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Introduction
Cities are a prevailing form of living environment in the contemporary world.
More than half the world's population and over 73% of Europeans live in urban
areas (World Urbanization Prospects, 2014). Furthermore, cities are
fundamental drivers of economic growth, technological innovations and cultural
life. According to statistical data, only 600 urban centers generate about 60
percent of global GDP (McKinsey Global Institute, 2011).
However, despite the increasing opportunities and benefits provided by cities,
the number of challenges that urban populations face, such as social inequality,
pollution, commercialization of urban areas, gentrification and more, grows as
well. Against the background of economic achievements, the primary role of
cities as unique living environments is often neglected. In particular, the will of
the residents, those who are the direct users and, ideally, also the possessors
of urban space is frequently misheard and not taken into account in decisionmaking, which constitutes a significant obstacle for sustainable urban
development and decreases the quality of life in cities.
Nevertheless, the global shift from government towards governance over recent
decades has changed power distribution between decision-makers and citizens
(Carino, 2004). In particular, the hierarchically organized process of policymaking has been replaced by a more horizontal approach, putting networks of
actors in the forefront of decision-making. This change has given birth to
numerous participatory initiatives in cities all over the world. For instance, the
currently popular practice of participatory budgeting that presupposes citizens’
contributions to the formation and revision of city budgets, which emerged in
Brazil in 1989 and has since gained wide distribution in North America and
Europe.
Certainly, plenty of academic literature has been devoted to the topic of urban
participatory governance over the last twenty years, especially in Western
countries. However, in Russia this issue has penetrated scientific and social
debates only recently. In 2013, in the Russian towns of Cherepovets and
Sosnovy Bor a trial participatory budgeting program was launched, but there are
still
no
plans
to
implement
it
in
big
cities
(https://eu.spb.ru/images/RESPUBLICA/Patricipiarnoe_budgetirovanie.pdf).
Such a gap between Western countries and Russia evokes the need to study
civic participation in urban development in the Russian context and position it
against the background of European experience. Therefore, this paper seeks to
identify the missing conditions for the development of participatory governance
in Russia via comparison between German and Russian practices of civic
participation.
The research investigates civic participation practices in neighborhoods in
Berlin and Saint Petersburg. This choice was primarily conditioned by the
similar territory and population sizes of both cities. In addition to this, they are
global cultural centers attracting a lot of immigrants and international tourists.
5
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Moreover, Berlin and Saint Petersburg are post-socialist cities and face similar
urban problems, such as gentrification, commercialization and social
segregation.
The neighborhood unit was chosen because participatory initiatives are
frequently implemented at this level. Neighborhoods have favorable conditions
for civic participation, since they make the closest living environment of the
inhabitants, and changes in them cannot but directly affect the life quality of
those who reside there. In addition to this, neighborhoods are characterized by
stronger social ties among residents which facilitate joint civic engagement.
Moreover, due to the mostly bureaucratic and formal character of operations,
authorities often have limited access to information about relevant local
problems. This lack of access can be compensated by the residents who might
act as experts, possessing valuable local knowledge and delivering necessary
information about the state of affairs in the neighborhood to the local authorities.
This might significantly ease the decision-making process and make it more
needs-oriented.
The research question of this paper is therefore formulated in the following way:
what are the forms of civic participation in urban (re)development practiced in
the neighborhoods of Berlin and Saint Petersburg?
In order to answer this question, the following tasks have been fulfilled:
1. to identify the major actors of civic participation in German and Russian
contexts (as exemplified by Berlin and St. Petersburg);
2. to outline the core patterns of civic participation in German and Russian
contexts;
3. to determine the aims of civic participation perused in Russian and German
neighborhoods;
4. to define the types of civic participation realized in German and Russian
contexts;
5. to reveal the motives of and barriers to civic participation in German and
Russian neighborhoods;
6. to define the opportunities and limitations of civic participation efforts in
German and Russian contexts;
7. to analyze the conditions that influence and shape civic participation
practices in Russian and German contexts.
The empirical investigation in Berlin took the form of a study of the
neighborhood management initiative – a remarkable tool of stabilizing
disadvantaged neighborhoods by involving residents in decision-making
process. These aims seek achievement through the performance of so-called
“neighborhood councils”, consisting of neighborhood residents and
representatives of local institutions (educational and healthcare organizations
as well as businesses). Such councils select projects that should be realized in
the neighborhood. The finances for the implementation of the resulting program
are provided by the German state, the city of Berlin and the European Union.
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The empirical research in Berlin was conducted in two areas where
neighborhood management was functioning: the neighborhoods of
Mariannenplatz located in the Friedrichshein-Kreuzberg district and
Magdeburger Platz located in the Mitte district. Neighborhood management has
been active there for over ten years; both neighborhoods therefore have much
to analyze in terms of the dominant forms of civic participation and their
evolution over time. Furthermore, neighborhood management in Magdeburger
Platz has nearly reached completion. This allows for the observation of the
possible ways to preserve and promote civic participation in the neighborhood
after the initiative ceases to function.
The investigation in Saint Petersburg examined the forms of collective
mobilization of urban local communities against the backdrop of unwanted
urban (re)development. In particular, two cases of grassroots resistance against
undesired construction were considered. The first one took place in the
Piskaryovka municipal okrug of Kalininsky District. The conflict emerged after
the city administration had sold a parcel of land in the courtyard of 44 Nauki
Avenue to a construction company. A playground had been located in the sold
area, which was later removed in order to build a store. This caused discontent
among local residents and led to protracted opposition between city authorities
and residents.
The second case studied in Petersburg is infill construction in the Dachnoye
municipal okrug of Kirovsky District. In the frame of the renovation program,
which presupposes the resettlement of residents from rundown houses into new
ones, two new houses are currently being built very close to 23 Golikova Street.
According to the renovation program, the residents of older houses (the socalled “Khrushchyovkas”, i.e. Khrushchev-era apartment blocks) are supposed
to be rehoused in new houses. However, the residents are aware of the fact
that a similar renovation program launched four years ago resulted in selling
new flats to external purchasers instead of being allocated to the residents of
rundown houses. The residents of Golikova Street are now protesting against
any new construction that also causes the destruction of their houses.
Obviously, the practices of civic participation noted in Berlin and Saint
Petersburg differ from each other significantly. The former has institutionalized
the mechanisms of involving residents in decision-making processes, whereas
the latter is, on the contrary, characterized by rather sporadic protest activities
by local urban communities caused by a lack of civic engagement
institutionalized procedures. However, such practices have a common basis:
both act as responses from the locals to urban problems specific to each city
and occur at a neighborhood level. Furthermore, Russian civic participation
practices can be considered a potential basis for the development of more
formal participatory models similar to neighborhood management, and therefore
it is important to find out what conditions need to emerge in Russian society to
stimulate the evolution of civic participation opportunities and initiatives. Here,
the consideration of German experience will be of great value.
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In the course of the empirical research, the qualitative methods of semistructured interview and semi-structured observation were used. This allowed it
to reflect diverse points of view on civic participation practices and to enrich the
inquiry with unique details. The collected data was analyzed by means of
Atlas.ti., special software designed for qualitative research, using methods of
sequential (open, axial and selective) coding.
The theoretical frame of the research is a synthesis of several theoretical
approaches. First of all, two models of civic participation were used in order to
define the types of civic participation practices in each case. The first one is the
ladder of civic participation developed by Sherry Arnstein, and the second one
is the classification of civic participation by Swedish sociologists Erik Amna and
Joakim Ekman. Furthermore, the theory of weak and strong publics offered by
Nancy Fraser and the theory of social space formulated by Pierre Bourdieu
were also applied.
This paper consists of an introduction, a theoretical chapter and an empirical
chapter, as well as a conclusion, bibliography and appendices. The theoretical
chapter describes the conceptual foundations of this investigation and includes
three sections. The first section is devoted to theoretical approaches to civic
participation – the core concept of the research project: the definition of this
term is elaborated here, and various typologies of civic participation are
introduced and compared. In the following section, the notion of participatory
governance is considered: the role of civic participation in participatory
governance is identified, and the key virtues and drawbacks of this
phenomenon are discussed. Finally, the third section of the chapter introduces
the concept of neighborhood, namely providing a working definition of the term
and traces its historical development, subsequently moving to the role of civic
participation in neighborhood life.
The empirical chapter includes an outline of the research design and
methodology, a description and analysis of collected empirical data as well as a
comparative analysis of Russian and German cases. The chapter begins with
an introduction to the logic of empirical data collection and analysis. In
particular, the goals of empirical research are defined, the choice of the
methods and sampling used are reasoned, and the process of data collection
and analysis along with the problems of fieldwork are described. This section is
followed by an analysis of field materials collected in Berlin and Saint
Petersburg. Finally, in a separate section, the findings obtained as the result of
field research in the two cities are compared.
In the conclusion, empirical findings of both cases described in the second
chapter are compared and summarized, and the opportunity for the
implementation of participatory initiatives in Saint Petersburg is considered. The
paper is concluded with several appendixes: the table describing the
informants, the guides of in-depth interviews designed for two cities under
study, and two examples of interview transcripts from Berlin and St. Petersburg.
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Chapter 1. Theorizing civic participation: Definition,
typologies and role in urban development
This chapter introduces the theoretical approaches used in the research. It is
divided into three subchapters. The first subchapter is devoted to the concept of
civic participation. The definition of civic participation appropriate to the paper is
elaborated, and the classifications of civic participation forms suitable for the
data analysis are selected. In the second subchapter, the role civic participation
plays in governance processes and, more specifically, in urban governance is
revealed. Along with the definitions and typologies, the challenges and
opportunities of (urban) participatory governance are discussed, and the key
stakeholders of such governance are determined. Finally, within the third
subchapter the concept of neighborhood is introduced, and the practices of civic
participation at the level of neighborhood are considered.

