CULCI – A COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS

The nine country, eighteen city, thirty-six initiative case studies provide the basis for a comparative analysis and for the development of lessons for policy and practice. Underpinning this analysis are the two central themes of the project – leadership and community involvement. But in moving to an understanding of the ways in which these themes can complement each other and contribute to urban sustainability, this section highlights two further important influences. The first of these is context (the specific social and economic circumstances which determine local policies and programmes, the external European and national settings of local urban governance, and the local political cultures within which leadership operates. The second is institutional capacity (the structures and processes which support leaders and communities in working together).

The PLUS findings revolve around the interaction of context, institutional capacity, leadership and community involvement, and the following four sections of the report offer differing, but

complementary and reinforcing, findings from the city case studies and initiatives.

CONTEXT

Socio-economic Circumstances

The relative competitiveness and economic circumstances of the eighteen cities vary widely. Some are relatively prosperous and operate as engines of their regional or sub-regional economies. Others have been affected by the decline of a traditional economic base and the struggle to capture global markets and regenerate the local economy. The need to sustain growth in a competitive global economy, together with the need to address disparities between richer and poorer neighbourhoods, presents the main substantive challenge confronting urban leadership. Thus many of the competitiveness initiatives seek to recreate the physical infrastructure necessary for growth (Enschede, Cinisello Balsamo, Stoke-on-Trent) or to regenerate the city centre (Bristol, Poznan). Others seek to build capacity in new sectors of the economy such as information technology, bio-products, or cultural industries (in Turin, Stockholm, Göteborg and Bergen), or to engage the corporate sector in strategic economic or labour market planning (Ostrow Wielkopolski, Oslo, Roermond, Hannover, Heidelberg). There is evidence that in some cities business engagement is expected to be high in relation to planning and decision making for economic development, and in several cases that expectation is realised. A number of corporate stakeholders are engaged and there are also examples of the delegation of leadership to key corporate actors. At the same time local resident involvement in competitiveness issues is limited, and there is a lack of transparency in a number of the case studies, despite the active involvement of the city leader in supporting competitiveness initiatives. There is limited evidence - other than perhaps Athens and Stoke-on-Trent – of attempts to target disadvantaged groups or to engage local community networks.

The social inclusion case studies fall into three main types - those which are directed towards the improvement of living conditions in particular neighbourhoods (Bergen, Oslo, Göteborg, Stockholm, Bristol, Hannover, Cinisello Balsamo, Turin, Enschede), those which aim to support disadvantaged groups across the city (Roermond, Volos), and those which are concerned with inclusion in the broader sense, in the political processes or in the decisions about services across the whole city (Heidelberg, Stoke-on-Trent, Ostrow Wielkopolski). Although there is little evidence of business involvement with social inclusion initiatives, the neighbourhood cases illustrate a range of mechanisms used to involve large numbers of residents in planning and decision-making about the area, thus fostering political inclusion. There are fewer illustrations of the inclusion of marginal groups - the disabled, long-term unemployed, the elderly, minority ethnic groups. The case studies were selected to illustrate positive leadership and active community involvement in general, but the findings suggest a more frequent engagement of leadership with communities of place than with communities of interest. Many of the social inclusion initiatives have involved the establishment of special purpose, short-life institutional arrangements to plan and deliver a project, which is often at least partly nationally funded. One important lesson for sustainability from these initiatives is the long-term need to sustain arrangements established to implement short-term programmes.

External Settings

In responding to both competitiveness and inclusion agendas city leaders are influenced by the wider context of political and administrative systems, and a number of cases – notably the Greek, English, Italian and Polish cases – reflect the strong impact of external forces. The relationship between the city and the spatial levels above it – region, nation, European Union - have an impact upon the autonomy of local governance and on the discretion open to local decisionmakers. Urban autonomy is influenced by the constitutional position of upper level government, by the extent of fiscal independence of the city, and by the extent of decentralisation of state power. Where external influences dominate and/or where the city is dependent on external resources to drive change, the effectiveness and the legitimacy of city actors can be diminished. A number of social inclusion initiatives are instigated as part of a national programme to counter exclusion and are thus subject to central state control. Equally, the regional context is of importance in relation to a number of economic initiatives, and whilst many competitiveness initiatives are initiated in the locality, the assembly of the resources to implement them involved regional, national or European resource backing. The impact of multi-level governance deriving from the interaction of Commission, national/regional governments and local governance poses new problems for local leaders in terms of policies, resources and democratic legitimacy.

