation and participation. When the political is defined, following Schumpeter (1976), for instance, as the privilege of specific competing elites, thus reducing the political role of the citizenry to participation in the election process, the balance shifts towards representation and the delegation of power. This is what we can consider the first characteristic of the minimalist version of democratic participation. In this model, the societal decision-making remains centralized and participation remains limited (in space and time). In contrast, in other democratic models (e.g., participatory or radical democracy – see below), participation plays a more substantial and continuous role and does not remain restricted to the ‘mere’ election of representatives. These democratic models with more decentralized societal decision-making and a stronger role of participation (in relation to representation) are considered here to be maximalist forms of democratic participation.

Figure 1: The minimalist versus maximalist dimension.
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Figure 1 shows that the archetypical minimalist–maximalist dimension is characterized not only by the balance between representation and participation, but on the distinction that Thomas (1994) makes between micro- and macro-participation. While macro-participation relates to participation in the entire polis, country or political imagined community, micro-participation refers to the spheres of school, family, workplace, church and community. More minimalist models tend to focus more exclusively on macro-participation, since the political role of citizens is limited to the election of political representatives at the macro-level. A classic definition of political participation by Verba and Nie (1987: 2) states that political participation is “those activities by private citizens that are more or less directly aimed at influencing the selection of governmental personnel and/or the actions they take”, which situates political participation within the field of macro-participation (see also Milbrath, 1965; Milbrath and Goel, 1977). Brady (1997: 737) uses a slightly broader definition of political participation as “any activity of ordinary [3] citizens with the aim of influencing the political outcomes”, but on the next page adds that these participatory efforts are “directed at some government policy or activity” (Brady, 1997: 738). More traditional public sphere models tend also to focus on macro-communicative processes, in the establishment of ‘the’ public opinion. This is a viewpoint echoed in Habermas’s (1974: 49) old definition of the public sphere: “By the ‘public sphere’ we mean first of all a realm of our social life in which something approaching public opinion can be formed. Access is guaranteed to all citizens”. In contrast, models of maximalist democratic participation tend to combine (attention for) the different spheres of the social, without ignoring participatory practices within the field of institutionalized politics, at a variety of levels, including local politics, interest group politics and activist politics. But these strong (er) forms of citizen involvement are not restricted to institutionalized politics; participatory practices can also be embedded within the structures of everyday life (which can be located in civil society, businesses or families). For instance, in The Transformation of Intimacy, Giddens formulates a warm plea for the “radical democratisation of the personal” (Giddens, 1992: 182) on the basis of the argument that a symmetry exists between “the democratising of personal life and democratic possibilities in the global political order at the most extensive level” (Giddens, 1992: 195–196). Pateman (1970) also emphasizes the role of (macro-participation in) representative democracies, but combines this with attention for participatory processes in other societal spheres, such as the workplace:

Apart from its importance as an educative device, participation in the workplace – a political system – can be regarded as political participation in its own right. Thus industry and other spheres provide alternative areas where the individual can participate in decision making in matters of which he [or she] has first hand, everyday experience. (Pateman, 1970: 35)

A third characteristic of the minimalist–maximalist dimension, which tries to capture the process of broadening the locus of participation (and which is closely related to the role played by micro- and macro-participation), is based on the distinction between politics and the political. Here, minimalist democratic participation is focused more on institutionalized politics, which renders it mono-sited. In contrast, maximalist democratic participation is embedded in the political, which makes it multi-sited. Mouffe, for instance, describes the distinction between politics and the political as follows:

By ‘the political,’ I refer to the dimension of antagonism that is inherent in human relations, antagonism that can take many forms and emerge in different types of social relations. ‘Politics’ on the other side, indicates the ensemble of practices, discourses and institutions that seek to establish a certain order and organize human coexistence in conditions that are always potentially conflictual because they are affected by the dimension of ‘the political’. (Mouffe, 2000: 101, see also Mouffe, 2005: 8)

In other words, according to Mouffe (1997: 3), the political “cannot be restricted to a certain type of institution, or envisaged as constituting a specific sphere or level of society. It must be conceived as a dimension that is inherent to every human society and that determines our very ontological condition”. The phrasing of Mouffe’s distinction confusingly diverges from a series of (structurally similar) arguments that maintain the word politics, while broadening its meaning (see, in this context, for instance Beck’s (1997) concept of sub-politics, Giddens’s (1991) concept of life politics and cultural studies’ use of the politics concept (see e.g. Hall, 1997a: 257)). Despite these differences we find in these intellectual projects the tendency to broaden the concept of politics (and the political) beyond the confinements of institutionalized politics. This, in turn, allows me to further characterize minimalist democratic participation as mainly concerned with the field of (institutionalized) politics, while maximalist democratic participation relates to the political.

The debate over the locus of participation and decision-making brings us to the fourth characteristic of the minimalist–maximalist dimension, namely the difference between unidirectional versus multidirectional participation. In minimalist forms of democratic participation, participation is aimed at one specific field – that of institutionalized politics. But in the less extreme versions of minimalist democratic participation, which include participatory practices in other fields of the social, the unidirectional objective of participation is also to influence institutionalized politics. One already-mentioned example is Verba and Nie’s (1987: 2) definition, where participatory practices are aimed at “influencing the selection of governmental personnel and/or the actions they take”. Similarly, a number of theoretical models that deal with the public sphere and public opinion, a societal field which is still structurally different from institutionalized politics, tend to focus on the capacity of the public sphere(s) and public opinion(s) to impact on institutionalized politics. For instance, Burke (discussed in Splichal, 2001: 22–23) emphasizes the importance of public opinion, and the need for government to be ruled by public opinion. Slightly more recent communication models, such as the agenda-setting model, focus very strongly on the relationships between public (and media) agendas and the agenda of institutionalized politics (McCombs and Shaw, 1972).

Maximalist democratic participation tends to see participatory processes as multidirectional, without privileging the relationship of the sites of participation with institutionalized politics. Although the connections with institutionalized politics are not severed, the broad definition of the political, combined with the inclusion of micro-participation in maximalist democratic participation, allows for the validation of participatory practices within the field in which they take place, and through their interconnection with other fields. For instance, participation within the field of museums (as defended by some of the proponents of new museology – see e.g. van Mensch (2005) on the third shift of museology) is considered relevant in itself, as it provides visitors and stakeholders with opportunities to influence these symbolic environments. Moreover, the interconnectedness of the participatory practices is deemed important for strengthening a participatory culture within the social. From this perspective, then, the participation of museum stakeholders is considered relevant since it contributes (as all participatory practices in specific societal fields) to the democratization of democracy (Giddens, 2002: 93).

Another characteristic of the minimalist–maximalist dimension is the attributed homogeneity or heterogeneity of the actors involved in the decision-making processes. Especially in cases where these decision-making processes are aimed at reaching decisions and establishing outcomes (which does not always apply), there is an attempt to reach communality and collectivity through a procedure that allows for negotiation among a diversity of positions. An obvious example is election procedures, which aim to achieve a specific outcome (selecting a limited number of political representatives) through a specific procedure (based on ‘universal’ suffrage), which allows for negotiation between the diversity of individual preferences. The negotiation procedure always carries a specific cost, which, in the case of for elections, for instance, might be the extremely limited impact of the individual’s action on the election outcome (Aldrich, 1993). Nevertheless, the procedure allows the diversity of positions to be translated into a decision that (often) is accepted as legitimate. But this translation remains a tension, which may be resolvable. One strategy is to homogenize the actor(s) involved in the decision-making process. The concepts that provide discursive support for this homogenization strategy are ‘popular will’ and ‘public opinion’ (especially when public opinion is behaviouralistically defined “as opinion expressed by the public” – see Splichal (2001: 41) for a discussion and critique). In these cases, the participatory procedures are seen to be resulting in the expression of a collective and homogeneous public will (‘the people have spoken’). In other cases, specific actors (such as the mainstream media) are seen as legitimate channels for the expression of ‘the’ public opinion, or the people’s vanguard, again homogenizing the diversity of positions. These processes of homogenization and hegemonization are strengthened by the ignorance about the positions and voices of the minorities (in number or substance) who took another position. Another (related) strategy consists of recognizing the existence of diversity beforehand, but the procedure is seen as suspending or halting the existence of diversity. This type of strategy could be used after a majority vote, but the Habermasian Diskurs4 – where the “forceless force of the better argument” (Habermas, 1999: 450) rules – is also based on a logic where diversity ends after the procedure. In addition, the strategy of the compromise suspends diversity, albeit to a lesser degree, as different positions are articulated and remain visible as part of the outcome. But in the case of a compromise, the outcome continues to suspend diversity because positions become integrated into the outcome of the negotiation. A third strategy to deal with the tension between position diversity and outcome singularity defines the procedure itself as an intervention that only temporally fixes a singularity, which is considered as always particular and contestable. Here, an outcome is still achieved, but the opportunity to reconsider and to rebalance the different positions is enshrined in the decision itself. One other variation here is so-called non-decisions, where the position diversity makes decision-making impossible or undesirable. Arguably, the more minimalist forms of democratic participation tend to focus on the strategies of homogenization, because of the large-scale decision-making processes (or in other words, the focus on macro-participation), and their significance in generating legitimacy for institutionalized politics, the state and the nation (which is related to the unidirectional focus of minimalist democratic participation). In contrast, maximalist democratic participation is characterized more by heterogeneity, which is triggered by the diversity of decision-making loci in the political field, generated through the combination of micro- and macro-participation, and the multidirectional nature of participatory practices.