1.1. Civic participation
Definition
The concept of civic participation has been examined by numerous scholars.
However, there is still no single uniform definition of the category acknowledged
in the academic community. Instead, there are multiple interpretations of the
term that vary significantly. The aim of this section of the paper therefore is to
review different approaches to conceptualizing civic participation and elaborate
my own version of the definition that will be used in this paper.
First of all, it is worth noting that there is also the notion of civic engagement,
which is very similar to civic participation. Formally, these are different terms:
civic engagement is regarded as a broader notion that also includes informal
activities, whereas civic participation is basically associated with more
institutionalized and politicized actions (Berger, 2011). Despite this, many social
scientists tend to use these notions as synonyms and unite them under one
theory. For instance, in their typology of political participation, Ekman and Amna
(2012) regard civic engagement as a latent form of political participation,
claiming that, although private and informal activities do not explicitly touch
upon political issues, they may affect policy-making indirectly. For this reason,
they argue, such activities should not be excluded from the investigations of
political participation. It is therefore worth stressing that throughout this paper
the term “civic participation” will also imply civic engagement.
Reviewing the existing definitions of civic engagement, Adler and Goggin (2005)
distinguish between several approaches to understanding civic engagement
depending on their degree of complexity and the subject of emphasis (Adler &
Goggin, 2005). In particular, among various definitions, the authors identify civic
engagement as community service, as collective action, and as political
involvement.

9

WP 2016-03

Working Papers
Centre for German and European Studies

Indeed, some scholars view civic engagement as a form of voluntary service
aimed at the achievement of common good valuable for the community: “Civic
engagement [is] an individual’s duty to embrace the responsibilities of
citizenship with the obligation to actively participate, alone or in concert with
others, in volunteer service activities that strengthen the local community” (Adler
& Goggin, 2005, p. 238). Others consider civic participation as a set of collective
actions stressing the role of collaboration between citizens: “Active citizenship is
about collective action more than the behavior of individuals. It is about
collaboration, about intense joint activity…pursuing community issues through
work in all sectors, not just government” (Hollister, 2002, in Adler & Goggin,
2005, p. 238).
It is also common among social scientists to highlight the political character of
civic engagement: “Civic engagement differs from an individual ethic of service
in that it directs individual efforts toward collective action in solving problems
through our political process” (Diller, 2001, in Adler & Goggin, 2005 p. 238). In
this interpretation, both collective and political nature of participation is
emphasized. Bernie Ronan from the Center for Civic Participation also stresses
these two features of civic participation by referring to the etymology of words
making the term: “The Latin word 'civis' has found its way into two words in our
language, city and citizen. Civic engagement is about rediscovering politics, the
life of the polis, the city where men and women act together as citizens. The
word civic, when connected to engagement, implies work, work that is done
publicly and benefits the public, and is done in concert with others” (Ronan,
2004, in Adler & Goggin, 2005, p. 238).
It is worth noting that political aspects are very often stressed in the definitions
of participation. For example, Ekman and Amna (2012, p. 289) connect civic
participation to politics and policy-making even more explicitly and define it as
“all actions directed towards influencing governmental decisions and political
outcomes. It is goal oriented or rational, if you will. It is observable and can be
measured straightforwardly. It has to do with the wishes of ordinary citizens to
influence politics and political outcomes in society, or the decisions that affect
public affairs”. Such an approach draws a clear line between citizens and
politics, meaning that the former do not have any options of political
participation except for influencing the power holders. Paradoxically, even the
etymologically inclusive notion of participation (i.e. to take part) actually has an
exclusive character: there is a distinct group entitled to decide, as opposed to
those who do not have the potential for decision-making and whose efforts are
limited to opinion expression and formation in attempts to influence the
decision-makers.
American sociologist Sherry Arnstein (1969) puts an even stronger emphasis on
the division between those who have the power to decide and those who do
not, but instead of influence she talks about sharing power, so that the positions
of those two groups become less hierarchized. Thus, Arnstein defines civic
participation as the “redistribution of power that enables the have-not citizens,
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presently excluded from the political and economic processes, to be deliberately
included in the future. It is the strategy by which the have-nots join in
determining how information is shared, goals and policies are set, tax resources
are allocated, programs are operated, and benefits like contracts and patronage
are parceled out. In short, it is the means by which they can induce significant
social reform which enables them to share in the benefits of the affluent society
(Arnstein, 1969, p. 216).
However, there are many definitions that go far beyond political issues, also
including informal and private activities. For instance, Robert Putnam considers
such activities as visiting friends, going to church and playing card games to be
a part of civic participation, since it increases the social capital of an individual
(see Adler & Goggin, 2005). Although the approach offered by Putnam seems to
be to a certain extent radical due to its excessive breadth, the direction of his
thought is rather reasoned. The non-political element should not be omitted
when talking about civic participation. Moreover, normally it is quite difficult to
draw a clear line between the political and the non-political, since they largely
intersect with each other. For example, watching TV might seem like simply
entertainment, but if one watches news this can already be classified as partly
political, since it affects the opinion of an individual, which might later impact
such an explicitly political action as voting. In the Russian cases studied in this
paper, television (or, propaganda transmitted through it) is even considered by
the informants to be one of the powerful barriers to civic participation, since it
manipulates the opinions of citizens, confirms the virtues of the power holders
and distracts residents from resistance.
As one might notice, civic participation can be defined in numerous ways.
However, it is possible to identify the basic criteria that usually shape the
various definitions of civic participation. Adler and Goggin (2005) position those
in the continuum of civic engagement. On the schema below, the whole range
of actions that might be related to civic participation is depicted. These actions
differ in the number of participants (individual/collective), degree of
institutionalization (formal/informal) and degree of publicity (private/public). Here
it is particularly visible how broad and diverse the definition of civic participation
might be, ranging from helping a neighbor to running for public service.
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The continuum of civic engagement
Informal/Private

