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Chapter Six

The Continuously Planning City:

Imperatives and Examples for 

Deepening Democracy
Every people have their own particular habits, ways of thinking, manners, etc., which have grown up with them from their infancy, are become a part of their nature, and to which the regulations which are to make them happy must be accommodated. . .The excellence of every government is its adaptation to the state of those to be governed by it.

     -- Thomas Jefferson, “Introducing Thomas Jefferson” (Dewey 1940: 215)
In the minds of many persons the very idea of social planning and of violation of the integrity of the individual are becoming intimately bound together.  But an immense difference divides the planned society from a continuously planning society.  The former requires fixed blue-prints imposed from above and therefore involving reliance upon physical and psychological force to secure conformity to them.  The latter means the release of intelligence through the widest  form of cooperative give-and-take.  The attempt to plan social organization and association without the freest possible play of intelligence contradicts the very idea in social planning.  For the latter is an operative method of activity, not a predetermined set of final “truths.”…Until that method of social action is adopted we shall remain in a period of drift and unrest whose final outcome is likely to be force and counter force, with temporary victory to the side possessed of the most machine guns.  

       -- John Dewey, “The Economic Basis of the New Society” (1939: 321-322)

It would be a mistake (and most un-Deweyan) to recommend an uncritical or wholesale recovery of Dewey’s philosophy.  But it merits another closer look.  If we are to enact the history that Whitman envisioned, we could do worse than turn to Dewey for a full measure of the wisdom we will need to work our way out of the wilderness of the present.

                  -- Robert Westbrook, John Dewey and American Democracy (1991: 552)

Urban Schools of Deeper, “Second Strand” Democracy

     It may aid and comfort us as we analyze our complex, anxiety-provoking, global problem situation in these early years of the twenty-first century to remember that proponents of a “second,” deeper strand of democratic theory and practice have been arguing and demonstrating with some success since the days of the American Revolution that it is a feasible and desirable complement to the “first,” representative strand of democracy, which today’s neo-conservative “democratic realists” regard as “democracy enough,” but long experience shows to be neither stable nor consistently democratic in the absence of ongoing, active citizen participation.  In the view of a wide range of contemporary democratic theorists, the “second” or “republican” strand of democracy, to use Michael Sandel’s term (1996), for which these earlier generations of citizen-activists struggled, must be revived and expanded if we are to achieve what Benjamin Barber (1995) calls “strong” democracy – strong enough to predominate in shaping local and global futures while struggling simultaneously against both “Jihad” and “McWorld.”
 Unless we can more effectively interweave the influence of this “second strand” of democratic theory, institutions, and cultural practices within the operations of the now-dominant representative strand, it may be impossible for “experienced” democracies to fulfill their potentials in the twenty-first century, as Robert Dahl has worried (Dahl 1998) – or even to withstand the cultural stresses of globalization processes, as Richard Rorty fears (Rorty 1999).  Fortunately, there is good evidence to suggest that cities can be important sites for strengthening this second strand of democratic theory and practice by expanding existing, hard-won opportunities for active, on-going, real citizen participation: 

· within government, including well-established processes of urban planning;

· within non-governmental organizations that influence government, the civic sphere, and democratic culture, as well as humanitarian relief and environmental protection;

· within gatherings of scholars and other citizen-thinkers to inquire together, to tell stories, to reconcile conflicts, and to seek guiding visions for our shared futures; and 

· within mass protests and reconstructive movements focused on peace, economic and social justice, democratic cultural inclusiveness, and environmental sustainability.
  

     In the twenty-first century, cities have become our world’s centers of population and power, as well as centers of opportunities for citizen participation in shaping preferable global futures.  In various American cities even before September 11th, formally authorized and even mandated real participation by diverse citizens in ongoing processes of planning for interlinked aspects of local and regional futures had proved itself to be useful in overcoming barriers to effective cross-difference collaboration and mutual democratic empowerment.  During those same years, non-governmental organizations, community-based coalitions, and democratic change movements of both national and international scope had begun to stabilize their interconnections and to share their lessons from experience.  Since September 11th, this process has continued, supplemented by active citizen participation in issue-focused communicative events.  For example, the felt importance of more deeply democratic opportunities for citizen to exert “real” influence in planning Lower Manhattan’s redevelopment prompted urban planning professionals to spend countless volunteer hours organizing all-day mass meetings at which thousands of citizens helped to identify civic functions and to influence the designs for buildings and a memorial to replace the terrorist-destroyed Twin Towers of New York City’s World Trade Center – meetings that would never have been held had they not been so strongly demanded, different choices than those that would have been made by elected representatives and business leaders if citizens in such had not expressed their thoughtful, information-contributing views.
  

     Moreover, the speed and scale with which widespread opposition to the Iraq War was brought to global attention at urban locations world-wide should evoke its own “shock and awe.” While it did not prevent an American-led invasion, this massive show of strength may have succeeded in postponing it for several months.  In addition, these protests galvanized major international powers to speak out against the use of war as a normal tool for twenty-first century global transformation.  Last but not least, participating in these anti-war protests was of great existential significance in waking millions of Americans from their post-September 11th grief and depression into activistic questing for an honorable and effective approach to democratic living in times of terrorism, civic repression, and an ascendant, “neo-conservative” global agenda for regaining American security and prosperity by means of overwhelming military force.

     Many theorists from various disciplines have been documenting and detailing such recent urban experiences and the felt imperatives toward a deeper democracy they express, converging to support my social hypothesis in this chapter: that direct citizen participation in shaping “the continuously planning city” may be the key to achieving Dewey’s “continuously planning society” on local, national, and transnational levels.  My existential hypothesis, which I will explain in greater detail in the final chapter of this book, is that active citizen participation can deepen the “personal democracy” John Dewey rightly argued we need, sustaining shared social hopes while guiding the development in each of us of the kinds of individual capabilities and collaborative lifeways that deepening democracy in global contexts will require.  The four kinds of urban “schools” for effective, “second strand” democratic participation I will discuss in this chapter can raise up organized, experienced, interconnected, democracy-minded “publics” to counter the forces of globalization and resentment that now threaten democracy’s viability everywhere.  With time, hard work, and the long-term personal commitments of millions of world citizens who have awakened, educated themselves, and interconnected through such urban “schools” of a deeper democracy, we can creatively transform these economic, political, and cultural forces into powerful engines for shaping preferable global futures.
     Building on Dewey’s theoretical legacy as well as his living example of political engagement, the following discussion will show that many contemporary democratic theorists working within a wide range of disciplines have contributed converging insights about the imperative importance of citizen participation in addressing twenty-first century social problems in ways that fulfill the meaning of the democratic ideal.  At the same time,  there is good evidence, some of which I will outline here, that opportunities for “second strand” democratic citizen participation have become increasingly available, both in America and elsewhere in the world, especially in our cities.  My purpose in this chapter is to show why and how twenty-first century citizens can claim and expand existing opportunities for real and on-going democratic participation within our double struggle – against powerful anti-democratic forces, and for meaning in living in the wake of tragedy – by working together to achieve hope-sustaining influence in shaping our shared future.
Contemporary “Second Strand” Imperatives for Democratic Citizen Participation

     As the previous chapter showed in some detail, conservatives have opposed direct citizen participation on theoretical, legal, and political grounds since the founding of the American Republic, arguing that the “first,” representative strand of democracy is sufficient and all that nations can accommodate in the real world.  In the twenty-first century, these opponents have included the “democratic realists” of the Bush White House and their colleagues at the International Monetary Fund, who together have responded to and wielded daunting concentrations of political, economic, and military power.  In spite of this, or perhaps in part because of this, the “second” participatory strand of democratic theory and practice is experiencing a revival of intellectual, popular, legislative, and institutional support, even in the World Bank, which in recent years made local citizen participation in shaping particular project-based loan proposals a condition for funding.