Local Political Culture

Against these powerful external forces, the expectations placed on local leaders are increasingly complex. Local panel surveys conducted during the study identified a preference for the ‘facilitation’ style of leadership in recognition of the range of interest likely to be expressed through new systems of governance, together with a preference for policies arrived at on the basis of consensus. This was preferable to the imposition of a vision offered either by charismatic or authoritarian personal leadership or by political rhetoric. Leaders were expected to be driven by the interests of the whole city rather than the interests of their own political party or even of the electorate that supported them, though elected leaders had a clearer mandate to implement majority decisions, whilst others were seen to have the obligation to look for compromise with minorities. Common was the feeling that ordinary citizens should be involved throughout the policy process. More ambivalent opinions were expressed about the involvement of business. Business involvement was generally seen as more appropriate in the policy implementation rather than the policy development phase - yet with the desire to access and use business resources – unlikely to be forthcoming should they only be involved in implementation.

LEADERSHIP

Leadership styles and types matter in the promotion of CULCI and urban sustainability. Such styles are not static or identical throughout all the stages of the development and implementation of policy initiatives, but are dynamic and responsive to the particular needs and challenges posed to leadership throughout the stages of development, decision-making and implementation. The PLUS case studies do not observe one single leadership style throughout, but rather several combinations of leadership style.

By leadership style we refer to the way those who hold a leadership position act out their roles. These styles depend on the leader’s political values and on his or her perceptions of the political importance of particular social or economic challenges, as well as on the extent to which the leader has power to act. The way in which the leadership role is acted out depends in part on the personal way in which leaders envisage their role in relation to the use of power, in part on political culture, and in part on the capacity and strength of the institutional base upon which city governance depends. The PLUS research (following John and Cole) developed a categorisation of four leadership styles:

• The visionary leader, able to forge a powerful and effective coalition, bring together different sides, establishing innovative policies and effective co-ordination, strategic and long-term objectives, and combining elements of strong leadership with capacity generation.

• The weak caretaker leader, unable to manage the complex coalitions and networks that emerge in local governance, encountering difficulties in coping with policy changes and preferring to maintain the status quo.

• The more adaptable consensual facilitator, generating capacity through persuasion, and identifying the best in others; failing, however, to develop strong, coherent and strategic decision-making with local policy driven by the demands of powerful local actors and parties.

• The strong city boss, unwilling to adapt to the complexity of networks and the flexibility needed to cope with rapid policy change, relying less on the capacity of other local actors but bypassing conflicts and disagreements in political networks in pursuit of her/his policy.

The evidence from the cases is of course mixed, but in broad terms, the styles that can be

empirically identified as particularly facilitating and promoting CULCI are those of the visionary and consensus facilitating leadership. A combination of these styles allows for:

• flexibility in responding to specific needs as well as changing situations,

• openness of policy-making towards particular forms of participation,

• generation of new capacity by empowering local actors,

• increased accountability, linking arenas of public deliberation with representative

democracy.

Nevertheless, recognising that style can, and perhaps should, change during the different phases of policy development and implementation, it is further clear, that a city boss style can also be important at the time of policy and programme implementation.

Any particular city government leadership style depends in part upon the conditions within which the leader operates. Most important here is the nature, form and structure of the local

government system, which can help to explain the leadership type which is to be observed

across countries and across cities. By leadership type we refer to the way in which the position of political leaders is institutionalised within the context both of the city itself and of broader political systems. Leadership types in local government are affected by:

· vertical relationships - the relationship between city government and the higher regional,national and European levels (reflecting the extent of fiscal autonomy, financial independence from upper levels, centralisation or decentralisation of power between central and local state).
· horizontal relationships – the political and administrative relationships between the mayor (or other political leaders), the council, and the head(s) of the executive within city government, as well as the relationships with external stakeholders who contribute to the networks and coalitions of local governance. Four (ideal) types of municipal organisation illustrate the key aspects of horizontal structure within which different types of leadership can evolve. Following Mouritzen and Svara, four types emerge:

• The strong-mayor form - based on an elected mayor who controls the majority of the council and constitutes the central figure of the executive.