Formal/Public

Individual action

Collective action

Community Helping a Contributing Membership Occasional Sustained
activities:
neighbor
to a charity of
a or episodic intensive
religious or volunteering service
community
group
Political
Activities:

Engaging Voting
in political
discussion
with
friends

Advocating
for a policy

Active
Running
participation for public
in a party or service
interest
group

Source: (Adler & Goggin, 2005)
Finally, having introduced numerous tendencies to define civic participation, I
can elaborate my own definition of the term which will be used in the frame of
this research. Although there is a clear political component in the title of the
paper, I shall not perceive civic participation solely as a set of actions within the
political domain. As mentioned above, community activities might have a
significant impact on the decision-making process, and therefore I believe that
this issue will be an integral part of my research. However, I shall not consider
such private actions as helping neighbors or attending church as civic
participation, since they do not significantly change the state of affairs in the
distribution of power at a community level.
I shall therefore regard civic participation as a set of individual or collective
actions requiring (re)distribution of power at a community level aimed at
improving or preserving the quality of community life through influencing
governmental decisions. Within this research, I shall deal with both
institutionalized and sporadic shapes of participation and compare their typical
features, methods and outcomes.
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Typologies

Now that the core term
of the research has
been defined, it seems
logical to introduce
some
classification
models tackling civic
participation
and
determine which ones
will best suit the
analysis
of
the
collected
empirical
material.
One of the oldest
models that has yet to
become irrelevant in
social science is that of
American
sociologist
Sherry
Arnstein.
Arnstein distinguishes
between
eight
strategies of involving
citizens
in
political
processes
and
structures them into the
so-called “ladder of
citizen
participation”.
The distinctive features
of her theoretical

Source: (Arnstein, 1969)

approach are that she includes strategies that do not truly refer to civic
participation, but rather create an illusion of participation, in her typology.
Arnstein argues that there are a lot of “empty rituals of participation” that are
mistakenly perceived as expressions of civic power (Arnstein, 1969). Such
rituals can be exemplified by public hearings where citizens are invited in order
to express their opinion concerning some change in the urban environment.
Such an idea is highly typical for democratic regimes, under conditions in which
the officials have to reckon with the public opinion. However, in reality it often
performs exclusively as an instrument of legitimizing decisions taken by the
officials, so that they can use the very fact of public hearings taking place as an
argument in the event of public discontent. This way citizens might have the
feeling that they have been heard, and that their will has been considered, and
therefore they have a certain influence on the decision-making process,
whereas in reality this is not the case. As already mentioned, Arnstein’s ladder
13
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consists of eight levels. The higher the rung, the more power redistribution
occurs, or the more power the have-not citizens obtain. In addition to this, for
clearer classification, rungs are divided into three groups in accordance with the
extent of redistribution: non-participation, tokenism and citizen power.
The bottom rungs – (1) manipulation and (2) therapy – belong to the field of
non-participation, as their real intention is not to give people an opportunity to
participate, but to “cure” or “educate” them. Collecting signatures from the
population is a vivid example of manipulation, when people are not informed
about the hidden details of the planned action, but formally support this action
by giving their signatures. In this way, power holders legitimize their policy and
create an illusion of civic contribution to the decision-making process. As an
example of therapy, Arnstein describes public housing programs where tenant
groups are used for promoting control-your-child or cleanup campaigns. In fact,
the intention of such programs is to distract tenants’ attention from more
important issues.
The next rungs – (3) informing, (4) consultation and (5) placation – reach the
level of tokenism. This presupposes that citizens can be heard, but there is no
guarantee that their opinion will indeed be considered by the power holders.
The media informing people of their rights and opportunities but not allowing
any channel to give their feedback to the power holders is a good example of
informing. Attitude surveys, neighborhood meetings and public hearings are
common means of consulting. Finally, placation is a technique that includes the
representatives of unprivileged group in the power holders’ body. However, such
representatives still remain in the position of a minority and therefore can be
outvoted.
Full-scale participation starts only at level (6) partnership that allows citizens to
engage in negotiations with the power holders, as well as at the highest rungs
of (7) delegated power and (8) citizen control, where the have-not citizens
obtain full managerial power. According to Arnstein, joint policy boards,
planning committees and mechanisms for resolving impasses would be
examples of partnership. In these structures, citizens and power holders indeed
share power. However, it can work most effectively in case when a citizen group
has some financial resources for paying technicians, lawyers, and community
organizers. Under the conditions of delegated power, citizens achieve dominant
decision-making authority over a particular plan or program. Typical examples
here, according to Arnstein, are Model City policy boards or CAA delegate
agencies where citizens have a clear majority of seats and genuine specified
powers. Finally, citizen control is the form of participation which does not
presuppose the existence of any intermediaries between the participants and
the power holders. In other words, citizens become power holders themselves.
They can govern a program or an institution, carry responsibility for policy and
management, and negotiate with external actors. However, Arnstein herself
could not bring an appropriate example of this type of participation, since it is
somewhat ideal rather than real.