     This revival of intellectual support for democratic citizen participation is evident in many academic disciplines, including philosophy, sociology, political science, history, religious studies, public administration, and urban planning.  It is reflected in activistic “civic republican,” “democratic socialist,” “civic renewal,” and “communitarian” works by diverse thinkers.
  It is manifest in a resurgence of interest in advancing the work of the classical American pragmatists – Charles Sanders Peirce, William James, Josiah Royce, John Dewey, Jane Addams, W. E. B. DuBois, George Herbert Mead, and Alain Locke – which has been expressed in books and essays by contemporary theorists from many disciplines.
  It is shown by Critical Theory’s “pragmatist turn” toward an emphasis on an inclusive, democratic “discourse ethics” as a necessary element in well-grounded social critique and a basic model for effective processes of social transformation.
  The importance of women’s democratic participation in transforming their cultures, empowering their own voices, and influencing the resolution of the great problems of the twenty-first century has been stressed in recent works by feminist thinkers from a wide range of theoretical orientations.
 A post-institutional emphasis on “second strand” democratic theory and practice characterizes the work of many influential contemporary political scientists, including Benjamin Barber’s analysis of the conditions for “strong” democracy, Robert Dahl’s diagnosis of the need for “deepening” experienced democracies, Archon Fong’s emphasis on “empowering” citizen participation, and a growing body of work on “deliberative democracy” building on in the convergent liberal theories of Jurgen Habermas and John Rawls.
  

     Many urban planning theorists also have come to believe that ordinary American citizens can and must play an active, participatory role in future-shaping if we are to transform urgent problems that face our cities and metropolitan regions today: urban sprawl, central city decay with its associated poverty and crime, traffic gridlock, endangered air and water quality, disappearing open space, lack of attention to land use aesthetics, national and global challenges to regional economic sustainability, and adverse interactions among all these factors that harm citizens’ experienced quality of life.  This imperative toward citizen participation has motivated the proponents of a “New Urbanism” to argue that the goal of urban and regional planning processes must be to build communities, not just to re-energize urban economies or to build more demand-driven but civilly disconnected tracts of suburban housing.
  To this end, they have advocated various “neo-traditional” aesthetic and functional changes in built urban environments that reflect citizen input, and that encourage people to interact with their neighbors in ways that foster the sense of having shared stakes in their local community’s future.  Thus, the design hallmarks of this “New Urbanism” include tree-lined streets, sidewalks, picket fences, front porches, and “human scale” downtowns that combine “mixed” land uses, such as stores, offices, art galleries, and restaurants with housing above them.  They call for locating such mixed downtowns as well as traditional housing blocks and factories in close proximity to community centers, parks, and open space.  And they call for interconnecting all these areas of a community with bicycle and pedestrian paths, as well as with readily accessible, environmentally friendly, attractively designed mass transit, in order to offer practical alternatives to the socially isolating and environmentally costly private automobile.  For similar reasons, in hundreds of projects across the United States, proponents of “Sustainable Development” and “Smart Growth Initiatives” have advocated citizen participation in urban planning processes, “trying to take a long-term systems approach to community problems by addressing environmental, economic, and social issues in an integrated manner” (Rand 2001). 

     Among these diverse, contemporary “second strand” democratic theorists working in various disciplines, the rationales for reviving and expanding opportunities for citizen participation are largely complementary, yet their differences are so often emphasized that significant areas of convergence are obscured.  Most communitarians and pragmatists agree in viewing citizen participation as a necessary and effective way to fulfill a widespread longing for experiences of community and for future-shaping influence among modern and postmodern urban peoples.  They also agree in treating active democratic participation both as a means of developing the civic virtues and the mutual commitments that are necessary for democratic governance among socially interdependent individuals, and also as a set of cross-difference transactional processes for mutual adjustment in outlooks, capacities, and relationships among unequal and historically antagonistic social groups through which diverse publics with shared aims and institution-transforming power can emerge.  In turn, many communitarians and pragmatists broadly agree with those critical theorists who analyze democratic citizen participation in terms of prerequisites for and actual processes of mutually respectful, yet critical and reconstructive communication through which new knowledge and ethical solutions to social and cultural problems can be discovered and shared.  Members of all of these groupings agree with feminist theorists from various theoretical orientations who argue that democratic citizen participation must involve processes for admitting women and other marginalized groups into social processes of future-shaping, so that their gifts can develop in transactional employment, and so that their experience-based wisdom about the needs of the poor, the disempowered, future generations, and the Earth can influence the goals and the values that guide democratic social collaboration.  Finally, members of all of these groupings broadly concur with Barber’s prophetic sense that democratic citizen participation is the only social response that has the potential to re-direct the global forces of both “Jihad” and “McWorld” by channeling resistance to global capitalism’s new forms of economic and cultural colonialism into collaborative struggles to create local and international conditions that foster diverse forms of human liberation.  A theoretical coalition is warranted, and it is emerging.  Its solidarity is not the kind of unity based on required sameness against which Judith Butler warned.  Rather, it is based on shared deeply democratic values, shared practical concerns, and family resemblances among their theories that help them to appreciate each others’ work, to learn from it, and to look to the communicative and transformative effectiveness of their differing approaches as they key criterion for improving and further developing their theories.

     At the same time, the ethical, existential, and practical political imperatives that this emerging coalition of “second strand” democratic theorists have variously expressed and validated as problem-focused guides to transformative action already are embodied to a great extent in the thought-in-action of increasingly visible, issue-focused coalitions of diverse, democracy-minded non-governmental organizations, including churches, labor unions, environmental organizations, and student networks.  Such participatory democratic organizations and coalitions employ a wide range of means to spread their convergent messages: face-to-face meetings, letter writing, telephone calls, e-mail lists, web sites, newspaper advertisements, lobbying, lawsuits, and carefully orchestrated, coalition-based mass protest events.  Their various calls for active citizen participation in local, national, and efforts to deepen democracy converge on five critical claims:

(1) The future-shaping processes of the emerging global socio-economic order are profoundly undemocratic, disempowering, and suppressive of a deep human impulse to seek  influence in shaping the conditions of our own lives, in spite of the fact that this new global order’s financial and regulatory institutions are created, supported, and directed by the world’s most powerful, “experienced” democracies; 

(2) The impacts of this kind of globalization are profoundly damaging to the integrity, stability, and beauty of the Earth’s biotic community;
 

(3) Its impacts on the value-depth and diversity of human cultures in their history-bearing, meaning-carrying, autonomy-shaping roles are devastating; 

(4) It ignores and in some cases worsens the unequal condition of women world-wide; and 

(5) Its injustice in widening local and international gaps between rich and poor, and in fostering conditions of working and living that violate basic human rights, is staggering.  