The discussion about homogeneity and heterogeneity is also informed by the distinction between the consensus and conflict-oriented approaches of the political, although here the link between minimalism and maximalism is less straightforward. For that reason, it remains important to take into account both the consensus- and the conflict-oriented approaches. The rationale for this can be found in the radical contingency of the social that leads to an oscillation between stability and conflict. A mere focus on stability and consensus would foreclose the openness of the social and would imply an almost Hegelian belief in the end of history. An exclusive focus on conflict would be unable to account for the stabilization of the political and its sedimentation into the social. In conflict-oriented approaches, the socio-political is seen as being dominated by manifest and latent conflicts, possibly within the context of hegemonic projects. The confrontation between different societal groups leads to (heated) debates and claims of victory. Although even these approaches still need to be based on a total (hegemonic) consensus regarding basic democratic values, within the boundaries of this core consensus, a complete lack of consensus on any other theme is perfectly possible and acceptable. In such a pluralist democracy, decision-making takes place on the basis of political struggle and debate. As Mouffe (1994: 109) writes, “The prime task of democratic politics is not to eliminate passions, nor to relegate them to the private sphere in order to render rational consensus possible, but to mobilize these passions, and give them a democratic outlet”. Following Mouffe, it remains important to emphasize that the concrete interpretation and articulation of core democratic values are embedded in political struggles. In the second case, consensus is seen as the main societal organizing principle, focusing on the presence and achievement of societal harmony and unity. Here, processes of deliberation and dialogue support a harmonious polis and (if necessary) aim to stabilize disruptions to this harmony. Consensus-oriented models of democracy largely built upon the notion of societal dialogue and deliberation, where collective decision-making takes place based on rational arguments, “with the participation of all who will be affected by the decision or by their representatives. [...] it includes decision making by means of arguments offered by and to participants who are committed to the values of rationality and impartiality” (Elster, 1998: 8). As Glasser and Craft (1998: 213) rightly remark, this does not necessarily mean that everybody is given the floor, but it does mean that “everything worth saying gets said”.

Figure 2 provide an overview of the field of participation in democratic theory. The minimalist and maximalist dimensions constitute one axis of the model; the consensus-and conflict-oriented approaches are the second axis. The grey area indicates that the role of the concept of participation is limited here. At the same time, Figure 2 depicts the consensus- and conflict-oriented approaches allowing for high levels of participation, which has analytical consequences, since our attention is directed also towards models that thematize participation, enabling for a more extensive discussion of the concept of participation.

Figure 2: Field of participation in democratic theory.
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Source: Adapted from Carpentier and Cammaerts (2006).

1.2 Legitimization of participation in democratic theory. Protective and developmental arguments

 

In contemporary discussions on participation, its importance is often taken for granted, and its legitimizations are rarely discussed. Participatory theory, too, has a tendency to isolate the concept of participation, and to ignore the conditions allowing the possibility of its relevance, appreciation and significance. The often (implicit) assumption is that participation is necessarily beneficial: If it is enabled, all those involved will also appreciate it, and can only gain from it. (Part of) this assumption is problematic because it de-contextualizes participatory practices, and disconnects them from a very necessary articulation with democratic values such as equality, empowerment, justice and peace. This de-contextualization leads also to the belief that the societal appreciation and impact of participatory practices will not be affected by the political-ideological, communicative-cultural and communicative-structural context.

Returning to the genesis of participation and democracy in general allows the concept of participation to be rooted firmly in its political context, opening up a series of arguments that legitimize the importance of participation. Again, we can turn to Held’s (1996: 45) work as a starting point, and to his discussion of republicanism in which he distinguishes between the protective and developmental traditions. Both traditions contain core arguments that ground the importance of participation within democracy and the social. Held (1996) argues that the protective arguments take us back to the Roman historians, materialized in the work of Machiavelli, and later in that of Montesquieu and Madison. Here, the main legitimization for participation is based on its role in protecting citizens from the consequences of strong (or even extreme) power imbalances, where rulers retain almost full control over the lives of these citizens. By decreasing the power imbalances through the logic of participation, the opportunities for rulers to abuse their governmental powers are restricted. Support for this type of argument can be found in critical analyses of leadership that result in an emphasis on structural distrust towards rulers. A famous summary of this argument can be found in a letter written in 1887 by John Emerich Edward Dalberg Acton, the first Baron Acton, to Bishop Mandell Creighton: “Power tends to corrupt, and absolute power corrupts absolutely. Great men are almost always bad men”.

An extended version of this argument can be found in Machiavelli’s theorizing about a (proto-) democratic model of mixed government, combining components of monarchy, aristocracy and (ancient) democracy. The need to combine these three models is grounded in Machiavelli’s argument that all three models tend towards degeneration into, respectively, tyranny, oligarchy and ‘ochlocracy’ (or mob rule). Political participation (in the formulation of law) thus became grounded in the avoidance of tyranny, a situation where a ruler “assumes extraordinary authority and introduces laws disruptive of civic equality” (Machiavelli, 1984: 393 (III, 3)). Machiavelli explicitly contrasted civil freedom with tyranny, in which the tyrant’s whim becomes law and violence is applied unnecessarily. Machiavelli (1984: 177 (I, 26)) considers the methods that tyrants are bound to use to protect their position to be “exceedingly cruel” and “repugnant to any community, not only to a Christian one, but to any composed of men. It behoves, therefore, every man to shun them, and to prefer rather to live as a private citizen than as a king with such ruination of men to his score”. One way to limit the dangers posed by the existence of a tyrant is through the participation of citizens. Strauss (1978: 278) summarizes this argument as follows: “Political society fulfils its function through political power, and political power is apt to threaten the very security for the sake of which it was established. To avoid this danger, the majority must have a share, commensurate with its capacity, in public power”.

The unpleasantly long history of dictatorships and tyrannies shows that, from the perspective also of political praxis, the protective argument for participation is supported. In Violence and Democracy, Keane (2004: 2) points first to Nazi atrocities, using the example of the 1939–1941 euthanasia programme5 to show that the Nazi regime was obsessed with “unifying the body politic through the controlling, cleansing and healing effects of violence, which was often understood through ‘medical’ and ‘surgical’ metaphors”. But Keane immediately draws attention to the violence wrought by democratic states:

It might even be said that a distinctive quality of democratic institutions is their subtle efforts to draw a veil over their own use of violence. There are also plenty recorded cases where democratic governments hurl violence against some of their own populations. Such violence is called law and order, the protection of public interest, or the defence of decency against ‘thugs’ and ‘criminals,’ or ‘counter-terrorism’. (Keane, 2004: 2)

One should indeed take care not to de-contextualize participation and fetishize its protective capacity, since political praxis shows also that numerous democratic systems have failed to protect their citizens (and even more ‘their’ non-citizens) from abusive state power, either their own, or originating from some other actors. One of the instruments used to legitimize the use of violence in democratic states is the state of exception, a concept that Agamben (2005) sees as the increase of state power in supposed times of crisis, where the rights of individuals can be reduced or even completely suspended. Agamben argues that the state of exception is used frequently in modernity, and not only to legitimize state violence. It should be considered a form of state violence in itself, because during the state of exception, specific types of knowledge and specific voices are privileged, while other types of knowledge and many other voices are discredited and become muted. For Agamben, this oppressive dichotomy is itself a form of violence, exercised (in some cases) by democratic states. One of the examples he discusses is US President George W. Bush’s military order, issued on 13 November 2001. Agamben (2005: 3) writes the following about this:

What is new about President Bush’s order is that it radically erases any legal status of the individual, thus producing a legally unnameable and unclassifiable being. Not only do the Taliban captured in Afghanistan not enjoy the status of POW’s as defined by the Geneva Convention, they do not even have the status of people charged with a crime according to American laws.