14

WP 2016-03

Working Papers
Centre for German and European Studies

Although the ladder of participation has been successfully used as an analytical
tool by numerous researchers for decades (see, e.g., Connor, 1988; Day, 1997;
Maier, 2001; Cornwall, 2008), this model has some limitations and weaknesses.
As Arnstein herself acknowledges (Arnstein, 1969, p. 217), her theory
introduces powerless and powerful citizens as two monolithic groups, while in
the real life there are a lot of competing interests, inner tensions and subgroups
inside each of them. However, these parties tend to not take into account the
internal differences and contradictions. Furthermore, Arnstein cautions that in
complex societies there can emerge not only eight but significantly more rungs
on the ladder of participation with much vaguer borders (Arnstein, 1969). Critics
of Arnstein, such as Burns (Burns et al., 1994), emphasize the idealistic
character of the model, since it is based on the concept of citizen control, which
is obviously hardly possible to attain under real circumstances. Furthermore, the
gap between “haves” and “have-nots” as highlighted by Arnstein is difficult to
establish in the real world (Kessy, 2013).
However, critical remarks do not outweigh the contribution of Arnstein to the
theory of civic participation. Her ladder is very helpful for my research too, as it
provides a quite detailed and clear scheme of the complex and broad
phenomenon of participation. Furthermore, this typology takes into account the
mismatch between the normative idea of participatory initiatives and its
implementation, which will let me analyze my research cases in a more precise
way. In particular, the analysis of the German cases reveals a lot of such gaps
between the concept of civic participation and its realization. Moreover,
according to Arnstein’s theory, the main process common to all rungs is the
redistribution of power. This is a very important point to emphasize, since civic
participation often implies conflicting (re)definitions of power and competition for
power both in community and political activity. Finally, the model deals with the
strategies used by governing bodies in order to involve citizens in decisionmaking processes, which also perfectly matches the specific features of the
German cases. However, this theory seems to insufficient for the examination of
the Russian experience, since it considers techniques of civic participation
implemented by the government and does not examine initiatives coming solely
from the citizens. Therefore, I shall now proceed with another classification
which may be also useful for this research.
If the model of Arnstein is primarily political, Amna and Ekman (2012) build their
model on the dichotomy of political and non-political, or, using their own terms,
divide participation into latent and manifest forms. Amna and Ekman define the
former as pre-political behavior, or civic engagement, and the latter as political
participation (Ekman & Amna, 2012). Interestingly, the authors make a division
between civic engagement and participation, but combine these notions in one
single model, which again stresses the strong interconnection between the
private and the political.
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Actions which do not explicitly lie in the political domain but may influence it in
the future are described by the authors as latent political participation, or civic
participation. This category is further divided into involvement (attention) and
civic engagement (action). For instance, discussing political issues in private life
and being aware of politics refers to involvement, and more manifest activities,
such as donating money for construction projects, recycling or car sharing refer
to engagement.
In turn, manifest participation is described as political and is further subdivided
into formal participation and extra-parliamentary activism. The latter can also be
legal or illegal. According to Ekman and Amna (2012), all activities which occur
within the official frame of political institutions fall under formal political
participation, whereas activism includes unconventional forms of influencing
governmental bodies, such as legal or illegal demonstrations, strikes and other
kinds of protest.
Like Arnstein, Ekman and Amna also include various forms of non-participation
in their typology. Yet if for Arnstein this notion reveals the false, delusive
character of participatory activities, in Ekman and Amna’s model nonparticipation, or rather, disengagement as they also call it, describes the
practices of civic alienation from the political process. Such practices can also
be active and passive, the difference between them being that in the first case
people are not involved because they are principally against politics in general,
and in the second case because they are simply not interested.
Thus Ekman and Amna’s typology embraces a wide range of participatory
activities, including not only obviously political actions, but also forms of latent
or pre-political behavior, as well as the absence of any involvement. Therefore it
may also be successfully used in the analysis of empirical data. If Arnstein’s
model is more appropriate for the description of the German practices, Ekman
and Amna’s model has the necessary tools for interpreting the Russian cases,
embracing more latent activities and unconventional manifest participation.
In comparison to the models considered above, Jan Teorell’s typology does not
go beyond the political domain. The scholar distinguishes three modes of
political participation: participation as influencing attempts, participation as
direct decision-making and participation as political discussion (Teorell, 2006).
1. Participation as influencing attempts
This category includes the activities of citizens aimed at influencing the
government by impacting the choices of the government personnel, or the
decisions made by these personnel. In this case, participation is seen as an
attempt by the citizens to make the political system act in their interests.
Elections in which citizens decide who will represent their interests in
governmental bodies though voting can serve as an illustration of this
participation type.
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2. Participation as direct decision-making

This form of participation presupposes taking part in the decision-making
process in person. Here political participation is characterized by the direct and
immediate involvement of the individuals concerned in the process of decisionmaking. The authority is thus not delegated to representatives but is rather
exercised directly by the claim-makers. An example of this type of participation
would be referendums in Switzerland, where citizens directly make their
decisions on a particular national issue by voting.
3. Participation as political discussion
In this form, individual preferences are turned into collective choices by means
of deliberation. As Teorell claims, in this case it is relevant to speak about the
process of opinion formation, which is a rather controversial issue, since it is
never fully clear whose interests are involved, and individual preferences are
often played off as group ones. Therefore, in my opinion, it is arguable to equate
participation and opinion formation.
In conclusion, according to the responsive model participation is defined as an
attempt to influence those who have power in government. By contrast, for
participatory democrats participation means to decide directly. Finally, the
deliberative model deﬁnes participation as a way of ﬁnding out what to say.
From my point of view, this model is too technical and does not take into
account the mismatch between the idea of participatory activities and its
implementation in reality, as it has been described in relation to the opinion
formation process. There are some further questions concerning this model. For
instance, can voting be really classified as participation, rather than simply a
ritual thereof? The answer is missing in Teorell’s concept. Furthermore,
inequality in the distribution of participatory opportunities is not analyzed in this
model. Meanwhile, weak actors can only usually express their opinions, while
the “real power” is concentrated in the hands of the stronger ones (Fraser,
2014).
To sum up, the typologies introduced above set out different focuses in
classifying civic participation. Arnstein emphasizes the opposition between
citizens deprived of power and power holders. Ekman and Amna introduce a
less radically critical model including both political and private activities. Finally,
Teorell focuses solely on political ways of participation, which is not sufficient for
my research. Thus, as mentioned previously, in this paper I am going to use two
models: the ladder of civic participation elaborated by Arnstein and the typology
developed by Ekman and Amna. The former is more suitable for the analysis of
the German cases, whereas the latter will be more applicable for the
interpretation of the data collected in the Russian cases.
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Motives and barriers of participation

