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Unit 1

Community Participation in Urban
Regeneration Partnerships

Across Europe, there are a wide range of schemes which have attempted to
tackle urban social exclusion by involving local people in area-based regeneration
schemes through the medium of partnerships. Community participation in urban
regeneration partnerships is thought to make schemes more efficient and effective in
the sense that it helps to ensure that they address the problems which local people
perceive as important’’). Residents often come up with!* new and innovative
ideas/methods for dealing with problems and their participation ensures the
legitimacy of such schemes. In addition, community involvement ensures that
preexisting community groups, and their activities, are not ignored, but are
drawn into the regeneration process. In terms of the four institutional
dimensions of exclusion discussed above, area-based schemes can contribute in a
number of ways:

—It is hoped that some unemployed residents will be able to gain direct
employment in schemes which are part of the projects.

—Training schemes will equip others to find employment in regeneration
projects or elsewhere in the city.

—By providing services such as welfare advice centers, many people will be
better equipped to take up benefits to which they are entitled but have not
previously claimed.

—Local authorities will, either voluntarily or through pressure from
residents, provide better services to the area.

—The very act of participation itself will reduce the “alienation” many
excluded people feel from the political system.

—And, finally, the process of participation may bring the community
together, as they attempt to identify and articulate their interests, and

.-



therefore enhance social cohesion in the area.

Clearly this is an ambitious agenda and one would not expect to find every
project exhibiting all these characteristics to the same extent, if at all in some
cases’*’. A great deal will depend upon the previous national experiences of
urban regeneration and, as noted above, there are considerable variations
between member-states with regard to this issue'*.

It is perhaps here that the Commission has an important role to play by
launching initiatives which will help to disseminate examples of best practice, to
stimulate innovation and, in some instances, to raise awareness of problems
which have previously not figured on the political and policy agenda or in the
public’s consciousness.

At the supranational level, initiatives such as Poverty 3, URBAN,
INTEGRA and a range of other schemes associated with the structural funds
have fulfilled this function. For instance, the majority of Poverty 3 projects
were located in urban areas and thus played an important role in raising the
awareness of urban social exclusion in individual countries such as Spain where
previously such issues had not figured on the policy agenda. At national level,
there are a wide range of schemes such as the Single Regeneration Budget™ in
England, kwvarterloft in Denmark; and Contrats de Villes in France. With
varying degrees of explicitness, these schemes have sought to counter social
exclusion and facilitate integration by involving communities in regeneration
partnerships. However, it needs to be stated that partnerships and community
involvement are no panacea for these problems, they bring with them their own
limitations and difficulties. For instance, many of the problems experienced by
people living in excluded spaces have their origins in wider structural (i. e.
economic and social) forces, political actions and institutional/organizational
problems. On their own, area-based initiatives cannot solve the problems of
these areas; it is vital that such schemes articulate with, and are supported by,
wider policies (on the economy, employment, social protection) — in other
words, placed-based policies need to be integrated with people-based policies™®’ .

Turning to the multi-sectoral partnerships that have increasingly come to
characterize area-based urban regeneration, we need to acknowledge that they

are often problematic. In part, this derives from the relative newness of



avganizatione which attempt to combine the public, private, voluntary and
community sectors. Until relatively recently, there has been little experience of
how such organizations operate and as a result partnership formation is very
much a “learning process”.

For instance, until recently in France urban regeneration partnerships were
largely partnerships between different levels of government, and the community
and voluntary sectors were ignored. In a sense, all the participants have to learn
to work together and, at least attempt, to set aside their individual interests and
develop a notion of the “common good”. Many of the problems which
partnerships have experienced stem from an unwillingness to recognize that they
involve power relations and there has been relatively little sustained discussion,
at European or national levels, of what partnership means or of the processes of
partnership formation and operationt™ .

(Rob Atkinson, Combating Social Exclusion in Europe: The New Urban Policy Challenge ,
Urban Studies , 2000, Vol. 37, No. 5 -6, 1037 -1055 )

Vocabulary

agenda n. WEHR, &R efficient adj. MEREH
alienation n. B ja], Bk entitle  v. Byooeee BEHG  HR oo B
articulate  vt. HRFEX )
be integrated with ket e exclusion n. HEfF 104
characterize v. [ CEEEED HARAE explicitness n. T, B R
cohesion n. BRI e H S facilitate vr. Hyoeenes UYL . A B
counter v. POETRY & i) T

n. HHEB.X5 figure v. I, %k
derive v. Mhoeesee B3 initiative n. F3, flth
dimension n. B AT in a sense MR R
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legitimacy n. M, S stem from  phr v. KIETF - JEH
limitation n. Jar PR stimulate  vr. I3, R
multi-sectoral adj. ZEKNER structural funds n. G54
panacea n. Ry supranational adj. BEFMH
perceive vt. BiRF, &% sustain  vz. FESE, %
problematic adj. HLEEMEALAR tackle vr. Ry, ab e
scheme n. HRL AR takeup phrv.  3K7B

set aside phrv. B voluntarily adv.  F3hs, KEH
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Exercises

Ex. I Question and Answer

Directions : Read the following questions carefully and answer them in
accordance with the contents of the text.

1. Community participation in urban regeneration partnerships is
considered important, because ...

A.
B.
C.
D.

it will address the important problem of the local people.

it will assure that the activities of the community will be noticed.
the community will be more concerned about the urban regeneration.
It will make the regeneration schemes more efficiently and effectively.

2. How can the people take up benefits to which they are entitled but have
not previously claimed?

A
B.

D.

3. All

They have to gain direct employment from the area-based schemes.
The local authorities will help them to take up benefits under the
pressure of residents.