The developmental tradition allows for another set of legitimizations of the concept of participation. Major voices exemplifying this type of argument are Rousseau and Wollstonecraft, and later Marx and Engels, but Held (1996: 45) also points to the philosophers of the ancient Greek democracy, and to the work of Marsillius of Padua. In the developmental strand, two types of argument are used. First, democracy and participation matter because of their intrinsic values: Participation allows the performance of democracy, which is deemed an important component of the social in itself. Through participatory processes, the existing civil reservoirs (for instance of knowledge and praxis) are used and become articulated as respected. Because of the multitude of these voices, a greater diversity is taken into account, which is (together with the increased levels of self-control) deemed to result in more societal happiness and is seen as a better guarantee of good decision-making. Second, democracy and participation matter because of their educational component. Performing democracy through participation generates learning processes that strengthen civic identities. Similarly, empowerment is seen as a pedagogical instrument to generate better citizens, and increase societal happiness.

In Rousseau’s work, the notions of the state of nature and the social contract serve as tools to describe how humanity has been characterized by freedom and equality, even when humans came to the realization that they had to develop forms of cooperation in order to subsist. By attributing core democratic values to the ‘original’ state of nature, Rousseau naturalized these values and legitimized his preference for a social configuration based on a high degree of popular participation (within small-scale political entities). This type of self-rule is based on the principle that sovereignty originated from the people and cannot be alienated from them:

Sovereignty cannot be represented, for the same reason that it cannot be alienated; its essence is the general will, and will cannot be represented [...] Thus the people’s deputies are not, and could not be, its representatives; they are merely its agents; and they cannot decide anything finally. Any law, which the people has not ratified in person, is void. (Rousseau, 1968: 141)

Participation thus becomes the exercise of the inalienable and indivisible rights of citizens, which results in the generation of societal happiness and respect for the position of all citizens. As Pateman (1970: 23) argues, the logic of self-rule will result in only accepting policies that equally share benefits and burdens: “[T]he participatory process ensures that political equality is made effective in the decision-making assembly”. But Pateman also emphasizes the educational component of the argument, claiming that the central role of participation in Rousseau’s theory is an educational one. She refers to Plamenatz (1963: 440), who wrote that: “[Rousseau] turns our minds [...] to considering how the social order affects the structure of human personality”, and continues by saying that Rousseau’s democratic model aims to develop individual and responsible political action through the participatory process, where “the individual learns that the word ‘each’ must be applied to himself [...] he learns to be a public as well as a private citizen” (Pateman, 1970: 25).

Again, the developmental capacity of participation should be contextualized: It is not a deus ex machina that can redress all societal problems and guarantee continuous social well being. If we follow Mouffe’s (2005) argument that the social is inherently conflictive, we see also that participation will never be able to deal with all (sometimes contradictory) societal demands (and certainly not simultaneously). Moreover, keeping Spivak’s (1988), Norval’s (2007) and Couldry’s (2010) work in mind, not all societal voices can and will be heard, or respected. Rousseau’s strong belief in the respectful position of a majority towards different minorities (see Held, 1996: 61-62) from this perspective might be slightly optimistic, and based on the homogenization of ‘the people’. Without any correctives, this could lead to a tyrannical system, as argued, for instance, by Berlin (1969). And the educational component might turn out to be dysfunctional, since democratic learning can easily slip into counter-democratic pathways or end up in political apathy. Rousseau (1968: 140) in part recognizes the problem of apathy, but relegates responsibility to the government when he writes that:

In a well-regulated nation every man hastens to the assemblies: under a bad government no one wants to take a step to get to them, because no one feels the least interest in what is done there, since it is predictable that the general will will not be dominant, and, in short, because domestic concerns absorb all the individual’s attention. Good laws lead men to make better ones; bad laws lead to worse. As soon as someone says of the business of the state – ‘What does it matter to me?’ – then the state must be reckoned lost.

Much later, DeLuca (1995: 11) agreed that one of the faces of political apathy is triggered by “forces, structures, institutions, or elite manipulation over which one has little or no control”, but added a second ‘face’ to this picture. Political disinterest (or apathy) might also be based on the free and informed choice of citizens not to become involved, or on the choice not to become informed. This brings us to the right of citizens not to participate, which permanently frustrates the developmental capacity of participation.

1.3 Maximalist versions of participation in democratic theory

 

Although the field of democratic theory is extensive, and characterized by an almost unsettling degree of diversity, I want to focus in this part of the chapter on the democratic models that share a strong(er) commitment to what earlier was described as maximalist democratic participation. It nevertheless remains important to stress that also this cluster of democratic models is characterized by a high level of diversity, which is even further enhanced by their partial translations into contemporary democratic practice. This implies that participatory maximalism has been – and still is – articulated in many different ways. Another implication of this diversity is that in this section only a selection of the models is discussed, a decision that inevitably leads to the exclusion of some other, still relevant, models (such as Giddens’s (1998: 113–117) model of dialogical democracy6). The models I discuss are Marxism, anarchism, the New Left models of participatory democracy, deliberative democracy and radical democracy, which I deem to be the most representative models showing the workings of the more maximalist participatory articulations.

1.3.1 The old Left: Marxist perspectives on participation

 

Marxist theory takes a strong emancipatory position that is embedded in a critique of the bourgeois domination of society. It is through the Hegelian logics of thesis, antithesis and synthesis that Marx develops the societal model of communism that is based on a high degree of participation. In order to flesh out Marx’s position on participation within this communist model, it is thus necessary first to reconstruct the constitutive outside of communism: the bourgeois capitalist society.

This bourgeois capitalist society is characterized by a base-superstructure model, in which Marx attributes a privileged position to the social relations of production (which sediments the power position of the bourgeoisie). These social relations of production are seen as the core of society, which implies that they also determine the political and ideological environment. This in turn means that in the Marxist model, the state is seen to serve specific elitist class interests. Although Marx sometimes attributed considerable independence to the state (see Held, 1996: 131–135), in a number of more polemical texts, the state is seen as the direct instrument of the bourgeoisie. An example is the Communist Manifesto (Marx and Engels, 2002: 221): “The executive of the modern state is but a committee for managing the common affairs of the whole bourgeoisie”. But whether capital directly controls government, or whether this influence is more indirect and a dominant class dominates society without being part of government, is not very significant for my argument here. What is important is that in Marx’ view of the bourgeois capitalist society, the political-ideological environment serves the interests of the bourgeoisie, which minimizes participation and makes societal equality (and more maximalist forms of participation) impossible, even when bourgeois capitalist society becomes more democratized.

But Marx foresaw a structural change, through a series of class conflicts and revolutionary struggles, fed by logics internal to capitalism, establishing a communist society. Despite its inevitability, Marx did not envisage this change as being immediate: He distinguished two stages in the development of communism. In the first and transitional stage (later referred to as socialism by Lenin), most productive property would become collectively owned, but some class differences would persist, because society would “still [be] stamped with the birthmarks of the old society from whose womb it emerges” (Marx, 1994: 315). In practice this meant that the worker (in this transitional phase) would receive “[t]he same amount of labour which he has given to society in one form, [...] back in another”. Not until the second phase would society have completely transcended capitalism, and would “the enslaving subordination of the individual to the division of labour, and therewith also the antithesis between mental and physical labour [have ...] vanished” (Marx, 1994: 321). And, “Only then can the narrow horizon of bourgeois right be crossed in its entirety and society inscribe on its banners: From each according to his ability, to each according to his needs!” (Marx, 1994: 321). Although Marx was reluctant to describe the communist utopia in detail, he and Engels, in The German Ideology, provide the following description:

in communist society, where nobody has one exclusive sphere of activity but each can become accomplished in any branch he wishes, society regulates the general production and thus makes it possible for me to do one thing today and another tomorrow, to hunt in the morning, fish in the afternoon, rear cattle in the evening, criticise after dinner, just as I have a mind, without ever becoming hunter, fisherman, herdsman or critic. (Marx and Engels, 1970: 53)