• The committee-leader form - based upon the sharing of the executive powers between a central actor, who is clearly the political leader of the municipality, and several standing committees.

• The collective form - based on the collective leadership by the executive committee of the council consisting of elected councillors and the mayor.

• The council-manager form – based on a city council and a city manager, the former with general authority over policy but with restricted involvement in administrative matters, the latter appointed by the city council with responsibility for all executive functions.

Legitimacy refers to the recognition, acceptance and support of a political system by those who are bound by its decisions, and legitimation to the manner and processes by which a political system receives that recognition, acceptance and support. Legitimation can be achieved partially through adherence to formal democratic procedure, but also through investment in the institutional frameworks necessary for any deliberative process to happen. Legitimacy is important throughout the policy process. Citizens need to participate in order to demonstrate consent (input legitimation), structures and processes of governance need to be transparent and accountable (throughput legitimation), and the activities of governance need to be effective and of benefit to citizens (output legitimation). The PLUS evidence confirms that leadership type influences the promotion of legitimation. More specifically, each type of leadership supports different types of legitimation. The ‘strong mayor’ type generates high output legitimation. He/she focuses more closely on the effectiveness of outcomes rather than on the emergence of institutional rules for citizen participation and on the transparency of process. The ‘committee leader’ type is characterised by a low legitimation at all stages of the policy process, while, by contrast, the ‘collective’ leader offers legitimation in policy making (policy development and policy decision-making). Although there is no clear link between the different styles of leadership and the ‘strong mayor’ and ‘committee leader’ type of municipal organisation, the evidence suggests that the ‘collective’ and ‘council manager’ types favour the emergence of ‘consensus facilitating’ and ‘visionary leaders’ who in turn enable an above average level of success in CULCI.

Furthermore, the behaviour of leaders matters in the promotion or failure of legitimation. The

particular styles of the visionary and consensual facilitator leaders, and their mixtures are shown by the evidence to enhance the attainment of legitimation. These latter styles of leadership are clearly identifiable in almost all the cases studies either in the policy development or in the decision-making stages (in, out and throughput legitimation). The flexibility shown by such leaders to a shifting environment, their capacity to empowering other actors, and their openness towards particular forms of participation are amongst the most important features supporting the legitimation process. Finally leaders may promote the achievement of legitimation through their practices. They can do this by reinforcing accountability, by establishing clear procedural rules, and by guaranteeing transparency and openness. Leaders have a crucial role in framing the organisation and control of new institutions, in displaying commitment, dedication and visibility, in securing and holding together a diverse set of local actors, in building trust between stakeholders, and finally in managing internal relations in the municipal administration. Conversely the absence

of positive leadership may inhibit the emergence of legitimation – failure to integrate the

community into the project or to recognise its potential contribution, unwillingness to solicit

support from resource-controlling actors, inability to recognize unequal relations between the

involved actors, lack of clarity over who bears accountability, inadequate circulation of information and knowledge.

COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT

The case studies confirm that, like leadership, community involvement matters. A wide range of actors from local civil society are organised in and around local neighbourhood or interest group activities. In addition a broader range of actors also engage with local civic activity – businesses, agencies, universities, for example. Thus in PLUS a broad definition of ‘community’ has been taken, and it is through such a broad ‘collective’ community involvement that the effectiveness, as well as legitimacy, of the arrangements for local governance can be secured and enhanced. The case studies show how effective community involvement can:

• Ensure that policy making can more easily identify local needs and concerns and that

these are taken seriously

• Contribute to the quality of decision making by identifying alternative possibilities for

action which professionals or administrators might otherwise overlook

• Increase public awareness of policy issues and bring transparency to decision making

• Secure legitimacy for decisions and secure willingness to follow in the implementation

process

• Mobilise the resources (including knowledge and commitment) necessary for

implementing policy objectives

The PLUS initiatives show that there are a number of starting points for the emergence of

community involvement – the local community itself which demands a voice, the policy initiative which requires a community input, the demands of agencies and business stakeholders for infrastructural investment, the commitment and/or vision of the political leader who needs community support, or the institutional rules applied by upper-level governments at regional, national or European level.