     Like participatory democratic theorists, these democracy-minded non-governmental organizations and the issue-focused coalitions they have formed, including the individual citizen-activists who participate in their mass events, call for more responsive representation from elected officials.  They also call for and exemplify the need and the hope for something more: direct participatory democratic roles for citizens in helping to shape global futures.  Their convergent positive premise is that many citizens of the “experienced” constitutional democracies, as well as some citizens of less-democratic societies, already have developed the expectations and readily can develop the requisite capacities for more active, effective participatory roles in democratic future-shaping institutions of various kinds at all geo-political levels.  Applying and expanding the insights of Jefferson, Dewey, and contemporary “second strand” democratic theorists, these citizen-activists argue that direct and on-going participation by “ordinary” citizens in future-oriented public decision-making must complement the roles of elected representatives, if democracies are to fulfill their promise of meeting humanity’s basic needs while also advancing three great social hopes: liberating diverse, humane individual potentials; supporting progressive transformations within semi-autonomous cultures; and drawing upon widely dispersed, experience-based wisdom in partnership with the sciences to shape sustainable, responsible human communities within our global biotic community.  Their opponents, and even some of their concerned friends, regard this convergent positive premise as unrealistic, arguing that in an era of trans-national economic, political, cultural, and military power, it is either too soon or too late to guide global democratization by empowering and coordinating diverse human expectations and capacities through the processes and projects of participatory democracy.  

     If we are to resolve this controversy, which we must do for both practical and existential reasons, we must find the answer to three closely interrelated empirical questions: What opportunities for real citizen participation in shaping local and global futures  – in contrast with pseudo-participatory diversions of time and energy – currently exist in American and elsewhere?
  What is their probable impact on developing citizens’ democratic expectations and capacities?  What is the actual ability of citizens to use such participatory democratic opportunities to influence the outcome of emergent issues that concern them? Answering these questions in ways that show the feasibility and the desirability of active citizen participation to deepen democracy in diverse global contexts will be the project of this and the following chapter.  Let me begin here by focusing on our American experience, in earlier years and in recent times.

Deepening and Expanding America’s Cultures of Democratic Participation

     Alexis de Tocqueville noted with amazement in reflecting on his travels in America during the early1830s that the new culture then emerging here from the transplanted root stocks of diverse older cultures took opportunities for active, on-going, democratic citizen participation very seriously.  A passion for democracy was reflected not only in widespread, persisting interest in national and state affairs, but also in active, on-going participation in social and political institutions and issues at local and regional levels.  Through “formal” (elected or appointed) roles on city councils and school boards, and also through informal (volunteer) roles in meeting community needs in various reliable ways, these ancestor Americans throughout all of our new nation’s regions expected to participate continuously and effectively in shaping a shared future, and actually did so with enthusiasm.
  

     This is our heritage as an American people – a distinctive heritage we can draw upon today that is very different from those of many peoples in other parts of the world, but also a heritage at odds with many of our contemporary cultural habits, especially as these are aided and abetted by influential ideological claims, uninviting institutional forms, and a major shift in the balance of practical powers that has emerged in the years after Tocqueville’s visit.  Since the early 1960s, Americans’ shared heritage of direct democracy often has been an influential rhetorical resource for justifying the creation of a wide range of formal and informal opportunities for citizen participation in government and in other future-shaping processes and institutions.  During the same peried, however, dangerous habits of daily living have become increasingly widespread – constant busy-ness, fashionable cynicism, reliance on experts, willful ignorance of our nation’s history and of current events, materialism, personal greed, and especially since September 11th, feelings of “ontological insecurity,” generalized anxiety, and personal impotence.  These shared bad habits have interacted in a caustic combination with the anti-participatory rhetoric of “democratic realists,” the seeming inaccessibility of bureaucratic governmental and cultural structures, and the twenty-first century’s daunting concentrations of economic, legal, communicative, and political power to discourage many people from using both traditional and recently created opportunities for democratic citizen participation in America – if they even know these exist.
  

     Thus, our challenge in the twenty-first century is to renew and to expand America’s cultural habits of democratic participation at all levels – national, state, regional, and local – in ways that realistically take into account these various obstacles and work effectively to overcome them.  We must guide these efforts with a two-sided goal: to correct and balance otherwise unreliable aspects of representative democracy, and to provide existentially vital opportunities for individual growth, for valuable experiences of community membership, and for a shared, well-founded sense of collective efficacy.  Our recent history shows that the process of deepening and expanding America’s cultures of democratic participation works not by once-for-always legal fiat or by uni-directional influence (whether top-down or grassroots-up), but through on-going, mutually influential transactions among all our levels of government and community living.  Sometimes these work in close coordination with one another, and sometimes their proponents face off in pitted struggle, but both our complex democratic form of government and our complex democratic culture evolve through creative tensions among diverse opponents and diverse proponents of citizen participation activated by equally imperative but differing visions.
      

     Moreover, our recent history also shows that effective citizen participation of the kinds that have deep and lasting effects on our wider regional and national cultures does not occur because of individual choices and actions alone, though it does require competent, energetic, democracy-minded individuals who expect to exercise influence.  It also requires valued communities of struggle that can stimulate and support such individual citizen-activists, working though established participatory organizations with their own shared visions and operative structures, as well as formal or informal institutional ties with government, or at least with other democratic participation-minded organizations working within reliable, well-coordinated coalitions that allow such organizations together to exert effective influence, whether of an occasional or of an on-going nature.  The process seems to work as follows: Valued communities of competent, energetic, participation-minded individuals found or revitalize democratic-change organizations and coalitions, and similar individuals who hold representative roles within democratic government and other cultural institutions reach out to or at least respond to them in order to form a network of cooperative ties.  The participatory democratic organizations and coalitions these collaborating individuals create or revitalize reciprocally influence their own further individuation and growth in leadership capacities, while functioning as “schools of democracy” for the education of new citizen-activists, and also as stabilizers of patterns of cooperative ties and coordinated influences that allow these coalitions to last long enough to have real and enduring effects within the wider culture.
 

     Through the efforts of such visionary citizen-activists, democracy-minded organizations, issue-oriented coalitions, and reliable collaborations with elected and appointed representatives, many formal and informal opportunities for direct citizen participation in American government at all levels have come into existence since the late1960s.  America’s great mass movements of that era – the Civil Rights Movement, the Anti-War Movement, the Women’s Movement, and the Environmental Movement – energized and educated an enormous cadre of experienced citizen-activists who learned the hard way that the occasional, informal influence of unaffiliated citizen-activists tends to lack staying power in government and other future-shaping institutions, even though it profoundly affects the activists’ individual lives and has some effect on their larger culture.
  Many of those who have sustained their activist commitments over time have learned to value to the influence-stabilizing, hope-sustaining function of continuing non-government organizations and their movement-shaping coalitions, and also of “formal,” elected or appointed insider roles in influencing government policies.
  

     Thus, in the late 1960s and early 1970s, in response to federal government decisions to disband programs that formalized on-going roles for citizens in shaping and administering local government policies, such as the War on Poverty’s Citizen Action Program, some of the wisest and most experiences of these citizen-activists began organizing to introduce issue-focused legislation at all levels – national, state, regional, and local – that would create active, on-going roles for citizen participants in developing public policies in areas of focal concern.  For example, working with friends in the U. S. Congress whom they had helped to elect, environmental activists successfully influenced the framing of the Clean Air Act and Clean Water Act in the early 1970s to include a requirement of active, on-going citizen participation in developing locality-specific regulations and in monitoring compliance. At the same time, working in partnership with state legislators, citizen-activists motivated by concern about fragile ecosystems in Hawaii, Vermont, and Florida succeeded in shaping this concern into a politically operative cultural value for the majority of their states’ voters, leading to the adoption of the first state-wide Growth Management Acts.
  Environmental activists and their legislative partners in other states in the Northeast, the Midwest, and on the Pacific Coast rapidly followed these examples.  