The vagueness of this description applies also to its political-ideological dimension, although Marx’s perspectives on the state, the revolutionary dictatorship of the proletariat and the end of politics offer valuable insights on the Marxist position on participation. Marx and Engels saw the bourgeois state as a supporting structure of capitalism, which made mere transformation impossible; after all, as Engels describes, “the state is nothing but a machine for the oppression of one class by another, and indeed in the democratic republic no less than in the monarchy; and at best an evil inherited by the proletariat after its victorious struggle for class supremacy” (Engels, 1993: 22). And, “in order not to lose again its only just conquered supremacy, this working class must [...] do away with all the old repressive machinery previously used against it itself” (Engels, 1993: 22). In the transition to communism, the state would continue to exist in order to guarantee the inclusion of the economy into the political, the abolition of private property, the centralization of credit, communication and transport, and the protection of society against the remnants of the bourgeoisie (see Marx and Engels, 2002: 243–244). At the same time, though, the state needed to be democratized in this transitional phase through what Marx calls the revolutionary dictatorship of the proletariat.7

Engels, and arguably Marx also, found an example of the dictatorship of the proletariat in the Paris Commune of 1871. Marx (1993: 60) described it as follows: “It was essentially a working class government, the product of the struggle of the producing class against the appropriating class, the political form at last discovered under which to work out the economic emancipation of labor”. Engels was even clearer writing in 1891, twenty years after the Paris Commune, “Well and good, gentlemen, do you want to know what this dictatorship looks like? Look at the Paris Commune. That was the Dictatorship of the Proletariat” (Engels, 1993: 22). The Commune was formed by municipal councillors,

chosen by universal suffrage in the various wards of the town, responsible and revocable at short terms. The majority of its members were naturally working men, or acknowledged representatives of the working class. The Commune was to be a working, not a parliamentary body, executive and legislative at the same time. (Marx, 1993: 57)

Other officials, such as the police and the judiciary, also had “to be elective, responsible, and revocable” (Marx, 1993: 58). Moreover, Marx expressed his explicit appreciation that in the Paris Commune “From the members of the Commune downwards, the public service had to be done at workmen’s wages” (Marx, 1993: 57 – emphasis in original).

In The Civil War in France, Marx expands on the blueprint provided by the Paris Commune and develops it to extend to the national level. This national Commune model was based on a council structure8 and delegation to higher decision-making levels:

The rural communes of every district were to administer their common affairs by an assembly of delegates in the central town, and these district assemblies were again to send deputies to the National Delegation in Paris, each delegate to be at any time revocable and bound by the mandat imperatif (formal instructions) of his constituents. (Marx, 1993: 58 – emphasis in original)

This pyramid structure of the model of direct (or delegative) democracy (Held, 1996: 145–146) allows for (and requires) high levels of participation, through the selection of and subsequent actions of delegates.

Marx’s emphasis on participation can be found in a number of texts. A year after the Paris Commune, Marx (1988) wrote in his Notes on the ‘American split’, “Political Equality means the personal participation of each in the preparation, administration, and execution of the laws by which all are governed”. And in his 1843 critique of Hegel, Marx (1977: 118) stated that, “The drive of civil society to transform itself into political society, or to make political society into the actual society, shows itself as the drive for the most fully possible universal participation in legislative power”.

Once the transitional phase had passed and full communism had been realized, there would have been the birth of a new (wo)man who cherished communality and cooperation. Here, participation is articulated as multidirectional and the sites of decision-making become ultra-heterogeneous (to the degree that decision-making is articulated as (almost) non-existent). For Marx, communist society is constructed on the basis of a new conception of the self, which is highly altruistic and non-conflictual: For instance, labour is performed to please the others, and not out of a sense of duty. As Ollman (1979: 73) formulates it, “We can approximate what takes place here if we view each person as loving all others such that he or she get pleasure from the pleasure they derive from his or her efforts”. Love for the other plays a structuring role; as Ollman (1979: 73) comments, “Marx is universalizing this emotion, much enriched, to the point where each person is able to feel it for everyone whom his/her actions affect, which in communism is the whole of society”.

Under communism, the state was expected to wither away. Removal of the source of conflict, namely class difference, would allow for consensual decision-making and self-government. In the Communist Manifesto, Marx and Engels describe how communism implied the end of politics (in the narrow sense):

When, in the course of development, class distinctions have disappeared, and all production has been concentrated in the hands of associated individuals, the public power will lose its political character. Political power, properly so called, is merely the organized power of one class for oppressing another. (Marx and Engels, 2002: 244 – translation modified based on Ollman (1979: 96))

In this utopian situation, the need for repressive state apparatuses would also have disappeared, rendering unnecessary the army and the police, for instance. Love of all for all would mean crime would be highly exceptional and should it occur the perpetrator would be devoured by feelings of guilt. Only a series of basic coordination, purely administrative tasks would require elected coordinators. This “labour of supervision and management” (Marx, 1992: 507) could be compared to the role of the conductor of an orchestra, as Marx (1992: 507) writes in Capital:

in all labour where many individuals co-operate, the interconnection and unity of the process is necessarily represented in a governing will, and in functions that concern not the detailed work but rather the work place and its activity as a whole, as with the conductor of an orchestra. This is productive labour that has to be performed in any combined mode of production.

Even then, the role of the ‘conductor’ was not considered to be crucial, as Ollman (1979: 82) explains: “Marx, however, prefers to play down the role of coordinating authority in the new society, emphasizing instead the power which comes through direct cooperation”. Through the logics of cooperation, participation would become maximized in the egalitarian communist society. This implied the disappearance of the principle of power delegation, as participation was organized through everyday life. Obviously, this required a radical shift in the identity of the citizen:

we can say that the citizen of the future is someone who is interested in and skillful in carrying out a variety of tasks, who is highly and consistently cooperative, who conceives of all objects in terms of ‘ours,’ who shares with others a masterful control over the forces of nature, who regulates his/her activities without the help of externally imposed rules, and who is indistinguishable from other persons when viewed from the perspective of existing social division. She (he) is, in short, a brilliant, highly rational and socialized, humane and successful creator. (Ollman, 1979: 89)

1.3.2 A forgotten component of the old Left: Anarchist theory and participation

 

Frequently ignored in debates on maximalist versions of participatory democracy is the legacy of anarchist theory (cf. May, 1994). Arguably, this neglect does justice to neither anarchist nor democratic theory. Anarchism’s emphasis on decentralization and local autonomy led to a strong emphasis on participation within what Godwin (1971) called ‘parishes’ or voluntary federations. Representation (or power delegation) is still acceptable in this societal model, but in a downsized version, without any binding capacities.

The most dominant feature of anarchist theory is distrust of government, which is seen as a threat to individuals’ and communities’ autonomy and freedom. Given the primacy attributed to individual freedom, the constraints and coercions generated by the machineries of government are rejected. Proudhon’s (1989: 294) famous quote illustrates the articulation of government as threatening and disciplining.

To be GOVERNED is to be kept in sight, inspected, spied upon, directed, law-driven, numbered, enrolled, indoctrinated, preached at, controlled, estimated, valued, censured, commanded, by creatures who have neither the right, nor the wisdom, nor the virtue to do so. To be GOVERNED is to be at every operation, at every transaction, noted, registered, enrolled, taxed, stamped, measured, numbered, assessed, licensed, authorized, admonished, forbidden, reformed, corrected, punished. It is, under pretext of public utility, and in the name of the general interest, to be placed under contribution, trained, ransomed, exploited, monopolized, extorted, squeezed, mystified, robbed; then, at the slightest resistance, the first word of complaint, to be repressed, fined, despised, harassed, tracked, abused, clubbed, disarmed, choked, imprisoned, judged, condemned, shot, deported, sacrificed, sold, betrayed; and, to crown all, mocked, ridiculed, outraged, dishonored. That is government; that is its justice; that is its morality. (Caps in original)

Although often intimately connected, the rejection of government (or better, of being governed) does not necessarily imply the total rejection of the state. Crowder (1991: 64), for instance, claims that anarchist theory accepts the state, as long as it does not govern, but performs only purely administrative functions. May (1994: 47) captures this difference by pointing out that anarchist theory consists of the rejection of representation, and that “the state is the object of critique because it is the ultimate form of political representation, not because it is founding for it”.