Obviously, only some people in different communities are involved in the
process of civic participation. In this section, I shall examine the main motives
for people to participate as well as the major barriers which hinder participation.
Erik Amna distinguishes between six motives for participation (Amna, 2012):
1. Obligation- “One ought to”: although one cannot be officially obliged to
participate, there is still a strong feeling of compulsion and social pressure in
some countries when it comes to, for example, voting.
2. Importance- “I have to”: a person might be provoked by a certain event,
feeling or problem that no one except themselves can tackle. However, in most
cases participation fades away after the problem is resolved. This often
happens to urban grassroots movements, where people unite only to reach a
particular goal, and when it is achieved (or when the problem is recognized as
impossible to solve), the participants see no sense in the further existence of
the group.
3. Ability- “I can”: one can have confidence in one’s own resources and,
therefore, be willing to participate. For instance, if a person has useful social
connections or possesses specific knowledge, they might engage in civic
participation processes in order to make use of these unique personal
resources.
4. Demand- “I'm needed”: one has to feel needed by someone else in order to
engage in the civic participation process. A person might be asked for help or
feel that others need it, which might be a sufficient reason for participation even
if a person initially did not plan to participate.
5. Effectiveness- “It works”: a person is already involved in civic participation
and sees the results of their work. Feelings such as satisfaction, pride or joy
lead them to further participation since it has proved to be effective and
rewarding.
6. Meaningfulness- “It gives”: one can also gain certain benefits from the
participation process, as such. For example, one might establish new social
relationships, build contacts with interesting and useful people, or become
interested in holding a position of power. In comparison to the previous type of
participation, it is the process rather than the outcome that triggers participation
here.
Teorell approaches the issue of motivation from a different angle. He divides the
causes of participation into two categories: resources and incentives.
Resources are the qualities, experience and tools possessed by a person. They
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can be considered just as prerequisites for participation, as they are utterly
important but not sufficient for the participation to emerge: there is also a need
for incentives that are responsible for the appearance of the desire to participate
(Teorell, 2006).
According to Teorell, there are physical resources, human resources and social
capital that people possess or strive for. Physical resources include all kinds of
material objects (such as income, property, and means of communication).
Human capital consists of personal characteristics gained by people during the
process of education and broader socialization, such as knowledge and skills.
Social capital corresponds to social networks, access to which increases the
chances of being involved in political participation. Very often these kinds of
resources are interdependent: for example, big businessmen frequently have
access to political elites and therefore enjoy greater chances of influencing the
decision-making process. Sometimes human resources lead to the increase in
social capital and physical resources: for instance, good education might lead to
high income and acquaintances with representatives of political, cultural or
other elites. But at the same time, it is hard to determine which resources and in
which combinations are necessary for participation. It is only clear that the fewer
resources a person obtains the fewer chances they have to participate. At the
same time, it is often the lack of desired resources that motivates people to
participate.
Moreover, the possession of resources does not automatically guarantee
participation. Alongside this people have to have a desire to take part, and here
arises the question of incentives or, put it simply, reasons to participate. Teorell
distinguishes between general and selective incentives. General incentives are
associated with the benefits that the person would get as an outcome of the
action, whereas selective ones are connected with the act of contributing to the
outcome. In other words, people can participate because the result is profitable
for them, or because the process of participation itself attracts them. For
instance, in the German cases we shall find a lot of examples of selective
incentives, where people participate because they enjoy the very process and
see it as symbolically valuable, whereas the Russian experience will show more
outcome-oriented or general incentives. It is also worth mentioning that
resources, incentives and participation processes mutually influence each other.
Thus, participation itself can lead to an investment in resources, and early
experiences of participation may affect the will for future participation. For
example, the interviewees in the Russian cases examined in this paper report
that, through the experience of civic participation, they have gained valuable
knowledge that will be helpful for further similar experiences. Therefore, the
chance that they will repeatedly take part in civic initiatives increases with the
amount of resources they obtain. The empirical research also shows that
people who have been previously engaged in civic initiatives often tend to
continue their involvement therein.
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Along with the triggers, there are many factors that constrain civic participation,
coming from both power holders and citizens. Arnstein argues that racism,
paternalism, and resistance to power redistribution are typical roadblocks on the
part of the power holders. In turn, poor political and socioeconomic
infrastructure within the community, as well as difficulties in organizing a
representative and accountable citizen group, alienation, and distrust, form the
major barriers to participation on the part of the citizens (Arnstein, 1969). Thus,
for very different reasons, governmental bodies often do not have a desire to
provide citizens with any participatory opportunities, whereas citizens
themselves often do not have any experience of self-organization, do not
possess the resources necessary in order to be able to participate, or are
simply disillusioned by politics and are convinced that they cannot change
anything.
Furthermore, one of the most common barriers is the so-called “free rider
effect”. The term was developed by Mancur Olson in the book “The Logic of
Collective Action” (1971), and it designates the situation when some members
of a group enjoy the outcome without making a contribution to its investment
(Olson, 1971). The most vivid examples of this effect can be found in relation to
attempts to achieve some public good, a good which is potentially available to
everyone regardless of how much of it is used by others (fresh air, knowledge,
public infrastructure and so on). The problem is that people can enjoy public
good even if they have not made any efforts to achieve it. For instance, people
who abstain from paying taxes can be called “free riders”, since they still get all
the benefits on a par with tax payers without actually paying taxes. “Free riders”
are also common in urban communities. It will be particularly visible in the
Russian cases examined in this paper that some members of urban
communities reduce or cease their contribution to problem solving. However,
they will inevitably benefit from the result achieved by activists (e.g. cancelation
of spot construction), since it affects all members of a community, i.e. it
performs a public good.
Yet another typical barrier to participation is the so-called “NIMBYism” (Livezey,
1980; Gerdner & Borell, 2003), or “not in my backyard” behavior, which is
characterized by people’s refusal to protest against an initiative implemented
outside their area, whereas they would be totally against the same change
being implemented in their own “backyard”, i.e. the space perceived as “their
own”. This kind of barrier will be most visible in the Russian cases.
Thus, the typologies and examples of motives and barriers of civic participation
that have been considered are extremely useful for the analysis of empirical
data. Both of them – the stable classification developed by Amna and the more
complex and relativistic one created by Teorell – will allow me to conduct a
detailed analysis of the factors evoking and hindering civic participation process
in Berlin and St. Petersburg. It is also worth mentioning that it is difficult to cover
the whole range of these factors, therefore in the course of data analysis some
new typologies will also emerge.
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1.1. Participatory governance

Despite the existing barriers to civic participation, such a phenomenon as
participatory governance has come into widespread acceptance in modern
democracies. This section will reveal which place participatory initiatives occupy
in modern governance, what role civic participation plays in it, and which
stakeholders are involved in this process.
First of all, it is necessary to draw a distinction between two very similar but at
the same time principally different concepts of government and governance. In
the late twentieth century, when the focus of state development shifted from
economic growth towards reduction of poverty and inequality, the notion of
governance firmly entered academic and public debates and eventually
replaced the term “government” (Carino, 2004).
To govern is to exercise power and authority over a territory, system or
organization. This classical definition works both for government and
governance. However, if in government the exercise of authority is predominant,
in governance this is just a technical element: “…The power in governance is
not so much wielded as shared, and authority is defined not so much by the
control of the ruler as by the consent and participation of the governed” (Carino,
2004, p. 2). The key word in this passage is “participation”, which constitutes a
crucial hallmark of governance. Thus, the power in governance is not fully
concentrated in the hands of a single actor (the state), but is also shared by
other actors, such as civil society or market. The following definition of
governance from the International Institute of Administrative Sciences (1996, p.
6) confirms this shift: “Governance is the process whereby elements in society
wield power and authority, and influence and enact policies and decisions
concerning public life, economic and social development”.
Clearly, there are also participatory elements in government, but they are of a
different character. Normally they do not go beyond the measures which
facilitate the transparency of the government, give citizens the opportunity to be
heard and consulted on issues concerning them, and guarantee the
consideration of weaker voices via the mechanisms of representation
(Bridgman & Davis, 2000). On the other hand, participatory governance uses
different mechanisms of engagement, such as developing transformative
partnerships; establishing system-wide information exchanges and knowledge
transfers; decentralizing decision-making and inter-institutional dialogue; and
embracing relationships based on reciprocity and trust (Reddel & Woolcock,
2003).
Governance therefore institutionalizes and formalizes civic participation by
using it as a policy-making tool. The degree of involvement of different actors in
the decision-making process can differ, which is shown below in Stewart’s
continuum of governance, where the participatory component increases from
type to type. As one can see, participatory governance is located on the top of
this classification, since it implies the highest degree of power redistribution.
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The Governance Continuum

Participatory governance: communities are actively involved in policy-making

Stakeholder engagement: enabling those affected by policy to be heard, but
also being prepared to take notice of them
Community consultation: policy initiatives or proposals are “road tested” by
government encouraging communities to respond