     Thus, even during the 1980s, when President Ronald Reagan used his considerable executive authority and influence to un-fund and to undercut the influence of citizen participation at the national level, cultures of participation persisted, resisted, and even grew at the state, regional, and local levels in many parts of America.  Additional states adopted Growth Management Acts (GMAs) during the Reagan era, and many of those adopted during the 1970s were revised to mandate citizen participation more strongly in order to enhance their political viability, especially to remedy the significant difficulties some cities and regions had experienced in implementing their comprehensive plans due to a widespread sense that these were politically illegitimate because citizen stakeholders were not included throughout the planning process.  All of the sedimentary layers of established planning law and practices within the various levels of government and within the topical areas of public policy (such as transportation, housing, economic development, and open space) were gathered together in revised Growth Management Acts.  These required citizen participation in determining where urban growth would occur, who would approve it and on what basis, what kinds of infrastructure and social amenities must accompany it, and who would pay for them. 

     These widespread, state-level efforts were encouraged and given federal clout when the U. S. Congress passed the1991 Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA), which required citizen participation in planning processes if states and localities were to receive federal funding for transportation system improvements.  In one of American history’s ironic reversals, ISTEA was chiefly authored by that devastating opponent of the War on Poverty’s Citizen Action Programs, Senator Daniel Patrick Moynihan, at the urging of state and local governments, as well as that of the American Planning Association and various citizen groups concerned with enhancing alternative, non-automobile transportation modes.  While ISTEA focused on transportation, it interlinked many other strands of public policy in its requirement that states and localities must provide for citizen participation in developing comprehensive plans that considered related land uses, air and water quality impacts, and other quality of life issues.  All of these requirements were carried forward in the 1999 reauthorizing legislation known as the Transportation Equity Act for the Twenty-First Century (often referred to as TEA-21).

     Over the past thirty years, such state and federal mandates for real citizen participation have effectively stimulated the growth of expectations and capacities among a core group of citizen participants to whom these opportunities seemed important and attractive, helping to foster the emergence of participatory cultures in some American states and urban regions that contrast markedly with the political cultures of other states and regions in which more limited citizen rolesor even “pseudo-participation” remains the norm.  For example, in Portland, Oregon, the process of comprehensive planning for growth management has gone smoothly, and a growth boundary within which urban resources will be focused was adopted early on.  Based on Portland’s successful model, over fifty major urban centers in America have adopted growth boundaries as part of their comprehensive plans.
  Portland succeeded in this effort because a participatory urban culture fostered by strong neighborhood associations found a powerful partner at the state level, the Speaker of the Oregon House of Representatives, who represented a rural area and was himself a ranch owner and a social conservative.  Together, they worked effectively to build consensus across the political spectrum about the importance of planning for growth management, and of citizen participation in the ongoing planning process.  

     In contrast, the city of Seattle, Washington, less than two hundred miles to the north, found very different results in its efforts to involve citizens and other stakeholders in its neighborhood-based approach to GMA-mandated comprehensive planning in the mid-1990s.  Only one of the city’s neighborhoods, the traditionally Scandinavian Crown Hill-Ballard neighborhood, succeeded in completing its preliminary vision statement by consensus and within the allotted time frame.  Under our collective banner as GreenWoods Associates, David Woods and I served as professional planning consultants to the Crown Hill-Ballard Neighborhood for the visioning stage of Seattle’s comprehensive planning process; thus, we are particularly familiar with this example.  Working with a diverse group of citizens, some of whom had long histories in movement efforts and as neighborhood citizen-activists, we helped to bring together diverse stakeholders to educate one another and to consider problems, needs, and alternative possibilities for interlinked housing, transportation and land use, recreation and open space, economic development, arts and culture, and social services elements of the neighborhood vision, as per federal, state, and city requirements.  Like Portland’s neighborhood associations, the Ballard Neighborhood Association had already developed a high level of cooperative social capital and individual citizen leadership capacities through earlier projects and coalition efforts even before the comprehensive planning process began.  On the basis of their experience with one another as a community of activists working within and through established organizations, Ballard-based members of the Steering Committee were able to work effectively with residents of adjoining Crown Hill to involve over seven hundred neighbors in the visioning process, to work through their disagreements, and to adopt a comprehensive vision by consensus. In contrast, all of the other Seattle neighborhoods, many of which had minimally functional neighborhood associations as well as unreconciled factional differences, failed to complete the visioning process as originally designed. This happened in part because, even though the state had approved a Growth Management Act, some deep, partisan divisions in the Washington State Legislature about the desirability of citizen participation-based comprehensive planning processes sent a signal to Seattle-based opponents that a failure in citizen participation there would be desirable, and might contribute to ending the state requirement. 

     There are now many formal, periodic opportunities for real citizen participation in comprehensive planning processes within American cities and their surrounding metropolitan regions through which citizens can make an important difference in shaping their local and regional futures, especially when the state and local cultural preconditions are supportive.  There are also many permanent participatory roles for citizens within local governments on planning and zoning boards that approve more limited development plans and variances, and on civic boards concerned with the arts, historic preservation, parks and recreation, and regional transportation.  In addition, citizens can take up traditional formal opportunities to serve as elected representatives on city councils, school boards, water district boards, metropolitan planning organizations, and so on.  

     All of these formal opportunities for real citizen participation can help urban dwellers to grow in their knowledge, skills, and democratic capacities, to expand their networks of social capital, and thus, to sustain and give realistic focuses to their hopes for future-forging influence.  Equally important, and closely connected, are real though informal opportunities for citizen participation in the kinds of non-governmental, voluntary organizations that have, since the days of Tocqueville’s visit, influenced the future as well as the daily operation of American society: churches, labor unions, student groups, community service and civic improvement associations, and various issue-focused organizations that devote their energies to protecting nature and promoting social justice.  Most visible of all in recent years, especially in times of crisis, cities have been sites for more limited, but nonetheless real opportunities to participate in social movements and in value-expressive events that have been organized and supported by coalitions of democracy-minded non-government organizations, and sometimes by government officials. These continue to be starting places for raising citizens’ expectations, for building their democratic capacities, and for giving them a voice in local, national, and global futures.  

     The questions we must ask next are: Who is taking up such opportunities for citizen participation in American cities today, how representative are their voices of our nation’s diversity, and what kinds of influence are they actually having?  How can we create new forms of “second strand” democratic participation and expand its influence on the “first,” representative strand.  As Robert Westbrook rightly argued in John Dewey and American Democracy (1991), we need much more empirical research and many more “best practices” analyses to answer these crucial questions.  However, some highly suggestive studies have already begun to show that real participatory opportunities for shaping urban and regional futures now exist, and that these have great potential significance.  Such studies are important both practically and existentially.  They offer us crucial evidence about the conditions of feasibility for more widespread institutionalization of direct citizen participation in governance, in America and elsewhere.  At the same time, they contribute a criterial element for individual life decisions about whether we should invest our time and our hopes in committed, long-term efforts to expand and to actively employ such potential avenues to more deeply democratic living within what Dewey called “democratic planning societies” of the future.
 