This distrust of government and rejection of (political) representation are fed by a discourse of anti-authoritarism, which resists the establishment of societal hierarchies and systems of domination and privilege (Bookchin, 1996: 29). Illustrative of this is Bakunin’s (1970: 31) statement, “It is the characteristic of privilege and of every privileged position to kill the mind and heart of men”. The problematization of privilege concerns not only the political sphere, but also the economic realm, where classic anarchist theory was “critical of private property to the extent that it was a source of hierarchy and privilege” (Jennings, 1999: 136). But this does not imply that private property is totally rejected: Even Proudhon’s famous dictum – property is theft – relates only to situations where the power balance is disturbed through so-called windfall earnings in the form of interest on loans and income from rents, which move structurally beyond legitimate ownership of what is needed in everyday life. In contrast to domination, privilege and struggle, anarchist theory legitimizes itself by (often implicitly) reverting to what May (1994: 65) calls a “humanist naturalism”, foregrounding harmony, solidarity and a belief in a “benign human essence” (May, 1994: 63). A case in point is Kropotkin’s (1902) engagement with Darwinism in Mutual Aid, where he tries ‘scientifically’ to establish an evolutionary model that is built on survival of the altruistic, not survival of the fittest.

In anarchist theory, these discourses of anti-authoritarism and solidarity are combined with a rejection of (political) representation, which leads to the third feature of anarchist theory: a strong emphasis on maximalist participation and decentralization as principles of decision-making. As Jennings (1999: 138) formulates it, there is a “generalised preference for decentralisation, autonomy and mass participation in the decision-making process”. Through the free and equal participation of all in a variety of societal spheres, government as such becomes unnecessary, and an equal power balance in these decision-making processes can be achieved, which, in turn, maximize individual autonomy within a context of societal heterogeneity. Similarly, within the economic realm, the principle of capitalist struggle is replaced by a decentralized gift economy.

The fourth and last feature of anarchist theory is the voluntary association as an organizational principle, as a site of self-organization and participation. Anarchist theory attempts do not lapse into individualism and atomism, but strive for a balance between the individual and the community. The privileged organizational structure to achieve this balance has had many different names in the course of anarchism’s intellectual history: Proudhon’s natural group, Kropotkin’s voluntary association, Godwin’s parishes, Bookchin’s affinity groups, etc. Despite some differences, these small-scale structures are seen as tools – again to protect individual freedom and autonomy; as Kropotkin (1972: 145) formulates it, “And with our eyes shut we pass by thousands and thousands of human groupings which form themselves freely [...] and attain results infinitely superior to those achieved under government tutelage”. The scale of these organizational structures is sufficiently large to approximate civil society, as mentioned, for instance, by Kropotkin (1902) when he refers in Mutual Aid to the “countless societies, clubs, and alliances, for the enjoyment of life, for study and research, for education”. More contemporary authors – such as Graeber (2004: 40) – have broadened the scope ever further in describing anarchist forms of organization that “would involve an endless variety of communities, associations, networks, projects, on every conceivable scale, overlapping and intersecting in any way we could imagine, and possibly many that we can’t. Some would be quite local, others global”.

1.3.3 New Left theories on participation

 

The New Left conceptualizations of participatory democracy – developed by Pateman (1970, 1985) and Macpherson (1966, 1973, 1977) and later by Mansbridge (1980) and Barber (1984) – focus on the combination of the principles and practices of direct and representative democracy. The problems of coordination in large-scale industrial societies bring the latter to accept representation (and power delegation) as a necessary tool at the level of national decision-making. For instance, Pateman (1970: 109) writes:

In an electorate of, say, thirty five million, the role of the individual must consist almost entirely of choosing representatives; even when he could cast a vote in a referendum his influence over the outcome would be infinitesimally small. Unless the size of national political units were drastically reduced then that piece of reality is not open to change.

At the same time Pateman (1970: 1) critiques authors such as Schumpeter (1976), for attributing “the most minimal role” to participation, and for basing their arguments on a fear that the implementation of more developed forms of participation might jeopardize society’s stability. Macpherson (1980: 29) also points to the role the discourse of stability plays in legitimizing minimalist versions of participation: “We are left with the conclusion that the possibility of a genuinely participatory democracy emerging in Western liberal-democratic states varies inversely with their electorates’ acceptance of system-stability as the overriding value [...]”. This situation creates a dilemma: On the one hand, the large size of political entities and the fear of instability restrict the possibilities for high levels of participation, and on the other hand, there is Pateman’s and Macpherson’s strongly expressed belief that there is a need to increase these levels of societal participation. This induces Pateman and Macpherson to introduce a broad-political and multidirectional approach to participation and to look at what Pateman (1970: 110) calls “alternative areas”, in order to maximize participation:

The existence of representative institutions at national level is not sufficient for democracy; for maximum participation by all the people at that level socialisation, or ‘social training,’ for democracy must take place in other spheres in order that the necessary individual attitudes and psychological qualities can be developed. This development takes place through the process of participation itself. (Pateman, 1970: 42)

It is only through participation in these ‘alternative areas’ of the political that a citizen can “hope to have any real control over the course of his life or the development of the environment in which he lives” (Pateman, 1970: 110). This expansion of participation into these ‘alternative areas’ is deemed a necessity, since “for a democratic polity to exist it is necessary for a participatory society to exist, i.e. a society where all political systems have been democratized [...]” (Pateman, 1970: 43). For Pateman, this also implies a broadening of the concept of politics: When discussing participation in the industry, she explicitly defines this realm of the social as “political systems in their own right” (Pateman, 1970: 43).

In Participation and Democratic Theory, Pateman (1970) focuses on participation in one specific ‘alternative area’: industry. Building on Cole’s (1920, 1951) work on industrial democracy, workers’ self-management and the cooperative movement, Pateman (1970: 43) claims that “[t]he most important area is industry”. She legitimizes this choice first by pointing to the importance of work for everyday life: “most individuals spend a great deal of their lifetime at work and the business of the workplace provides an education in the management of collective affairs that is difficult to parallel elsewhere” (Pateman, 1970: 43). She finds additional arguments in the political nature of the sphere of the industry, and the importance of economic equality. At the end of the book (Pateman, 1970: 110), she refers very briefly to ‘alternative areas’, such as the (higher) education system, (public) housing and the family.9

Macpherson’s (1977) work takes a different angle: He remains committed to the pyramidal structure of delegate democracy. He describes the (first) model of participatory democracy, which he develops in The Life and Times of Liberal Democracy, as follows:

One would start with direct democracy at the neighbourhood or factory level – actual face-to-face discussion and decision by consensus or majority, and election of delegates who would make up a council at the next more inclusive level, say a city borough or ward or a township. [...] So it would go up to the top level, which would be a national council for matters of national concern, and local and regional councils for matters of less than national concern. (Macpherson’s, 1977: 108)

At the same time, Macpherson (1980: 28) acknowledges that “[t]he prospects of a participatory pluralist system [...] appear rather slight” and investigates how some of the principles of participatory democracy can be reconciled with (and supported by) a competitive party system. Macpherson is suggesting the reorganization of the party system on less hierarchical principles, which would increase organizational democracy within political parties, rendering them “genuinely participatory parties [that] could operate through a parliamentary or congressional structure” (Macpherson, 1977: 114). Again, this brings us to forms of participation that are situated more at the level of micro- (or meso-) participation and then combined with forms of representative democracy at national level.

An important achievement of these multilevel approaches to participation is that the overwhelming problems of implementing participation on a large scale can be bracketed by focusing on the meso- and micro-level. This allowed Pateman, for example, not only to broaden the span of politics beyond institutionalized politics, but also to develop definitions of participation that stress the decision-making focus and processual nature of participation, combined with an emphasis on influence and power. The two definitions of participation that Pateman introduces take account of the difference between influence and power through reference to ‘partial’ and ‘full participation’. Partial participation is defined by Pateman as “a process in which two or more parties influence each other in the making of decisions but the final power to decide rests with one party only” (Pateman, 1970: 70), while full participation is seen as “a process where each individual member of a decision-making body has equal power to determine the outcome of decisions” (Pateman, 1970: 71).

1.3.4 Deliberative democracy

 

The model of deliberative democracy also tries to (re)balance the participatory and representative aspects of democracy, but, here, the participatory moment is located in communication, as deliberative democracy refers to “decision making by discussion among free and equal citizens” (Elster, 1998: 1 – emphasis added). Elster (1998: 8) points to the two main characteristics of this model: Its democratic nature is ensured because of its focus on “collective decision making with the participation of all who will be affected by the decision or their representatives”, and its deliberative nature lies in the focus on “decision making by means of arguments offered by and to participants who are committed to values or rationality and impartiality” (emphasis in original).