People have to be educated at the welfare advice centers before they
are aware of what benefits they’re entitled to but never claimed.
The process of participation will bring the community together and
people will learn how to identify and articulate their interests.

the schemes have sought to counter social exclusion and facilitate

integration by involving communities in regeneration partnerships, but

A.

B.

D.

different countries have their own situations, community involvement can
not solve all the problems.

social exclusion in some countries is not a problem at all.

at the supranational level, the range of schemes is so wide that social
problems can’t be solved effectively.

only at the national level that all the schemes will effectively face
even difficult situation of social exclusion.

4. What is the meaning of “placed-based policies need to be integrated with
people-based policies™?

A.

Social problems could not be solved by either placed-based policies
or people-based policies respectively.




B.

C.

- D.

Wide range of policies on economy, employment and social protection
will support schemes of urban regeneration, and these policies are on the
basis of place and people.

Social problems shall only be solved by the local government, which,
will make the policies in accordance with the people and the place.
Every policy has two aspects, one is the people, the other is the
place.

5. Why the multi-sectoral partnerships are always problematic?

A.

B.

C.
D.

Because the participants are only interested in area-based urban
regeneration, not the problems experienced by the local people.
The partnerships attempt to involve all the related factors, but they
don’t have any experience and the operation itself is quite new.
The multi-sectoral partnerships is formed at the national level.
Some people don’t like so many sectors be involved in the
partnership.

6. In what way shall the participants learn to work together?

A.
B.

They have to discuss with each other about all the schemes.

All the participants have to know each others’ experiences and
difficulties they are facing in the cooperation.

They have to set aside their own interests and develop a common
interest.

The participants have to tell each other what power relations they
had involved in.

Ex. I Vocabulary in context

1. dimension B. being powerful
A. room C. being useful
B. size D. being wonderful
C. length 3. alienation
D. weight A. change

2. legitimacy B. distinction
A. being lawful C. uniqueness




D. estrangement

4. initiative
A. important step
B. preparing step
C. introductory step
D. careful step
5. efficient
A. effective
B. able to bring about the

result intended
C. able to work with high speed
D. able to solve problems
6. articulate
A. speak obviously
B. speak distinctly
C. speak differently
D. speak directly




Unit 2

. Cultural Planning for Urban Sustainabilit;.

1) The historical trajectory of urban cultural policies in Western Europe

It is extremely difficult to generalize about the evolution of urban cultural
policies in Western Europe, because of the scarcity of comparative research and
standardized data, the great diversity in the definitions of “culture” adopted by
policy-makers, and other important variations in different national
contexts")— for instance, in the levels of local political and fiscal autonomy,
the size and nature of local markets for cultural activity, and the improvement
of the private sector in the policy-making process.

Despite these differences both between and within countries, it is possible
to outline a common trajectory in the evolution of the arguments used to justify
expenditure on urban cultural policies from the end of the Second World War to
the 1990s. There are some differences also in terms of periodisation between
different countries, but three broad phases can be identified: from the late
1940s to the late 1960s; the 1970s and the early 1980s, and from the mid-1980s
to present day. It is important to emphasize, however, that a policy rationale
does not neatly replace the previous one with the passage from one historical
period to the next. The process is more one of accumulation, with the — often
uneasy — coexistence of old and new nationals.

2) Contribution of contemporary urban cultural policies to sustainable
development

In terms of economic sustainability, it is possible to conclude that the direct
impact of urban cultural policies in the 1980s and 1990s on the creation of
wealth and employment was relatively small. Their main contribution was in
the construction of urban images able to attract visitors. As a complementary

factor in the competition between cities and regions, the quality of local cultural



life was also important to appeal to investors and skilled personnel. The use of
cultural policy for urban and regional economic development, however, gave
rise to policy dilemmas such as those between cultural prbvision in the city
center and in disadvantaged, peripheral neighborhoods, between consumption-
oriented strategies and support for local cultural production and innovation, and
between investment in buildings and expenditure on events and activities™’.

3) Policy dilemmas

Economic inequities have clear spatial manifestations in many major
European cities. New conflicts emerged in the 1980s and 1990s between affluent
city center and suburban residents, and low income citizens living in run-down
inner city areas and outer housing estates, whose opportunities for participation
in the city center’s cultural renaissance were scriously undermined by difficulties
in physical and economic access'*). These problems applied even to those cities
which had most imaginatively and successfully used cultural policy as a strategy
for urban regeneration. The quality of life of the residents in Glasgow’s
peripheral and severely deprived housing estates of Pollok, Drumchapel,
Easterhouse and Castlemilk'*), for example, continued to deteriorate at the
same time as the city center was being regenerated and revitalized through a
variety of cultural initiatives. This fuelled frustration with, and protest against,
the 1990’s European City of Culture’ celebrations, by groups such as “Workers’
City” (Boyle and Hughes, 1991)1},

A second type of spatial dilemma produced by economic development-
oriented cultural policy-making is linked to the fact that, as one graffiti in
Montreal proclaimed, “artists are the storm-troopers of gentrification” . The
establishment of certain areas of cities as “cultural districts”

as in Frankfurt’s
new Museum Quarter — generated gentrification, displaced local residents and
facilities, and increased land values, rents, and the local cost of living. These
processes ironically drove out many cultural producers, who had been
instrumental in the district’s designation as “cultural” but could no longer afford
to be based there.

Most city governments prioritized, and concentrated resources On,
consumption-oriented policies aimed at developing and promoting urban cultural

attractions and activities as magnets for tourism, conventions, retailing, hotel