Advisory bodies through which government seeks views, especially from
those with knowledge of policy
Source: (Aulich, 2009)
Thus, according to Stewart, the distinctive feature of participatory governance is
the active involvement of communities in policy-making. However, the word
“community” does not sufficiently describe the possible range of actors taking
part in the decision-making process. Schmitter (2002) distinguishes the
following holders, each of which possesses a quality or resource that entitles
them to participate:
 rights holders, or citizens, whose participation is guaranteed by law;
 spatial holders, or residents, that “possess” some territory which finds itself
under the governance of some authority;
 shareholders – owners who possess property that might be also affected by
or involved in the actions of the governors;
 stakeholders, or beneficiaries-cum-victims, – all those who are/will be
affected by some policy now or in the future independent of their place of
residence, nationality or professional competence;
 interest holders, or spokespersons, including any person or organization that
has a certain level of awareness about the nature/subject of the policy and
expresses willingness to be involved in the decision-making process;
 knowledge holders, or experts – persons or organizations that possess
certain competences useful for the policy;
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 status holders, or corporate representatives – persons, or more often
organizations, whose responsibility for the decision is recognized by the
authorities; those who have the right to represent the interests of a certain
political, social or economic category.
The missing part in this typology, in my opinion, is the category of decisionmakers, or those who have the last word and the formal rights in policy making.
I shall therefore consider these holders as a specific category when analyzing
the empirical data. Furthermore, since this study examines at the level of
neighborhood, spatial holders, or residents, will be an especially relevant
category in the cases under study. In the German cases, residents will also
perform as knowledge holders, since the information they possess, their local
knowledge, is the key factor of their participation. In both countries, there will be
also interest holders – people or organizations who want to be involved in the
policy conducted by the power holders. For instance, in the Russian cases the
construction companies perform as interest holders, since they cooperate with
the state by participating in renovation policy under very beneficial conditions:
they are provided with free land and infrastructure for residential development.
It is worth noting that participatory governance is a relatively recent innovation.
Therefore, the question arises: what are the prerequisites of the growing
interest in this phenomenon among both political theorists and practitioners?
First of all, modern democracies have been experiencing crisis over the last few
decades. Heinelt (2010) claims that in the modern world one of the basic
characteristics of democracy – equal chances for all citizens to be involved in
decision-making – is violated, and the opportunities to participate are restricted
to voting. He also criticizes political parties for not having strong connections to
their members. As a result, citizens make their decisions on the basis of the
oversimplification of alternatives produced by political leaders in their attempts
of creating a better image. As a result, despite electoral activity, membership in
political parties and mass movements declines. Therefore new instruments of
bringing people back into politics must be found. Another reason for the
increasing popularity of participatory governance is the inability of decisionmakers to effectively solve problems through authoritarian government
approaches. Participatory governance is therefore strongly connected with
democratic movements. However, there are certain political differences across
democratic countries. For instance, two formally democratic republics, the
Russia Federation and Germany, in reality have totally different approaches to
governance and civic participation. One can even argue that the shift from
government to governance described above did not fully happen in Russia. This
essential dissimilarity will be examined in this study. Notably, in the German
cases we shall encounter an institutionalized mechanism of civic participation,
whereas in Russia participation will be mostly of an independent, protest-style
character.
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What advantages does participatory governance have in comparison to
traditional government? There are three basic arguments in favor of
implementing participatory mechanisms in democratic regimes (Gustafson &
Hertting, 2016). Firstly, in light of the democratic deficit described above,
participatory governance is supposed to make governing structures more
transparent and accessible and foster a dialogue between citizens and power
holders via different joint projects.
Secondly, participatory governance is supposed to make an arena for promoting
the interests of actors with different backgrounds and resources. It should
articulate the voices of the most underprivileged and marginalized groups, as
well as act as an arena for the formation of common interpretations and goals.
At this point it would be relevant to address the theory of strong and weak
publics developed by Nancy Fraser. Fraser argues the actors engaged in the
public sphere can be divided into weak and strong publics. The former (citizens)
exclusively have the opportunities of opinion formation and expression but do
not participate in decision making, whereas the latter (those in
government/governance) do both (Fraser, 1990). Fraser questions the
traditional argument that a civil society embracing weak publics should remain
totally independent from the state: for her, this means that weak publics will be
doomed to remain weak. Instead, participatory governance can turn weak
publics into strong(er) ones.
Finally, participatory governance mobilizes local knowledge and expertise for
efficient problem solving. Interaction with other stakeholders opens new sources
of information about the existing needs for policy-makers. Participatory
governance provides “maximum transparency and sharing of information in a
process that includes all stakeholders (government, bureaucrats, intended
beneficiaries, i.e. “primary stakeholders” and their organizations, and possibly
others) and leads to joint decision making wherever feasible” (Schneider, 1999).
Heinelt sticks to the same argument and refers to Charles Lindblom's concept of
“intelligence of democracy “, according to which those who are given the right to
participate might have the relevant knowledge necessary to produce better
results (Heinelt, 2010). Therefore participatory governance arrangements would
contribute to the quality of decision-making by enhancing the opportunity for
mutual accommodation through exchanges of reasoned arguments, generating
a higher level of trust among those who participate, as well as introducing a
longer time horizon for negotiations and cooperation.
Obviously, the virtues of participatory governance listed above are rather
theoretical and normative, and in reality they are not that easy to achieve. The
phenomenon of governance should therefore be analyzed with the
consideration of many different constraining factors. Brigitte Geissel and Marco
Joas have developed five criteria for the evaluation of participatory governance
initiatives which are based on the challenges participatory governance might
face when being implemented (Geissel & Joas, 2013).
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1. Inclusive and meaningful participation

By law, elections regulated by the principle “one man one vote” guarantee
meaningful and inclusive participation. However, it cannot fully reach the
underprivileged strata which excludes such categories of population from voting
and therefore decreases voter turnout. The opponents of participatory
innovations would claim that those are misused by already politically active
social strata by pushing through their interests under the cover of “participatory
democracy”. Therefore, when evaluating the initiative, it is important to check
whether all social and cultural groups (such as ethnic and religious minorities or
subcultures) are involved in the participatory process and whether their interests
are considered.
2. Legitimacy and political support
The main indicator of this criterion is acceptance, or the degree of approval of
the decisions made, as well as of trust in public institutions. The proponents of
participatory innovations argue that citizens will accept decisions with greater
enthusiasm if they are involved in the political process. Meanwhile opponents
claim that the impact of participatory innovations on legitimacy is doubtful.
There are no reasons to assume an increasingly positive attitude towards
politicians after getting politically involved. Moreover, participatory innovations
can even create higher demands and expectations and therefore trigger
discontent. It is therefore important to pay attention to the degree of civic
satisfaction with the participatory mechanisms implemented.
3. Deliberation
Citizens’ preferences and wishes are sometimes very uncertain and not well
thought out. Through deliberation citizens can make better reasoned decisions,
therefore it is necessary to consider the quality of deliberation in participatory
initiatives.
4. Effectiveness
Effectiveness means the achievement of shared collective goals, although it is
not always clear whether they are really shared, or are in fact private interests
masked by a rhetoric of being shared. Citizens are often discontent with political
outcomes, and participative innovations are expected to improve that. This
criterion however does not evaluate to what extent the citizens’ will is taken into
account, but rather considers only the outcome(s) of the policy. Therefore the
relevant question here is whether collective goals are more often reached by
participatory procedures or via political representatives?
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5. Democratic education