Habermas’s work is one of the main sources of inspiration for the model of deliberative democracy.10 His older work on communicative rationality and the public sphere plays a key role in grounding deliberation in the inter-subjective structures of communication, where the “speakers’ orientation toward mutual understanding entails a commitment to certain presuppositions rooted in the idea of unconstrained argumentation or discourse” (Flynn, 2004: 436). These presuppositions are structured by the ideal speech situation, where everybody with the competence to act and speak is allowed to participate, everyone can introduce and/or question any assertion, and express her or his attitudes, desires and needs, and no coercion is used during the process (Habermas, 1990: 86). Later, Habermas described these presuppositions as follows: “The conditions for entering a rational discourse require participants to assume an undogmatic attitude, to treat all relevant norms and traditions hypothetically, to be open to objections, to be honest and to yield to the forceless force of the better argument, to learn from others and to view from their perspectives” (Habermas, 1999: 449–450). In Habermas’s work, the public sphere is (one of) the crucial sites11 where these deliberations take place, although (in his older work) he problematizes the public sphere’s deliberative capacities because of its colonization by the systems of economy and state.12 This implies, in Kellner’s (2000: 264) words, that “[a]s the public sphere declined, citizens became consumers, dedicating themselves more to passive consumption and private concerns than to issues of the common good and democratic participation”. In this configuration, democratization implies the “shifting of forces” and the erection of “a democratic dam against the colonizing encroachment of system imperatives on areas of the lifeworld” (Habermas, 1992: 444 – emphasis in original).

In Between Facts and Norms, Habermas (1996) further develops his model of deliberative democracy (and its relationship to law). The deliberative model is contrasted to liberal and republican models, based on its crucial characteristics of the extension of the scope of politics beyond the aggregation of self-interest, and the emphasis on negotiating and bargaining that transcend the republican notion of a shared ethical-political dialogue. As Habermas (1996: 298) writes, “According to discourse theory, the success of deliberative politics depends not on a collectively acting citizenry but on the institutionalization of the corresponding procedures and conditions of communication, as well as on the interplay of institutionalized deliberative processes with informally developed public opinions”. In the Habermasian model of deliberative democracy, participation is multidirectional because of the strong emphasis on the procedural-deliberative, and on the role that institutions play in the transformation of public opinion into communicative power. In his two-track model of deliberative politics, the public sphere becomes a ‘warning system with sensors that, though unspecified, are sensitive throughout society’ (Habermas, 1996: 359) and that can problematize issues, while deliberative procedures in the formal decision-making sphere focus on cooperative solutions to (these) societal problems, without aiming for ethical consensus.13 This does not imply that the earlier emphasis on participation (through the public sphere) disappears. For instance, in the following description of the deliberative model, participation features prominently:

The deliberative paradigm offers as its main empirical point of reference a democratic process, which is supposed to generate legitimacy through a procedure of opinion and will formation that grants (a) publicity and transparency for the deliberative process, (b) inclusion and equal opportunity for participation, and (c) a justified presumption for reasonable outcomes (mainly in view of the impact of arguments on rational changes in preference). (Habermas, 2006: 413)

1.3.5 Radical democracy and post-Marxism

 

Laclau and Mouffe (1985), aiming to de-essentialize Althusser’s and Gramsci’s work (and thus also the work of Marx and Engels),14 developed a post-Marxist democratic model. Their work parallels the work on the deliberative model, but was developed differently because it was inspired by a post-structuralist agenda. They considered their democratic project to be radically pluralist because of its embeddedness in a social ontology, which emphasized that “subject positions cannot be led back to a positive and unitary founding principle” (Laclau and Mouffe, 1985: 167). This implies also that the radical pluralist democracy advocated by Laclau and Mouffe was not radical in the sense of identifying ‘the true and pure democratic model’: “Its radical character implies, on the contrary, that we can save democracy only by taking into account its radical impossibility” ([image: image]i[image: image]ek, 1989: 6). For this reason, Mouffe (1997: 8) refers to radical pluralist democracy as a democracy that will always be ‘to come.’

In spite of this, the pluralism advocated by Laclau and Mouffe aims to realize specific and clearly demarcated objectives. First it aims for the “generalization of the equivalential-egalitarian logic” (Laclau and Mouffe, 1985: 167). Laclau and Mouffe (1985: 190) continue to situate themselves within the “classic ideal of socialism”, and plead for a “polyphony of voices” in which the different (radically) democratic political struggles – such as antiracism, anti-sexism and anti-capitalism – are all allotted an equally important role (Mouffe, 1997: 18). In other words, Laclau and Mouffe want to “broaden the domain of the exercise of democratic rights beyond the limited traditional field of ‘citizenship’”, claiming that the distinctions between public/private and civil society/political society are “only the result of a certain type of hegemonic articulation” (Laclau and Mouffe, 1985: 185). Again, we can identify a call to extend the political into the realm of the economy, where the importance of the “anti-capitalist struggle” (Laclau and Mouffe, 1985: 185) is emphasized. But through Laclau and Mouffe’s (1985: 176) emphasis on the plurality and heterogeneity of the social, the broad definition of the political and “the extension of the field of democracy to the whole of civil society and the state”, also the notion of participation moves to the foreground. Although the concept of participation is used only rarely, its importance becomes clear in Laclau and Mouffe’s critique on the “anti-democratic offensive” (Laclau and Mouffe, 1985: 171) in neo-conservative discourses. These neo-conservative discourses are seen as the antipode of their radical democratic model because they want to “redefine the notion of democracy itself in such a way as to restrict its field of application and limit political participation to an even narrower area” (Laclau and Mouffe, 1985: 173). Laclau and Mouffe (1985: 173) continue by stating that these discourses would “serve to legitimize a regime in which political participation might be virtually non-existent”.

The increased level of (political) participation that radical pluralist democracy has to offer is still delineated by the need to “agree on the liberal-democratic rules of the game”, although this is not taken to mean that “the precise interpretation of the rules of the game” would be given once and for all (Torfing, 1999: 261; Mouffe, 1995: 502). In Hegemony and Socialist Strategy, Laclau and Mouffe (1985: 176) state explicitly that the contemporary liberal-democratic ideology should not be renounced, but rather reworked in the direction of a radical and plural democracy, which generates sufficient openness for a plurality of forms and variations of democracy, which correspond to the multiplicity of subject positions active in the social. It is at this level also – combined with their dealing with “a very different theoretical problematic” – that Laclau and Mouffe (1985: 194) explicitly distinguish their position from the work of Macpherson and Pateman, who they see as defending a too specific and too well-aligned democratic model. But Laclau and Mouffe (1985: 194) add that they “nevertheless share [with them] many important concerns”.

In recent years, Mouffe (and Laclau) have been propagating an agonistic model of democracy, as opposed to a deliberative model (Mouffe, 2000, 2005). The agonistic model of democracy, which is based explicitly on the ‘older’ model of radical pluralism (Mouffe, 2000: 99), contains a more sophisticated elaboration of Laclau and Mouffe’s normative democratic-political thought. Echoing Connolly (1991, 1993), and also Lyotard (1984), the agonistic model of democracy builds on the distinction between antagonism (between enemies), and agonism (between adversaries). While the existence of an adversary is considered legitimate and the adversary’s right to defend his or her ideas is not questioned, enemies are (to be) excluded from the political community (Mouffe, 1997: 4). The aim of democratic politics then becomes “to transform an ‘antagonism’ into ‘agonism’” (Mouffe, 1999a: 755), to “tame” or “sublimate” (Mouffe, 2005: 20–21) antagonisms, without eliminating passion from the political realm or relegating it to the outskirts of the private. Seen this way, “far from jeopardizing democracy, agonistic confrontation is in fact its very condition of existence” (Mouffe, 1999a: 756). While the concept of participation does not feature prominently in the agonistic model of democracy, it remains (rather silently) present through the pluralist nature of the agonistic model and its basis in the broad definition of the political.

Although Mouffe (2005) has fiercely critiqued Hardt and Negri’s (2000, 2005) work, there are some important similarities between Laclau and Mouffe’s work and Hardt and Negri’s autonomist approach15 that are relevant here. Apart from the shared critical nature of their projects, they both focus on difference and diversity. In developing the democratic potential of the multitude, Hardt and Negri (2005: 355) write, “This new science of the multitude based on the common [...] does not imply any unification of the multitude or any subordination of differences. The multitude is composed of radical differences, singularities, that can never be synthesized in an identity”. Hardt and Negri (2005: 349) see the multitude as “a diffuse set of singularities that produce a common life; it is a kind of social flesh that organizes itself into a new social body”. This collective social subject, explicitly articulated as a (broadly defined) class concept (Hardt and Negri, 2005: 103), appears in the “cooperative and communicative networks of social labour” (Hardt and Negri, 2005: 349) and uses (amongst other strategies) the carnivalesque and biopolitical strategies of the alter-globalization movement, weapons that are said to be “constructing democracy and defeating the armies of Empire” (Hardt and Negri, 2005: 347). Participation thus becomes a key concept (although again not often explicitly used) as it captures the ongoing collaborations within these social networks. Moreover, Hardt and Negri’s use of the concept of multitude implies a very strong attack on the idea of sovereignty: “The project of democracy must today challenge all existing forms of sovereignty as a precondition of establishing democracy” (Hardt and Negri, 2005: 353). These egalitarian logics, based on the combination of self-organization and the utmost respect for disobedience, incorporate the promise of full participation: “When the multitude is finally able to rule itself, democracy becomes possible” (Hardt and Negri, 2005: 340).