Whatever the starting point, the PLUS project confirms that community involvement is perceived by all sides of opinion as an important ingredient of legitimate governance, that political leaders recognise the significance and the contribution of community involvement to the policy process, and that there now exists widespread commitment to involving and engaging a widely based community. The various initiatives display a range of approaches to community involvement and to the engagement of a range of societal actors who can, and should, participate. Nevertheless this involvement was focussed unevenly across different parts of the policy development, decision-making, and implementation process. Whilst the cities displayed extensive involvement in the developmental and implementation stages, there was much less evidence of community involvement in the decision making stage.

In assessing who was involved, the PLUS analysis adopted a simple typology of community

involvement which distinguished between inclusion which is full (everyone concerned having the opportunity to be included) or selective (only some interests involved on the basis of age, social group, business interest, geography and so on) on the one hand, and decision making which is aggregative or deliberative on the other. The hallmarks of aggregative involvement are that participants advance a particular point of view, that despite different points of view decisions must be made, that differing views are given equal weight, and that complex options have to be synthesised into a clear (voteable) proposition. Deliberative involvement involves participants communicating and interacting one with another, attempting to arrive at mutual adjustment and consensus, using reasoned argument and discussion.
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Some cities continue to display full inclusion combined with aggregative decision making (cell A) the practice traditionally associated with representative democratic government. The combination of selective inclusion with aggregative decision making was evident where specific interest groups gained access to policy making on issues of significance to them (B). The full/deliberative combination (C) also appeared where there was an open invitation to participate and/or where all interests were invited to elect representatives. Most common, however, was mode D – the combination of selective inclusion with deliberative decision making. This captures the essence of the new local governance, with the selective engagement of particular actors and stakeholders whose access to the policy is managed through invitation or appointment. This select group can then engage in complex, and often long drawn out discussion over key issues, alternative approaches and routes to implementation. Widespread, if selective, community involvement engaging a range of stakeholders from different sectors was indeed evident in many of the PLUS cities, occurring at both policy development and implementation stages, though less so in decision making where the agenda is often returned to the formal processes of government. 

The conclusions from this analysis are not so much that selective and deliberative modes are

inappropriate – indeed they are often argued to produce better discussions of complex problems and to generate wider support for solutions. The lessons are rather that the processes of selecting those to engage with the deliberative process should include the less articulate as well as the articulate, peripheral as well as central actors, weak voices as well as loud ones. The selective/deliberative approach may be appropriate in many situations, in principle giving space for better discussion of policy issues. The lesson from PLUS, however, is that through selection, less audible voices may often get left out. In particular some case study cities illustrated that social actors are often absent from the policy process where issues of competitiveness are concerned (although conversely there is a lack of engagement of business interests in social inclusion issues).

With regard to the role of leadership in fostering community involvement, the case studies

suggest that effectiveness, as well as legitimacy concerns can be secured or enhanced by

leaders who:

· take community concerns seriously and respond to the demands of community

· invite publicity and transparency into policy making

· secure willingness to accept and endorse leadership decisions

· mobilise resources (including knowledge) relevant to defining and implementing policy objectives

· create or widen participation, especially regarding initially opposing (interest) groups,

· mobilise and activate (new) community leaders

An important link between leadership and community should lie in the role of the elected

councillor. A number of the case study initiatives highlighted the shifting role of elected

‘backbench’ politicians, those who may not be selected for or appointed to the new institutional forms of partnership or coalition. Traditionally these elected councillors have represented the interests of communities through the formal governmental processes. Within a governance system that traditional role may be diluted and the legitimacy of representative democracy weakened. The legitimacy of a more participative democracy may be strengthened, and the research points to a number of ways in which residents, interest groups, businesses have – individually and collectively - gained access to policy making arenas. Nevertheless in some countries the relationship between the municipal council and the unelected stakeholders of the new governance needs clarification in the interests of accountability and transparency as the role and authority of the traditional elected councilor are challenged. One way forward – for councillors but also for community leaders and engaged business leaders - may be to offer the capacity to assist the formal leaders in building CULCI. In a number of PLUS cities there were examples of what was termed ‘delegated’ leadership, individuals who took on the role of leadership in making links with and exploiting the strengths and opportunities offered by community involvement.