Some Urban Experiments: Institutionalizing Direct Citizen Participation in Government

     In one of the largest and most insightful American “best practices” studies, The Rebirth of Urban Democracy (1993), Jeffrey M. Berry, Kent E. Portney, and Ken Thomson presented empirical evidence with important prescriptive implications to show that contextually well-designed, neighborhood-based citizen participation in American city governance can “achieve the theoretical goals of democracy,” including “the conditions necessary to develop, support, and sustain citywide systems of public participation” (Berry et al., 1993: v).  One of the important features of their research model is their refusal to draw a strict boundary between representation and direct citizen participation, which they treat as complementary and interactive elements of democracy, in contrast with many opponents and proponents of more active participatory roles: 

Participatory democracy is offered by theorists as an alternative to representative democracy; in the real world, institutions for strong democracy must be integrated into a system that also includes institutions of representative democracy (Berry et al. 1993: 293) 

Another important feature is their decision to focus on citizen participation at the level of the neighborhood as the common denominator among urban localities of all sizes, because neighborhoods offer opportunities for the kinds of face-to-face experiences that others have treated as necessary for the kinds of collaborative interactions that can transform individuals as well as influence issues (Berry et al., 1993: 10).  Much of the earlier urban politics literature had dismissed neighborhood associations and other citizen groups as “ineffective.”   However, these three authors were motivated to undertake their study by two well-established conclusions in other social science disciplines’ empirical literature: (1) a sense of shared group identity leads people away from narrowly self-interested behavior toward concern for shared group benefits that may trump the desire to have one’s own preference chosen; (2) cooperative behavior is strongly influenced by frequent contact and opportunities for discussion (Berry et al., 1993: 10-11, 289).  On the basis of these well-established “truths,” they framed their research hypothesis that citizen participation at the neighborhood level could be transformatively effective in the right conditions.

     Drawing on this body of interdisciplinary empirical evidence while realistically limiting their own claims, the authors argued that neighborhood-based participatory government within a decentralized city structure represents “a sensible compromise” between the requirements of participatory democracy and “the realistic needs of efficiency and scale for some services” (Berry et al., 1993: 12).  The authors selected five American cities for detailed study – Birmingham (Alabama), Dayton (Ohio), Portland (Oregon), Saint Paul (Minnesota), and San Antonio (Texas) – because they have made this sensible compromise, creating differing but context-appropriate participatory democratic neighborhood systems that manifest at least limited forms of the benefits its proponents expected, and none of the dangers its opponents feared.
  

In contrast to the critics’ predictions, these strong participation systems have not functioned at the expense of governability.  They do not produce policy gridlock or increased political conflict.  The systems do not seem to introduce racial or economic biases into the policymaking process.  There is no evidence that the city-supported neighborhood associations at the core of the systems in four of the five cities are less effective in translating citizen demands into governmental action than are independent citizen groups.  Instead of chaos, there is a degree of empowerment.  Participation in these systems tends to increase confidence in government and sense of community.  Within a certain range of issues – particularly land use and planning issues – neighborhoods generate city policy.  High levels of face-to-face participation are linked to increased responsiveness by city hall.  (Berry et al., 1993: 14)

     Berry, Portney, and Thomson’s research was organized around three empirical questions, as well as a fourth prescriptive one: 

(1) whether rank-and-file citizen participation is practically possible;  

(2) whether local government responds significantly and equitably in policy matters to the neighborhood associations in these cities, and whether their influence is narrowly parochial rather than contributive to larger community interests; 

(3) whether participation in these neighborhood associations increases citizens’ capacity to take part in cooperative decision-making amidst major social differences, builds a sense of community, and increases confidence in government or leads to increased conflict ; and 

(4) whether these exemplars suggest “practical steps that can be taken to increase political participation in urban America”  (Berry et al., 1993: 16-17).  

The authors concluded that the answer to all four of these questions is a qualified affirmative: “When one forgoes a utopian vision of [ideal participatory democratic] political systems, the five cities are remarkably vibrant examples of structures of strong democracy…The neighborhood associations fail in some respects but are very effective in others.  Overall, though, they are positive forces that enrich and improve city politics” (Berry et al., 1993: 283-184).  

     Amplifying their qualified affirmative as it relates to participation, the authors note that though other citizens in the five exemplary cities clearly respect the neighborhood associations, the data do not show that their neighborhood structures increase the number of political participants relative to those in ten comparison cities: “The structures of strong democracy do not bring people out of the woodwork” (Berry et al., 1993: 284).  Nonetheless, they conclude, the neighborhood systems in four of the five cities clearly do facilitate direct involvement in government for large numbers of urban people: 16.6 percent of these cities’ population participate in the neighborhood associations, which is a substantial proportion of those who participate in politics in any way.  Though the authors could not explain why a wider than expected cross-section of citizens choose to participate at the neighborhood level in these five cities, they note that local political cultures seem to play an important role in involving citizens from all socio-economic backgrounds.     

This finding deserves some elaboration, for the data demonstrate that the relationship between participatory structure and actual participation is a complicated one.  Although the focus has been on the five core cities, the entire data set was built on interviews done in fifteen cities.  The overall levels of participation in these fifteen cities do not conform to the standard model in which socioeconomic status [SES] is a reliable predictor of participation. The range of participation in these fifteen cities is substantial, and citywide measures of SES do not explain the rankings, independent of their socioeconomic standing and their structures for participation that takes place.  Each city seems to have its own political culture that nurtures participation.  Just how tradition, norms, and expectations mix with structural opportunities to facilitate or inhibit participation is not well understood by political scientists.  (Berry et al., 1993: 284-285, emphasis added)

Thus, contrary to common criticisms in the political science literature, the authors’ findings do not show that neighborhood associations tend to worsen America’s political class bias.  Active participants in the neighborhood associations in the five cities include low-income citizens, though their numbers are smaller than those of middle- and high-income citizens (285).  Moreover, the data show that other citizens of low-income neighborhoods in the five cities respect their neighbors who do participate actively in their neighborhood associations, and regard them as accurately representing their neighborhood’s views (Berry et al., 1993: 293).  

     The three authors insightfully argue that it is unrealistic to expect that there will be no representative element within direct citizen participation, especially given the practical obstacles that face many poor people who work at more than one poorly paid job, have limited transportation choices, have little free time, and have little or no help with child care.  In addition, “The daily burdens of low-income people are powerful forces that may work to make them feel inadequate, apathetic, or alienated; such attitudes are not easily ameliorated by easier opportunities to become involved in politics” (Berry et al., 1993: 285).  Moreover, many people of all socioeconomic backgrounds may choose not to participate actively in local self-governance, either because they are intimidated about speaking in political meetings or because they prefer to spend their very limited “free time” on other activities.  Given these real-life constraints on time and hope, as well as the various competing alternatives for their investment, the level of direct citizen participation in neighborhood associations the authors found in the five exemplary cities must be regarded as highly significant, especially in light of their finding that many non-participant citizens regard actively participating neighbors as reliable representatives.  