2. Beyond democratic theory

 

In late (or post) modern societies, the frontiers of institutionalized politics have also become permeable. Discussions within the field of democratic theory indicate that it would be difficult to confine the political to the realm of institutionalized politics. Democratic theory has (sometimes) incorporated such transformations, but these theoretical expansions did not develop in a void. They grew out of a diversity of political practices that originated from actors that often were (strictly speaking) situated outside the realm of institutionalized politics. Whether they are called interest groups, old/new social movements, civil society or activists, these actors broadened the scope of the political and made participation more heterogeneous and multidirectional.

In some cases these political practices were still aimed at impacting directly on institutionalized politics, but in other cases their political objectives diverged from the ‘traditional’ and were aimed at cultural change. In many cases, several objectives and ‘targets’ were developed in conjunction. For instance, the feminist movement aimed for the re-articulation of gender relations, within a diversity of societal spheres, combining identity politics (see e.g. Harris, 2001) with (successful) attempts to affect legal frameworks. Not only do we witness a broadening of the set of actors involved in political activities, but also an expansion of the spheres that are considered political. One example here is the feminist slogan “the personal is political” (Hanisch, 1970), which claimed the political nature of social spheres such as the body and the family. Kate Millett (1970), for instance, coined the term sexual politics, extending the notion of the political into the sphere of the private. In her chapter on the Theory of Sexual Politics, she introduces her sociological approach with the simple sentence “Patriarchy’s chief institution is the family” (Millett, 1970: 33). A few pages on she notes that “The chief contribution of the family in patriarchy is the socialisation of the young (largely through the example and admonition of their parents) into patriarchal ideology’s prescribed attitudes toward the categories of role, temperament, and status” (Millett, 1970: 33).

In these feminist projects we see (a plea for) the political (to) move further into the social. We can apply a similar logic within democratic theory, since a considerable number of authors who tend towards the more maximalist versions of democratic participation have sought (and found) solutions to the scale problem in large democracies by reverting to civil society, the economy and the family as sites of political practice. Here, Mouffe’s (2000: 101) concept of the political, as the “dimension of antagonism that is inherent in human relations”, can be used to argue that the political touches upon our entire world, and cannot be confined to institutionalized politics. Here, also, the difference Mouffe makes between the political and the social is helpful because she locates this difference in the sedimented nature of practices. To use her words:

The political is linked to the acts of hegemonic institution. It is in this sense that one has to differentiate the social from the political. The social is the realm of sedimented practices, that is, practices that conceal the originary acts of their contingent political institution and which are taken for granted, as if they were self-grounded. Sedimented social practices are a constitutive part of any possible society; not all social bonds are put into question at the same time. (Mouffe, 2005: 17)

At the same time hegemony and the taken-for-grantedness it brings is never total or unchallengeable. Sedimented practices can always be questioned, problematized and made political again. This is what democratic and social movement theorists, together with political activists, have attempted to do in a variety of societal fields: to disrupt the taken-for-grantedness of a specific social ordering and to show its political nature.

These logics do not apply only to the realms often discussed in democratic theory (such as the economy); they apply also to the cultural/symbolic realm, which has been implicated in the broadening of the political. In other words, the representational is also political. The concept of the politics of representation (see e.g. Hall, 1997a: 257) can be used to refer to the ideological logics in representational processes and outcomes. Dominant and/or hegemonic societal orders feed into these representational processes and outcomes, and at the same time are legitimized and normalized by their presence (or in some cases by meaningful absences). Organizations such as museums, publishers and broadcasters – to mention but a few – act as discursive machinery that produces these representations, but at the same time they are organizational environments with specific politics, economies and cultures where, for instance, the politics of the expert or the professional create power relations that impact on the organization itself, but also on the ‘outside’ world.

This all-encompassing process of the broadening of the political, where all social realities become (at least potentially) contestable and politicized, means also that the notions of democracy and participation can no longer remain confined to the field of institutionalized politics. All social spheres are the potential objects of claims towards democratization and increased participation, although these claims (and the struggles provoked) do not lead necessarily to their realization, and the resistance in some societal realms turns out to be more substantial than in others. Claims for the democratization of these societal realms (beyond institutionalized politics) are based on a multitude of arguments that can be sketched within the above-mentioned protective/developmental framework. An argumentation based on the protective component starts from the broadening of the political, which implies also that there is no longer one power centre in society, but a diversity of power centres. As a diversity of societal structures and institutions can strongly impact on people’s everyday lives, and power imbalances can occur everywhere, there is a need to protect citizen’s rights in this diversity of spheres. The developmental argumentation is based on the ideas that the performance of democracy matters in all societal spheres, and that the use of and respect for existing societal reservoirs empowers citizens, generates social integration and happiness, and potentially improves the social quality of decision-making in institutions. At the educational level, the participation and empowerment of citizens is claimed to create better citizens, also because these participatory activities at micro-level allow for democratic learning, which then can support macro-participation.

The claims for democratization and increased participation (beyond institutionalized politics and its extensions) have strong resonances in a number of social realms. In this part of the chapter, I discuss three of these areas (spatial planning, museums and the arts, and development), and show how the discussions on participation are played out. In the next part, I move to the realm of communication and media, to map the articulation of participation in this area. The ‘thick’ theoretical description will highlight the differences and similarities of these articulations of participation, since the internal context of these social realms generates different fields of discursivity, which (sometimes strongly) affect the meanings attributed to the concept of participation. Simultaneously, the articulations of participation are not confined to these social realms, but are part of a broad societal and cultural configuration, which provides a more general cultural-ideological context to what can be said and thought about (the intensity) of participation, and what degree of participation is considered desirable (or not). Without wanting to suggest the existence of clearly demarcated eras (or even epistèmes) of participation, it nevertheless will become clear that the temporal dimension plays an important role in the articulation of participation.

2.1 Spatial planning and participation

 

The field of spatial planning is still closely related, of course, to politics, but at the same time it is a field where participation is widely accepted (albeit in varying degrees of intensity16) and has become embedded in the legal frameworks of several countries. For instance, Querrien (2005: 106) points to the long history of public participation and urbanization in France, but also to recent initiatives, such as the French Urban Solidarity and Renewal Act passed on 13 December 2000, requiring that approval be sought from residents for any work planned in their neighbourhood. In 2002, participation was made obligatory for regeneration projects throughout France. Describing the situation in the UK, Richardson and Connelly (2005: 77–78) write that “[t]own and country planning in Britain, for example, is one of the few areas where policy and practical decisions affecting people’s quality of life have long been subject to formal public involvement in varying forms”. The Town and Country Planning Act introduced statutory public participation in planning in the UK in 1968 (Cullingworth and Nadin, 2002: 360).

Of course, spatial planning has not always emphasized public participation explicitly. The so-called pioneers of planning, Howard and Geddes (see Hall, 1992; Lane, 2005: 287), with their respective focuses on the garden-city and on structured forms of regional planning, based their ideas on blueprint planning that privileged the planner. As Hall (1992: 61) formulates it, “Their vision seems to have been that of the planner as the omniscient ruler, who should create new settlement forms [...] without interference or question”. Or in Lane’s (2005: 289) words, “At its heart, blueprint planning assumes science to be all seeing and the planner omnipotent”. Blueprint planning was criticized for its (impossible) reliance on predictability, certainty and control, which led to over-simplifications of social reality, and to difficulties in dealing with decentralized political systems and reconciling the omnipresent tensions between different positions. Although the importance of blueprint planning decreased in the 1960s, its legacy – with a focus on homogeneity of the political will and an apolitical ethic – would not totally disappear (Kiernan, 1983), and would delay the integration of participatory principles (Lane, 2005: 289).

