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Getting to the reseaich

guestion: bridging PS to UP

e Political parties are mstmsg'on f%
decision-making.

<\ O
— On national level, gf’%/ stl?ture respond to

environment. (| ell,

— Local politic rties‘are part of and have
their positigh With'@ﬁhat party structure.

e HO: O al level, party structure frames

polig@Jm@
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Hypotheses

 H1: cities governed by mog@g "ﬁo
nolitical parties develop mous

holicies At
”f) <

e H2: and invest %ﬁe in eitizen’s participation
than those wi ss autonomy

e H3: %f @%nallsed parties can collect

sily means from central administrations
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1 How can we re Qg%/-organization In a
local context%po{éei nce
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e Can party-organization,
and similarities in Ur al

2 What94s the rote of (party) politics in the
d 'on-r@ g and management of UDP ?

,ﬁ rban management



h Sl [\ ethodology (1):

Party organization :

A
— Degree of msUtqun%ﬁ*
 Name change, I}g&
stability...

— Degree of a my&ﬁ
e Political a))tonom Within the party

e Degrge,of dlsgretlon In (the local) spending of
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p Sl [\ ethodology (2):

Neighbourhood renewal: phaking.the city
neighbourhood attra ﬁ&fagq%

. ProfeSS|onaI|zat| @rgovernment

and ac mlnlsta%‘
* Rapid plurali on»Qnyhe urban sphere
o Limits %l{()t na%)ratlonallty

ct reinvented as an interaction
P§mmg and implementing




p Sl [\ ethodology (2):

Neighbourhood renewal Prgfect;. <,

- Used rationality & QA(/

- Hierarchy betwe%\ rs
Logical frame)\%t;uk oka%tlons

Institutional natu %bf decisions

- Mecha S (&ooordmatlon
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S{ Bl 3. The cases: Lieége, Saint Léonard

10.000 inh, 30% unemployed, 50% orespersonhouseholds,
mixed origins

New central government’s grapt§\fer urban-development

Opening to the rest of the iy, positive tmage building and
attracting new economy

Mostly financed by regional and federal government. Many
projects with different project-owners (incL private).
Development pracess creates own timeframe.

Citizen’s pawticipationguring elaboration of plan. Afterwards
subsidies#@rilocal ngo’s.




V Il 3. The cases: Gent, Brugse Poort

10.000 inh., poor guality of housing, derSely occupied, mixed
origins

Planning incentive: availability,gfyaew planhing instruments to
the city

Introducing open space,,positive image building, creating
urban structure (backbgne“with’Services)

Mostly financed by segionalland federal government. City
leads the wholegXenewalprogram, urban development agency
& financial management.

Citizen’s, pfotest turned over towards positive participation.
Afterwards community-building through service delivery.
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Saint Léonard in Liege
Inst +++ / aut +

Brugse Poort in Gent
Inst + aut +++

Rationality behind
the project:

Pragmatic implementation of
directives in line with general
goals as quality housing,
neighbourhood facilities, social
capital building.

Rrational translation of politically
well defined goals: min. quantity
green-area, quantity & quality
housing, service delivery, urban
structure & hierarchy.

Hierarchy between
the actors (city
government /
inhabitants)

Participation during project
development;

City tries to change«citizens attitude
into positive collaborative one
through support of ngo’s;

Public actors,remain withinpublie
responsibilities: redistribution of
grants

Participation during project
development and
implementation

City tries to build up a community.
Civic actors are involved in
implementation and
maintenance.

Public actor acts as private actor
trough development agency.

Logic behind the
actions

e

Inductive framework:

Ad hoc implementation : Feasibility
depends-on analysis by private
sector, no real iterative relation
with plan (because there is none).
Local authority empowers
associations.

Deductive framework:

Feasibility depends on mobilisation
of public resources, project
elaboration based on studies
and general assumptions of
community building,
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ssseraINt Léonard in Liege
Inst +++ / aut +

BrugsePoort in Gent
lnst + aut +++

Institutional nature

Public action based on rules,
distribution of grants does not depend
on product delivery but on general
principles

Project.development with involvement
of‘and bargaining with stakeholders
(Citizens, Regional housing agencies).

Mechanisms of
coordination

Hierarchical coordination by, public
actor using general rules. {inspections;
grants)

Important role for double mandated
politicians in preject leadership
Coordination<between local services is
not easy

Hierarehical coordination by public
actor using resource coordination.
Important role for local civil servants in
project leadership.

Coordination between local and central
services is not easy.

Policy approach.

The cityas a regulator. of urban
soclety. Empowerment of civil society
through financial:support of
associations;:Rublic investments
focussed‘on housing.

City as coordinator and entrepreneur.
Identity building as strategic goal.
Public investments focussed on public
infrastructure (green and gray),
housing and service delivery.
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3. Conclusion:

¥ Hypothesises

H1: citlies governed by 7ymore~ autonomous
political parties devel@gp™ more ~ autonomous
nolicies.

Liege + Gent +++

Pragmatic implementation _of \Use of new planning instruments
central government’s policy. to define and implement own
urban policy

City is one@actor among others City is leading actor




3. Conclusion:

¥ Hypothesises

H2: citlies governed by 7ymore~ autonomous
political parties Invest)*more In citizen’s

participation than thosewith |ess autonomy
Liege + Gent +++

Participative  process  during yParticipative process during

elaboration. elaboration and implementation.
Subsidies forfassociations (pol. | Development of neighbourhood
party legitimation) service delivery (city administr,

Legitimation)
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3. Conclusion:

¥ Hypothesises

H3: more Institutionalised”jparties, >can collect
more easily means fronvgentral administrations
Liege +++ Gent +

+/- same amount of<central |[+/- same amount of central
governmental support as‘in Gent*\| governmental support as in Liege

Less visible (support ong’s) Visible changes : infrastructure
Direct: implementation-of central | Indirect: professionalization of

Governm. pelicy financial staff to  mobilize
resources.




3. Conclusion:

¥ Hypothesises

To conclude:

Cities have more or less the same ideas of how to redevelop a
neighbourhood. Participation’and community building is important.
Existing citizens have to stay-and new middleclass incomes are
Invited to move to the city-centre,

The instruments they use and the way they implement these
Instruments canvary a lot.

The way the political-parties that hold power in the city are organised
may explain these differences: they not only choose and use the
instruments for neighbourhood-renewal but also to stay in power.
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