     Commenting on the responsiveness of these five central city governments to their neighborhood associations, the authors note that the neighborhood associations have more influence over matters of direct concern to them than they do over citywide issues, perhaps in part because they are not federated in any effective manner.  Nonetheless, the authors add, city administrators tend to work hard to get along with neighborhood associations, perhaps because the perception of conflict can be damaging to their careers.  Businesses, too, while exercising considerable influence in city governance in these five cities, have accommodated themselves to neighborhood control over zoning.  Thus, “the result of neighborhoods’ empowerment is not increased conflict but a smoothly functioning policymaking system in which there is decreased conflict” (Berry et al., 1993: 289).  On all the measures of responsiveness, the neighborhood associations scored highly as effective advocates, even for low-income communities: “low-income neighborhoods have fared well under the citizen participation systems in the core study cities.  The citywide systems go a long way toward getting equal access to government for all neighborhoods” (Berry et al., 1993: 293). 

     Commenting on the impact of the neighborhood associations on citizen empowerment, Berry, Portney, and Thomson note that “participation per se is a stronger force than participation in the neighborhood associations, but the neighborhood associations contribute to the development of some empowering attitudes as well,” especially the sense of community, which shows a strong, positive association with level of participation (Berry et al., 1993: 290).  In addition, their participation clearly enhances citizens’ sense of “external efficacy” (the belief that the political system will respond to citizens), though not their sense of “internal efficacy” (the belief that they personally can influence the political process).  However, increasing knowledge about local government and neighborhood associations is positively related to increasing levels of effective citizen activity: “Community participants learn how to get things accomplished…The concentration of political activism on the neighborhood level works to empower the whole neighborhood and not just the activists who go to the meetings” (Berry et al., 1993: 293).  Directly addressing the ongoing theoretical dispute about the desirability of direct citizen participation in democratic government, the authors found no support for the central claims of the Trilateral Commission’s Huntington Report, i.e., that citizen participation is destabilizing to society, leads to the alienation of participants, tends to make them more intolerant, and threatens democracy itself: “We find no support whatsoever for these charges.  The survey results disproved each of the anti-participation hypotheses examined” (Berry et al., 1993: 291).                  

     Berry, Portney, and Thomson conclude that, if we adopt a realistic conception of the nature of direct citizen participation in local government, one that includes a representative aspect, these five American cities offer good examples of effective structures of formal citizen participation, contextually tailored to each city’s geographical location, demographic composition, political traditions, and local culture (Berry et al., 1993: 292).  In claiming that their five exemplars offer lessons for others, the authors do not mean to suggest that the citizen participation structures and practices in these five cities have achieved a final stage in their own development.  They point out that many citizens of these cities have criticisms of the present structures, that many others choose not to participate, that participation is uneven across socioeconomic levels, and that many citizens are not aware of their opportunities to participate while still tending to be skeptical about their ability to influence government.  Thus, “Even the five cities are still far from achieving the ideals of strong democracy” (Berry et al., 1993: 14).  

     Nonetheless, Berry, Portney, and Thomsen argue that these five American cities suggest three important conditions that citizen participation programs must meet: 

(1) “Exclusive powers [e.g., concerning zoning] must be turned over to the citizen participation structures . . . they must have authority to allocate some significant goods and services in their communities . . . [and] what neighborhood associations do must be integrated into the existing administrative structure of the city”; 

(2) “accompanying such structural changes must be an administrative plan that creates sanctions and rewards for city hall administrators who must interact with the neighborhood groups”; and 

(3) “citizen participation systems must be citywide in nature . . .”  so that each community has “a single, officially recognized neighborhood association that represents an area with well-defined boundaries,” instead of explicitly structuring such efforts as “programs to help low-income or minority neighborhoods,” which tend to provoke backlash while failing to create the conditions for positive cross-difference cooperation (Berry et al., 1993: 295-296).  

Absent these three important conditions, the authors warn, “cities should not attempt to create citizen participation programs” (Berry et al., 1993: 295).  

     Among cities that have attempted to instituted more limited forms of citizen participation or even pseudo-participation in government, failures have been frequent and their cost has been high, tending to alienate people and to undermine respect for incumbent administrations: “More often than not, citizen participation has earned little more than empty rhetoric or lame efforts, such as the open office hours New York Mayor David Dinkins held for one day.  Twenty-two hundred people showed up to tell him how to improve city government, and fifty-four were permitted brief audiences with the mayor” (Berry et al. 1993: 294).
Creating Linkages: Government Partnerships with Non-Governmental Organizations

     San Antonio is different from the four other American cities that Berry, Portney, and Thomson analyzed as models of effective citizen participation because it does not provide for official, citywide structures of neighborhood involvement in urban governance.  Nonetheless, it is exemplary because an effective citizens’ association representing poor, predominantly Hispanic neighborhoods – Communities Organized for Public Service (COPS) – has succeeded over the past twenty-five years in becoming a respected player in shaping local and regional politics, thereby overcoming to some extent a long-term and continuing bias in favor of more affluent, better educated Anglo neighborhoods.
  COPS is the oldest, largest, and most influential member organization of the Industrial Areas Foundation (IAF), an umbrella organization reflecting a more cooperation-focused transformation of Saul Alinsky’s conflict-harvesting community organizing practices in the 1940’s,1950’s, and 1960s.
  Growing out of the Industrial Areas Foundation Training Center that Alinsky and associates founded in 1969, IAF shapes its general principles and its situation-specific strategies by creatively illuminating a tension between “the world as it is” and “the world as it should be” (Boyte 1989: 82).  San Antonio’s COPS is organized along “parish” lines and, like other IAF member organizations, works to build relationships between its “community-sustaining” member organizations – typically churches, labor unions, worker cooperatives, and universities – and those decision makers in government, business, and benevolent foundations who are in a position to help them fulfill their felt democratic imperatives to create more equal economic, educational, and civic opportunities. Like those of other IAF organizations, COPS’ strategies include information, negotiation, and public “actions” that bring large numbers of the members of their community-sustaining organizations together in creative, nonviolent ways that attract media attention for the purpose of stimulating public interest and support that can, in turn, be used to influence potentially helpful decision makers.  As sociologist William Julius Wilson has argued, the success of COPS in influencing public policy, not only in San Antonio, but also in the Texas Legislature through its partnership with ten other local IAF organizations state-wide, offers a powerful example of what community-based organizations grounded in shared values that can bridge their differences in race and class can contribute toward solving shared problems and creating affirmative opportunities (Wilson 1999).   It is important to notice that neither Wilson nor Mark Warren nor Harry Boyte has found that differences among culturally and linguistically diverse COPS members carry with them a “values gap” that makes them unable to understand one another and to work for shared goals, as Samuel Huntington and others have led us to expect.  How they reference and employ their values may differ initially, which explains the importance of IAF’s evolved conversation-framing process in helping COPS members get to know each other well enough to set shared goals, to strategize with regard to differing strengths and obstacles, and to work effectively together to achieve the goals they set.

     The Industrial Areas Foundation now includes more than forty member organizations in urban American locations, including Seattle’s King County Organizing Project (KCOP), of which David Woods and I were active participant-leaders in the mid-1990s.  We represented two of the local community-sustaining organizations, Seattle University and Saint Therese Catholic Church, both of which later sent citizen-activists to the 1999 demonstrations against the World Trade Association during its meetings there.  Beginning in the mid-1990s, KCOP sought to emulate COPS’ successful strategies through a cooperation-based CHANGE campaign (“Communities Helping to Achieve a New Generation of Equity”).  This effort brought together KCOP member organizations, which also included labor unions and worker cooperatives, working in coalition with government leaders, neighborhood centers, major area employers, and educational institutions, to collaborate on job creation, prospective worker identification, and effective worker preparation through education, child care provision, expectation-setting, and job-related practical skill building.
   Thus, KCOP was an example of effective university-community partnership – a form of transformative democratic collaboration that links citizens with the resources of universities and other non-government organizations, thereby enhancing their public policy-shaping effectiveness while helping to “democratize” the universities, to enhance the impact of non-government organizations, and to create “schools of democracy” for citizen participants.
  