INSTITUTIONAL CAPACITY

A central feature of the research approach was to make use of Ostrom’s Institutional Analysis and Development framework which identifies ‘rules’ against which institutional performance can be analysed – rules relating to position, boundary, authority, information and so on. The thirty-six initiatives illustrate that in local governance the institutional arrangements are more fluid, more complex and more vulnerable to change than the arrangements typically seen in municipal government. Across all the rules, the case studies offer important evidence:

• position rules – there were varying practices about which interests – community, agencies, government, associations, businesses - should be represented in the institutional arrangements (and indeed who decides who should be represented)

• boundary rules – there were unclear rules about the conditions which govern the entry, continuity or exit of individual participants in an initiative

• authority rules – there were few clear protocols which specify which actions are assigned to which position or stage in the decision process

• aggregation rules – there were very different ways of moving from intentions, policies and plans, to implementation and actions which lead to desired outcomes

• scope rules – there were clear differences between the competitiveness and inclusion initiatives in terms of whether the initiatives are directed at short, medium or long-term outputs and outcomes.

• information rules – there were different levels of information available to different participants, and the finding that local communities often suffer from lack of information.

• pay-off – there were struggles over who gains and who loses and which actors can or should benefit from urban initiatives

In terms of position, political leaders and public officials were the actors most often present in the policy making arenas, followed by professional organisations. Access to institutional structures were often by selective invitation and/or appointment, with resources, expertise and authority amongst the main criteria for entry to policy arenas. Citizen organisations were more involved than individual citizens, with the latter playing a part only in social inclusion cases, as opposed to businesses which were more heavily engaged in competitiveness cases. The evidence is also of significant lack of formality in the processes other than at a formal (often mandatory or required stage of the procedures), with limited information being available to the public. Whilst retaining flexibility within and between the various stages of the policy process, this dilutes the transparency and legitimacy of the governance process. The common use of consensus rules as aggregative mechanisms reflects the essentially collaborative nature of the processes.

There were thus wide differences in the degree of institutionalisation of community involvement across the policy process in different countries and cities. The research revealed a variety of institutional mechanisms, stakeholders’ constellations and degrees of institutional innovation in promoting community participation in the policy process. Despite these positive experiences of community involvement, however, the evidence was also of bottlenecks that arise in making community involvement and leadership fully complementary. The durability and sustainability of arrangements differed across the selected initiatives depending on the specific focus, timing and local circumstances of each. Nevertheless it was clear that institutional rules played a crucial part in determining the effectiveness of the interaction between leaders and communities. These institutional rules were often imposed through programmes established by upper-level governments – for example the partnership arrangements required both by European programmes and increasingly by national and regional levels. At the same time the precise application of such rules was often determined locally, and the case studies illustrate a number of ways in which locally determined rules and procedures – often sanctioned by leaders – can support (or sometimes hinder) effective community involvement. Where policymakers wish to avoid the concentration of power in a few major corporate stakeholders and to ensure that the benefits of major initiatives are spread more widely amongst communities, institutional arrangements can provide for transparency and legitimacy.

It was also clear that institutional arrangements can support or hinder the emergence of a

complementarity between leadership and community. Such arrangements include:

• durable institutional arrangements, especially where contextual conditions (and

personalities) are susceptible to change

• institutionalisation of developed forms of interactions and problem solving,

• clear protocols for the interaction of interest groups, and in particular for the engagement of communities with the least resources of expertise, resources and time

• increasing acceptance of community based interventions by those to whom policy

initiatives are addressed

• structures which encourage and support policy learning and the development of a

common understanding of problems and how to solve them,

• development of trust and personal relations between the involved actors and a search for collaborative advantage and mutual gain,

• publicity for the pros and cons of public choices, transparency of decision making, and

accountability of the responsible actors.

At the same time there can be a number of less helpful institutional arrangements:

• closed interactions between stakeholders, and in particular a specific concentration on

corporate actors,

• limited information about decision-making and implementation,

• unclear rules and structures of interaction,

• ad hoc solutions and discontinuities in process and action,

• an oppressive top-down approach in decision-making and implementation,

• restricted openness to, and limited reflections on, alternative options, thus blocking

learning processes,

• opaque decision-making and a lack of accountability,

• mistrust, suspicion, self-interest and confrontation.