The enlightenment of citizens is considered a major virtue of participatory
procedures. However, citizens who are regularly involved in these procedures
already possess the necessary volume of knowledge and responsibility,
whereas passive citizens tend to remain ignorant. Thus, the question that
should be answered when evaluating this criterion is whether the participants’
knowledge and skills evolve through or as a result of participation.
In summary, participatory governance is the highest form of governance which
implies strong involvement of citizens and other actors in the decision-making
process. Due to the challenges that modern politics faces, such as the deficit of
democracy, the lack of policy-makers’ awareness about citizens’ concerns and
needs, and low interest in politics from the population, participatory governance
initiatives have obtained a wide circulation in different parts of the world. They
have become particularly sought after in urban contexts, and so the following
section will consider the phenomenon of urban participatory governance.
Urban participatory governance
Under the conditions of globalization and neoliberal policies, problems such as
gentrification, social segregation and impoverishment have become wide scale
in contemporary cities all over the world. In light of these negative tendencies,
appeals to change the approach to urban governance have become more
distinctive. In particular, the need to involve more stakeholders in decisionmaking processes has been promoted by many theorists and practitioners of
governance, since “effective and lasting solutions to the myriad of urban
problems can only be found in the act of collaboration and discussion between
various urban stakeholders, ideally led by the city government/municipality”
(Pieterse, 2000, p.2).
Participatory urban governance can be defined as a set of “more or less
institutionalized working arrangements that shape productive and corrective
capacities in dealing with urban steering issues involving multiple governmental
and non-governmental actors” (Hendriks, 2013, p.3). The crucial element of
such arrangements, as well as in participatory governance in general, is the
participation of different stakeholders in policy-making. The major difference
here is of a geographical/territorial nature: the area of application in case of
urban participatory governance is specified, that is to say, a city.
Cities are a very appropriate platform for implementing participatory
mechanisms. An urban unit is not as large as a national or a regional unit, which
allows it to reach potential audiences more easily and interact with them.
Moreover, a city is normally further divided into smaller units (districts/okrugs,
municipalities and neighborhoods), where, due to the great physical
accessibility and high community potential, the process of networking unfolds in
the most natural and effective way.
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A lot of advantages of citizen participation in urban governance can be
observed. Probably the strongest argument in favor of it is that active citizens
can act as providers of specific information usually not accessible for
governmental bodies that are preoccupied mostly with bureaucratic issues. In
social sciences and also recently in public discourse, this “specific information”
is designated by the notion of local or alternative knowledge.
The concept of local knowledge was introduced in social sciences as the
opposition to the notion of scientific knowledge (Barnes, 2013). It was
developed and actively used in social anthropology to describe the practices of
indigenous peoples. The essential feature of local knowledge is its spatial
character, or ascription to a particular area. Basically, local knowledge is
knowledge developed and shared by members of a particular community and
relevant only to them.
This notion was later carried over into other discourses and was gradually
expanded to investigate contemporary post-industrial societies. Nowadays the
concept of local knowledge is often used in political and social science studies,
democracy theories, as well as in international relations, environmental and
development studies. Nowadays, it is extremely popular in political circles to talk
about local knowledge that is necessary to be included in the decision-making
process as a means to make it more effective. When related to an urban
context, local knowledge normally contains information about the needs and
preferences of citizens that range from very simple and down-to-earth ones,
such as reporting to the local authority about a broken traffic light, to more
complex issues such as prostitution or the use/consumption of drugs.
Furthermore, urban participatory governance can establish a balanced and
sustainable development path for a city. In political terms, it can increase the
legitimacy of decision-making bodies through joint projects and greater
transparency. Institutionally, urban participatory governance can enhance
efficiency and innovation via greater responsiveness and partnership with
communities and the private sector when solving problems. Finally, urban
participatory governance can also strengthen social cohesion and inclusivity.
At the same time, the role of civic participation in urban governance is
controversial and evokes criticism. Firstly, there are certain tensions between
democratic values and political efficiency (Dahl, 1994). On the one hand, civic
participation is good for democratic development, but on the other the efficiency
of policy-making often suffers as a result of, since planning processes become
longer, and so, in turn increase the costs of decision-making and
implementation.
Furthermore, although many studies show that participatory mechanisms
presuppose increased deliberation and open up the possibility to raise issues
that are important to the everyday lives of citizens, the impact of direct forms of
civic participation on the creation of participatory democracy remains limited,
since in urban governance it is most often municipalities that set the frame of
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action, whereas citizens remain in a “take it or leave it” position (Kuokkanen,
2011). Local participation mechanisms are not necessarily respected, or they
are sometimes applied in a very formal way. Representatives of civil society
often lack the resources of their formal partners (time, money, expertise, power)
and are unaccustomed to highly bureaucratized negotiation procedures, a
situation which creates the risk of exclusion of some groups from the
participatory process.
Moreover, citizens do not always act in the way in which public authorities would
like. Problems such as the low level of commitment, or concentration on a
relatively small range of issues instead of having a vision of the whole set of
problems are often highlighted in empirical studies of participation (Kuokkanen,
2011).
However, despite all the risks and challenges, participatory innovations have
become an important part of urban governance. They are especially often
implemented at a neighborhood level because of their small size, closer social
ties and more focused policy, thus in theory, neighborhoods make a suitable
environment for involving citizens in the decision-making process. The next
section of this chapter will therefore be devoted to the concept of neighborhood
in sociological theory and empirical inquiry.
1.3. Neighborhood as a social and geographical unit
The neighborhood is a very ancient form of city unit. As archeological
excavations show, most of the earliest cities in the world, were divided into
distinct units, and historical documents prove that those units had not only a
territorial but also a social character. Neighborhoods were also common in preindustrial pedestrian cities: due to the absence of vehicles, important
infrastructural spots had to be located within walking distance. Therefore, cities
consisted of a number of smaller units with their own centers and facilities
necessary for life. Lewis Mumford refers to the etymology of the word “quarter”,
which reminds us that, despite their innumerous population, medieval cities
were divided into quarters with the normal quantity of the residents ranging from
about 1500 to 6000 people. Each quarter had its own defensive walls,
churches, markets and workshops. Moreover, in some cases under democratic
conditions neighborhoods even had political weight. In Florence, for example,
quarters elected two councils who represented their unit at a city level
(Mumford, 1954).
Neighborhoods, along with their perception, have been transforming throughout
human history. The most radical change happened with the advent of the
Industrial Revolution. Segregation on the basis of income resulted in the spatial
separation of the rich and poor, and transport development turned roads/traffic
infrastructure traffic avenues into the dominant element of the 19th century city.
These factors significantly undermined the role of neighborhoods within the
urban structure: people were no longer tied down to their living area.
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The idea of a neighborhood as a social unit entered political and academic
debates once again only at the beginning of the 20th century. Neighborhoods
came to be perceived not only as territorial units, but also as communities. In
1923, Robert Woods wrote about the city as “a cluster of interlacing
communities (or neighborhoods), each having its own vital way of expression
and action, but altogether creating the municipality which shall render the fullest
service through the most spirited participation of all its residents” (Woods, 1923,
in Melvin, 2015, p. 15). Decades later this approach was strongly criticized by
Wellman and Leighton (1979), who argued that neighborhoods were not
identical to communities. According to their reflections, urban sociologists often
tend to equate these notions, since the elements of community are very similar
to those of the neighborhood. In particular, the definitions of community
normally comprise of (1) common locality, (2) networks of interpersonal ties, and
(3) solidarity sentiments and activities. The main confusion that leads to the
misinterpretation of relations between community and neighborhood is the third
component. Although neighborhoods are characterized by social relations, they
do not necessarily possess solidarity and common identity (Wellman &
Leighton, 1979).
Nowadays, the concept of neighborhood is widely used in both academic and
political discourse. In the field of urban studies, the prosperity of neighborhoods
is often considered to be essential for sustainable and effective city
development. Although scholars have not yet elaborated on any universal
definition of the contemporary neighborhood, two crucial elements can be easily
derived when defining the term, namely spatial and social elements (Keller,
1968).
“Neighborhood is generally defined spatially as a specific geographic area and
functionally as a set of social networks. Neighborhoods, then, are the spatial
units in which face-to-face social interactions occur – the personal settings and
situations where residents seek to realize common values, socialize the youth,
and maintain effective social control” (Schuck & Rosenbaum, 2006, p. 62).
Schwirian gives a similar definition: “Neighborhood is population residing in an
identifiable section of a city whose members are organized into a general
interaction network of formal and informal ties and express their common
identification with the area in public symbols” (Schwirian, 1983, p. 84). He also
emphasizes the difference between neighborhoods and residential areas, which
in the latter is little or no relations between residents.
Thus, the major elements of the category of “neighborhood” can be divided into
physical and social ones (Keller, 1968). Physical components of neighborhood
contain physical and symbolic boundaries, such as streets, railway lines, parks,
etc. that separate off an area and, due to certain historical and social traditions,
make people consider it as a distinctive unit. Very often neighborhoods have a
topographical object (a park, a square, a monument, a place of historical
meaning and so on) which acts as a common place, frequently used, seen or
visited by residents, and which can also become a mental or even real (or
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official) symbol of the neighborhood. Furthermore, an important feature of the
neighborhood which essentially influences its attractiveness and constitutes its
spatial integrity is the proximity of workplaces, as well as shopping, education
and recreation facilities.
In turn, the social components of the neighborhood include activities,
experiences, values, and perspectives shared by residents as well as by human
networks which make the area continuous and persistent over time. Probably
the most vivid examples of the role of social components are neighborhoods
with a high proportion of representatives of a certain ethnic minority. These
people tend to have more extensive and intensive social ties as for them it is a
rallying point within alien environment.
The dichotomy described above overlaps with the theory of Pierre Bourdieu,
who distinguishes between social and physical space and claims that they are
mutually influential. Social space is an abstract space consisting of a number of
fields (economic, artistic, intellectual and so on) where different kinds of capital
are unequally distributed. Physical space is a projection of the social or, as
Bourdieu calls it, “the social structure in its objective condition” (Бурдье, 2005,
p. 24).
According to Bourdieu, there are four kinds of capital: economic, cultural, social
and symbolic. Economic capital is represented by financial resources; cultural
capital is education and access to cultural institutions and values; social capital
is constituted by social relationships a person is part of, and the relationships of
trust and mutual support emerging in the resulting networks; and symbolic
capital is associated with reputation and prestige. Social space engendered by
unequal distribution of different kinds of capital determines the structure of
physical space. Thus the less capital people have, the lower the quality of the
physical space they inhabit/have access to. As a result, people belonging to the
same social class (i.e. possessing approximately the same amount of economic
and social capital) tend to concentrate in a particular area, i.e. seek proximity of
physical space. For example, in big cities one can often find districts
overwhelmingly occupied by middle-class people, and ghettos filled with
migrants. Therefore the freedom of choice of living area is potentially restricted
by the so-called “club” and “ghetto” effects. In the former case, it is very hard to
get access to some high-class living areas, above all due to the lack of financial
capital; and in the latter case people occupying the lowest positions in society
(i.e. possessing little capital) are forced to move to the periphery of the urban
physical space and thus are doomed to remain in physical proximity to each
other, which, in turn, limits their life chances and decreases their possibilities for
social mobility.
In turn, physical space can have a great influence on the social space through
the so-called “spatial profits” that people obtain and accumulate. Spatial profits
can take the shape of localization profits such as proximity of desired things
(e.g. educational, cultural or healthcare infrastructure), or distance from
undesired things or agents. People always try to increase their spatial profits by
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moving to another place or improving their living conditions. Against this
background, civic participation can act as a tool for increasing spatial profits of
individual and group agents by collectively developing the living area, which is
obviously more preferable, since leaving the area does not eliminate its existing
problems, or can even make them worse. On the other hand, in the long term
such collective efforts can also have side-effects such as gentrification.
Thus participatory practices at a neighborhood level fall under the category of
shared social activity in the neighborhood and become a means of production
for other social components, such as human networks, experiences, values,
etc. According to Bourdieu, as a result of the development of a common social
environment physical components also evolve. In other words, networking and
social interactions facilitated by civic participation create opportunities for city
development both in social and spatial ways. In the second chapter, two
different forms of civic participation at a neighborhood level and their influence
on both social and physical space are scrutinized. The German experience is
exemplified by a participatory governance initiative called neighborhood
management, and the Russian experience is considered using the example of
civic initiative groups emerging as a response to undesired decisions made by
power holders.
But before passing to the analysis of empirical data it is also necessary to
mention the specific features that neighborhoods have in Berlin and Saint
Petersburg. Neighborhoods in Petersburg are characterized by a rather low
degree of collective identity. Moreover, some scholars question the very
existence of neighborhoods in large Russian cities (Иванов, 2014). Citizens
may identify themselves with their place of residence, but the subjective feeling
of belonging to a neighborhood is very often absent due to a lack of
communication among neighbors and few common interests. Therefore, under
the conditions of weak traditions of civic participation and the lack of shared
symbols, the responsibility of the majority of citizens for their territory is often
reduced to their private apartments, and the potential for collective action is
rather low (Тыканова & Хохлова, 2011).
On the other hand, for residents of Berlin neighborhoods have a special
significance. There is even a special word in German, “Kiez”, which is widely
used by Berliners in everyday communication. “Kiez” means a neighborhood
(mostly located in the more central area of Berlin), the borders of which are
informally defined by the inhabitants who also have a strong feeling of
belonging and loyalty to the area where they live. Spatially, a Kiez is
characterized by highly developed urban infrastructure represented not only by
basic healthcare and educational institutions, but also by specific shops, bars
and cultural venues creating a special atmosphere and making one Kiez
distinctive from others (Schnur, 2008). Thus, in comparison to Petersburg,
Berlin neighborhoods are characterized by a higher level of social ties and
identification. In the next chapter, the way in which these characteristics
influence civic participation practices in both cities will be explored and discussed.
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Conclusions