In the 1960s, planning theory evolved towards a synoptic model, which emphasizes the need to specify goals and targets, evaluate means and ends, analyse the environment, and consider different policy options. This re-articulation of planning theory also enabled the integration of participation, through the logics of consultation. As Lane (2005: 292) puts it, the two most important developments regarding participation in this period were “(1) the institutionalisation of a limited role for public comment in planning and (2) the inclusion of actors from outside the formal policy-making arena in the incremental mode of planning”. This also affects the privileged position of the planner, which according to Hall (1983: 44) led to the disappearance of the “benign, omniscient scientist-planner”. But even within this synoptic model, participation remained limited because the political will was still homogenized (Faludi, 1973), and “public participation was constrained to providing a commentary on the goals of planning” (Lane, 2005: 290). Also a number of variations within the synoptic model, such as the applications of Lindblom’s (1959) incrementalism and Etzioni’s (1967) mixed-scanning approach in planning theory, still left limited room for participation. Incrementalism – based on Lindblom’s 1959 article The Science of ‘Muddling Through’ – does create spaces for (informal) interventions from outside the political (planning) field. Mixed scanning (combining a wide scan and a zoom (Etzioni, 1986: 8)) motivated planners to make more explicit strategic choices first, and then turn to incrementalism, a method that increased the range of possible alternatives.

Nevertheless, there were calls for more radical and maximalist forms of participation. A necessary step towards participation becoming integrated into spatial planning was the recognition that planning was a political activity and the rejection of its articulation as a neutral-technical decision. Taylor (1998: 83) points to the work of (mostly American) planning theorists such as Norton Long (1959), to articulate the political nature of planning. Long (1959: 168) is quoted as saying, “Plans are policies and policies, in a democracy at any rate, spell politics. The question is not whether planning will reflect politics but whose politics it will reflect”. Davidoff (1965) also questions the technocrat perspective embedded in planning, and equates planners with advocates, who serve the interest of specific client groups at the expense of other groups (especially disadvantaged and minority groups (Kurzman, 2000)). In contrast, Davidoff (1965: 279) pleads for pluralism, where (city) planners “represent and plead the plans of many interest groups”, a recommendation that is based on “the need to establish an effective urban democracy, one in which citizens may be able to play an active role in the process of deciding public policy”. He then continues to emphasize the importance of choices to “remain in the area of public view and participation” (Davidoff, 1965: 279). In the UK, the Skeffington Committee on Public Participation in Planning (1969 – quoted in Taylor, 1998: 87), established by the UK minister responsible for planning, also highlights participation, defining it as “the act of sharing in the formulation of policies and proposals”. The report (quoted in Taylor, 1998: 87) continues:

Clearly, the giving of information by the local planning authority and of an opportunity to comment on that information is a major part in the process of participation, but it is not the whole story. Participation involves doing as well as talking and there will be full participation only when the public are able to take an active part throughout the plan-making process. There are limitations to this concept. One is that the responsibility for preparing a plan is, and must remain, that of the local planning authority. Another is that the completion of plans – the setting into statutory form of proposals and decisions – is a task demanding of the highest standards of professional skill, and must be undertaken by the professional staff of the local planning authority.

As Taylor (1998: 88) points out, the Skeffington report contains a series of proposals to translate participatory intentions into practice, such as ‘community forums’ to liaise with local authorities, and the appointment of ‘community development officers’ for community outreach. At the same time, participation is often translated as consultation, and planning authorities use “prepare, reveal and defend” – and in some cases even “attack and respond” – strategies (Rydin, 1999: 188, 193; Cullingworth and Nadin, 2002: 360). This situation led to a seminal critique by Arnstein, who in 1969 published A Ladder of Citizen Participation in which she links participation explicitly to power, saying “that citizen participation is a categorical term for citizen power” (Arnstein, 1969: 216). She continues:

It is the redistribution of power that enables the have-not citizens, presently excluded from the political and economic processes, to be deliberately included in the future. It is the strategy by which the have-nots join in determining how information is shared, goals and policies are set, tax resources are allocated, programs are operated, and benefits like contracts and patronage are parceled out. (Arnstein, 1969: 216)

Arnstein develops a categorization of participation (the ‘ladder’ – see Figure 3), in which she distinguishes three main categories (citizen power, tokenism, non-participation) and eight levels. The category of non-participation consists of two levels: manipulation and therapy. Here the objective is “not to enable people to participate in planning or conducting programs, but to enable power holders to ‘educate’ or ‘cure’ the participants” (Arnstein, 1969: 217). Arnstein discusses a series of examples aimed at illustrating manipulative and therapeutic practices where – for instance in cases of so-called Citizen Advisory Committees – “it was the officials who educated, persuaded, and advised the citizens, not the reverse” (Arnstein, 1969: 218). In depicting the ‘classic misuse of consultation’, she describes the role of a Community Action Agency Director, Spitz, at a community meeting held to consult citizens about a proposed Model Cities17 grant:

[image: image]

Figure 3: Arnstein’s ladder of participation. Source: Arnstein (1969: 217).

Spitz told the 300 residents that this huge meeting was an example of ‘participation in planning.’ To prove this, since there was a lot of dissatisfaction in the audience, he called for a ‘vote’ on each component of the proposal. The vote took this form: ‘Can I see the hands of all those in favor of a health clinic? All those opposed?’ It was a little like asking who favors motherhood. (Arnstein, 1969: 220)

Tokenism has three levels, informing, consultation and placation. Arnstein defines informing as forms of one-way communication, which although important, still allow people little opportunity to influence decisions. Consultation is based on the invitation to people to communicate their opinions, but this level is “still a sham since it offers no assurance that citizen concerns and ideas will be taken into account” (Arnstein, 1969: 219). Placation is seen as a higher level of tokenism in which have-nots are entitled to advice, but power holders still have the right to decide. Arnstein’s example of the placation strategy is “place a few hand-picked ‘worthy’ poor on boards of Community Action Agencies or on public bodies like the board of education, police commission, or housing authority” (Arnstein, 1969: 220). The risk that they are “outvoted and outfoxed” (Arnstein, 1969: 220) remains substantial.

The last (maximalist) category is citizen power, which has three levels: partnership, delegated power and citizen control. In the case of partnership, the responsibilities of citizens and power holders are shared through “joint policy boards, planning committees and mechanisms for resolving impasses” (Arnstein, 1969: 221). Arnstein uses the example of a Model Cities grant application in Philadelphia, where officials attempted to obtain endorsement from community leaders without their having seen the application. Following protest from the community leaders, which led to more review time, at the next meeting, the community leaders confronted the city officials with “a substitute citizen participation section that changed the ground rules from a weak citizens’ advisory role to a strong shared power agreement” (Arnstein, 1969: 222). The changes to the application were accepted with – according to Arnstein (1969: 222) – the following consequences:

Consequently, the proposed policy-making committee of the Philadelphia CDA [City Demonstration Agency] was revamped to give five out of eleven seats to the residents’ organization, which is called the Area Wide Council (AWC). The AWC obtained a subcontract from the CDA for more than $20,000 per month, which it used to maintain the neighbourhood organization, to pay citizen leaders $7 per meeting for their planning services, and to pay the salaries of a staff of community organizers, planners, and other technicians. AWC has the power to initiate plans of its own, to engage in joint planning with CDA committees, and to review plans initiated by city agencies. It has a veto power in that no plans may be submitted by the CDA to the city council until they have been reviewed, and any differences of opinion have been successfully negotiated with the AWC.

In the case of delegated power, citizens achieve dominance in decision-making authority for a particular plan or programme. In an example based on New Haven (Connecticut), Arnstein (1969: 222) describes that “residents of the Hill neighbourhood have created a corporation that has been delegated the power to prepare the entire Model Cities plan”. The majority of the grant went to the neighbourhood corporation, enabling it to hire its own planning staff and consultants, and have a majority in the City Demonstration Agency. Finally, citizen control increases the power position of citizens, although Arnstein warns against faith in a situation of full control. The model that Arnstein refers to is when there is no intermediary between the neighbourhood corporation and the funding source. Arnstein (1969: 223) cites the following example:

Approximately $1 million ($595,751 for the second year) was awarded to the Southwest Alabama Farmers’ Cooperative Association (SWAFCA) in Selma, Alabama, for a ten-county marketing cooperative for food and livestock. Despite local attempts to intimidate the coop (which included the use of force to stop trucks on the way to market) first year membership grew to 1,150 farmers who earned $52,000 on the sale of their new crops. The elected coop board is composed of two poor black farmers from each of the ten economically depressed counties.

In the 1970s, these more maximalist versions of participation became more dominant in planning and architecture theory.
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