     As Berry, Portney, and Thomson’s neighborhood associations study and these examples of IAF collaborations show, both intra-governmental and non-governmental opportunities for real citizen participation in shaping local, regional, state, and national futures already exist in America and already have begun to prove their effectiveness.  Moreover, some of these locations of opportunity are already interlinked.  For example, national federations of regional government organizations for most of America’s major urban areas offer underutilized opportunities to share information and to foster cooperation among state-mandated regional planning organizations.  Among the other responsibilities these regional government organizations have gained since the early 1970s, they typically house the Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs), which have citizen participation requirements that states must establish in order to qualify for transportation funds from our federal government.  The value of further cross-location linkages that would allow democratic citizen participants to share transformative experiences and to multiply their influence is clear.  If neighborhood associations and other community-based democratic transformation organizations became federated within cities, regions, states, and across the country, as are the IAF member organizations, citizen groups could learn more easily from one another’s experience, and they could collaborate on matters of common concern.  This same model of federating citizen participation organizations could be expanded to the international level, helping to stabilize democracy-minded citizens’ aspirational and organizational ties while expanding already-existing processes of cross-context communication and collaboration.  

Other Sites for Direct Citizen Participation: Courts, Campuses, Movements, Colloquies

    The courts provide another kind of location for individual citizens, non-government organizations, coalitions, and movements (as well as corporate interests) to directly influence local, state, national, and global futures.  In a litigious society in which “anybody can stop anything,” in Daniel Kemmis’s phrase, the courts provide a last-chance opportunity for citizens to participate in future-shaping.  Yet they also show the limits of the standard institutions of representative democracy, when these are divorced from a culture of on-going, real participation by diverse stakeholders who have developed the virtues, the cooperative practices, and the mutual stakes of deep democracy.
  For example, during the Clinton administration and later during the Bush administration, the U. S. Fisheries and Wildlife Service complained that it received so many citizen requests to classify various plants and animals on the endangered species list, which would trigger special legal processes and requirements for their protection, that it could not respond to all of them.  In addition, the Fisheries and Wildlife Service was legally required to respond to lawsuits from environmentalists, and counter-suits from logging and mining corporations as well as local interests, that seem hopelessly irresolvable.  In an ingenuous and legally questionable attempt to unblock or to end this process of citizen participation through adversarial litigation, the Bush administration included a provision in its 2001 budget proposal that would relieve the U. S. Fisheries and Wildlife Service from its obligation to receive such petitions and to respond to new lawsuits for one year – a provision that could be indefinitely renewed if it were once adopted and allowed by the U.S. Supreme Court to stand (New York Times, 14 April 2001: A12).  Clearly, legal avenues to challenge public uses of power and to demand the institution of new public regulations on private action must be available to citizens in a democracy.  However, if these are the only avenues that seem likely to allow individuals’ and groups’ voices to be heard in future-shaping, the attempt to use them in this way is likely to become self-defeating. At the same time, it can foster misuse of executive power, it can distort the legislative process, and it can fail to solve the underlying cultural problem.  For example, during the Bush Presidency, American conservatives successfully changed their site of long-time cultural struggle against abortion, same-sex marriage, affirmative action, and environmental protection to the selection process for justices the U.S. Supreme Court, who hold life-time appointments.  In the first year under Chief Justice Roberts’ leadership, the Court’s repealed key elements of its earlier landmark precedents in Brown v. Board of Education of Topeka (1954 and 1955), undoing the sacrificial work of countless civil rights activists who demonstrated at great personal risk that “equal protection of the laws” requires telling the truth about our history, as well as substantive efforts toward reconciliation across the lines of harm, including cooperative creation of new opportunities for education, employment, and inclusion in the future-making process for descendants of those whom our nation greatly wronged who would otherwise continue to bear history’s heavy burdens.  This decision shows that necessary interpretive role of the courts must be checked and balanced, not only by the other institutions of the representative strand of democracy, but also by the second strand of citizen participation, and with the democratic education of citizens to play such roles.       

      Frustration with the ideological hollowness, subvertibility, and unresponsiveness of our “first strand” representative institutions to the more deeply democratic concerns and values of many ordinary citizens, in America and elsewhere, has led to the revival of student-led organizations and movements many of our college and university campuses as schools and sites for “second strand” citizen participation.  In the United States, student organizations are using e-mail as well as workshops and mass rallies to build coalitions that link the local with the global in their demands.  These include ending the continuing role of “The School of the Americas” at Fort Benning, Georgia, in training Latin American police and military leaders to use high-tech weapons and high-force techniques to control citizen opposition; ending sweatshop labor conditions that their university bookstores support when they buy clothing from firms that employ them; ending “prisons for profit” that their universities support when they choose campus cafeteria food purveyors who benefit from prison labor and service contracts; and just compensation for janitorial and food service workers on campus.  An important challenge that these revitalized, democracy-minded student groups now face is to find ways to involve a wider student constituency while working in close partnership with those they seek to support.  Both kinds of connections are important, not only to improve their chances of achieving their immediate goals, but also to educate themselves and their fellows in the knowledge, skills, and capacities of active citizenship through participating together in the democratic transformation process.  As an e-mail essay that was widely circulated among progressive student organizations at many American colleges and universities queried,  “How can we reach and involve more people so we don’t become widely separated in our thinking and our change efforts from the rest of our community, like progressive groups in the past?”  

     The potential transformative influence of student groups and movements working in coalition with other non-governmental organizations and their elected representatives was demonstrated at the level of history-changing significance in Yugoslavia in early October 2000, where Otpor (“Resistance”) surprised the world when their non-partisan efforts to build a student protest movement focused on the shared value of freedom of speech evoked such a widespread response from participation-hungry ordinary citizens that it became the basis for an eventually successful but breathtakingly risky democratic revolution.  Otpor’s core constituency was students and other young people who felt weighed down by the Milosevic regime’s limits on self-expression, on cross-cultural communicative experience through the arts and the mass media, on job opportunities, and on democratic self-governance (Erlanger 2000: A6).  However, because Otpor focused on change rather than partisan advantage, and offered resistance-based hope as a heady alternative to the despair that had become a deeply embedded element of Serbian culture, it was able to function as a gathering place for a coalition that also included opposition political parties, labor unions, democracy-minded elected officials from towns and villages all over the country, and many other citizens whose lives had been touched by the violence that maintaining such repression required.  

     Founded in Belgrade in October 1998 by a handful of student survivors of unsuccessful protests in 1996, Otpor chose a clenched fist (black on white or white on black) as its symbol for T-shirts, posters, and graffiti.  As Roger Cohen analyzed their transformative approach that eventually was effective, “Otpor’s founding principles were straightforward, refined by the failure of earlier agitation: remove Milosevic because otherwise nothing will change; spread resistance to the provinces; galvanize a cowed population by providing examples of individual bravery; be hip, funny where possible, in order to create a contemporary message; avoid a hierarchy because the regime will co-opt any leader.  ‘The idea was, cut off one Otpor head, and another 15 heads would instantly appear…’” (Cohen 2000: 45).  Disciplined non-violent resistance to President Milosevic’s authority, even when enduring police beatings, was a crucial part of their strategy, as was seeking to win over the police and the military, who were called on to enforce orders to repress dissent violently.  Encouragement and training in these strategies came from American sources, as did funding for T-shirts and spray paint, but the courage to face very real violence, and the communicative effectiveness to convince others to do likewise, was all their own. 

     Mass protest events like those organized by Yugoslavia’s Otpor, by the justice-focused movement interlinking students at many U. S. colleges and universities, and by the world-wide movement in opposition to a pre-emptive war on Iraq can be very effective social instruments for expressing a clear, single-note critique.  They also offer citizens a starting place for developing expectations and skills for more extensive democratic participation.  However, they are not very useful as sites for developing a positive, alternative vision that draws upon citizens’ more deeply democratic experiences and values.  

     For this kind of citizen participation in reconstructive social visioning, story-telling gatherings and issue-specific public colloquies that bring scholars and other citizen-thinkers together can be highly effective.  This is the kind of series of gatherings to tell our “American Dreams” I called for at the end of Chapter Two.  It is the kind of gatherings that already have become a part of urban planning in America, especially in long-range and comprehensive planning.  This is the nature of the “town hall meetings” that were sponsored by Manhattan’s Civic Alliance through its “Listening to the City” program, which involved thousands of citizens in planning for redevelopment of New York City’s Lower Manhattan neighborhoods, especially at the site where the World Trade Center once soared.  Because of their issue-focused character and their high tech-assisted, on-site aggregations of participants’ local knowledge and judgments about the desirability of alternative future plans, such public conversations have offered opportunities for participants to develop democratic skills and capacities for wider and even more effective public future-shaping involvements.   At the same time, each event has been existentially important for participants, offering them opportunities to share their stories within constructive channels for their grief and anger, as well as some small sense of shared control within a nightmare world that suddenly and horribly emerged as out of control.
 In fact, the “Listening to the City” gatherings that were called together to find a reconstructive response to the events of that terrible day may represent a pioneering effort to combine the mass presence of a protest event with the face-to-face experience and opportunity to be heard individually of a town hall meeting.  

     The “Civic Alliance” of four major community organizations that sponsored the “Listening to the City” mass meetings and many other related events came together shortly after 9/11 to begin to plan a response that would give citizens democratic opportunities to be heard.  Beginning in February 2002, just five months after the September 11 attacks, the Civic Alliance, with a large presence of architects and urban planners who volunteered to serve as small group facilitators, began to organize and publicize these mass events for civic participation in determining what values and visual images should guide replacement of the World Trade Center, as well as design of a memorial to all those who were lost with them.  Hundreds of participants turned out for the first of these meetings, and thousands more for those that followed.  

     From the beginning, however, these ordinary citizens from all walks of life and a wide range of ethnic, racial, religious, and generational backgrounds were locked in a struggle with their elected officials over their right to participate in such a public process.  The Governor of New York State, the Mayor of the City of New York, appointed representatives of the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey, the Lower Manhattan Redevelopment Corporation, and various other national, state, and local officials asserted their legal entitlement to make all decisions concerning the site.  Many of these elected and appointed officials expressed their determination to make these decisions on the basis of “expert” advice while paying attention primarily to what they regarded as the undisturbed property rights of the Twin Tower’s primary lease-holder.  For course, they were also aware that their personal political hopes and ideological commitments would be on national display in the rebuilding process.  These elected and appointed officials chose a firm of architects to develop six “concept designs” to guide their deliberations, which went on simultaneously with but independent of the public process.  

     Nonetheless, on July 20, 2002, responding to extensive public outcry as well as pressure from the planning and architecture community and The New York Times, these officials acceded to the proposal to hold a “Listening to the City” event at which public comments on their six “concept designs” would be elicited.  Nearly five hundred professional facilitators, including representatives from all fifty American states and many other nations, arrived a day early for training, and on July 20, they welcomed five thousand citizen participants to carefully organized roundtable conversations whose results were electronically collected, rapidly analyzed with computer assistance, and displayed on large screens at intervals throughout the day.  Some participants at the tables had lost family members on September 11th.  Others included survivors and eye witnesses, people from the surrounding neighborhoods, and people from other parts of the city and the region who felt directly affected and concerned about the matters under discussion.  All felt that they had been heard that day – and in their collective voice, they rejected all six “concept designs” and the “official” process by which these designs came into being so unanimously that the designs were withdrawn and the process was transformed into one in which public comment became a legitimate, necessary, and influential element.  This process eventually led to broad agreement on an inspiring new design for the World Trade Center site, with somewhat different functional components than those that the elected and appointed officials originally had regarded as basic and nonnegotiable.  Regrettably, the soaring beauty of this concept design was weighed down by the lease-holding developer’s own architect, aided by the New York City Police Department’s advisor, who insisted on extensive use of reinforced concrete around the building’s entrance to give it bunker-like security from future attacks.  The removed most of the spaces planned for the arts and for museums because of fear of controversy.  

The power struggle was renewed during the memorial design process, which eventually was handed over to “experts.”  

     How much of the citizen participants’ contribution will characterize the buildings and the memorial that eventually will replace the World Trade Center remains to be seen.  It is clear that more is at stake for both sides of this struggle than the design itself.  The key factor in determining the outcome of this struggle seems likely to be the staying power of large numbers of those who thus far have expressed a deep commitment to the public participation process, but whose patience has been sorely tested by delay and rejection.  Moreover, their focus has been distracted by an adverse economy and the Iraq War, which was passionately rejected in advance by a large percentage of New Yorkers.           

     Nonetheless, these experiences show that like “formal” sites of “second strand” citizen participation within government, all of these “informal” sites – the courts, non-government organizations, democratic mass movements, and issue-focused gatherings of scholars and other citizen-thinkers – can play valuable roles in shaping local and global futures, and they can become even more effective if they are consciously and creatively interwoven.  I do not offer these particular examples as universal models for effecting democratic institutional and cultural change in all other nations, or even in all of the regions of the United States.  As Thomas Jefferson wrote, “Every people have their own particular habits, ways of thinking, manners, etc., which have grown up with them from their infancy, are become a part of their nature, and to which the regulations which are to make them happy must be accommodated . . .The excellence of every government is its adaptation to the state of those to be governed by it” (Dewey 1940: 215).  However, contextually differing yet interrelated examples can be found in every part of the world, offering the beginnings of a global general “fund” of city-focused experience of citizen participation in processes of deepening democracy.  Drawing on such experiences, citizens of various nations are learning from the “best practices” of citizens of other nations.

     Through the process of participating in such “urban schools” of second-strand, Jeffersonian democracy while working to achieve what Dewey called “continuously planning societies,” citizen-thinkers are educating themselves in skills, knowledge base, habits, and lifeways for deepening democracy in diverse global contexts.  In the process, they may profoundly influence our future – though we can have no advance certainty that their efforts will be effective, and we have no way to know what their benefits and costs to the individuals in question may be.  Thus, the question remains: is “second strand” democratic participation a wise choice for individual citizens in diverse global contexts, especially in places where it may involve great risks?  This is the question for this book’s final chapter.  
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