Within this research, civic participation will be understood as a set of individual
or collective actions aimed at improving or preserving the quality of community
life. Two classifications will be used to determine the types of civic participation
in the cases being studied. The ladder of civic participation based on the issue
of power distribution and distinction between power holders and have-not
citizens is more suitable for the analysis of the German cases, whereas the
typology outlined by Amna and Ekman distinguishing between latent and
manifest participation, activism and non-participation will be helpful when
considering the Russian cases.
Since the German cases represent a participatory initiative, the issue of
participatory governance in general, and, at a city level in particular, has
particular relevance to my research. The global trend towards the
implementation of participatory mechanisms in urban governance is caused by
the global shift from vertical and hierarchized approaches of government
towards horizontal governance, based on networks of various stakeholders
possessing certain resources that entitle them to participate.
Participatory governance is supposed to contribute to the increasing
transparency of public authorities, to foster dialog between them and their
citizens, to create an arena for voicing the interests of various (especially
weaker) groups, and to mobilize local knowledge and civic expertise for problem
solving. Participatory initiatives have gained especially wide distribution at the
city level, where they are applied in urban (re)development policies. At the same
time, this phenomenon has a number of limitations, including the risks of a lack
of efficiency, continued democratic deficiency and the limited political
experience of citizens.
Nevertheless, participatory mechanisms have become increasingly popular in
cities all over the world, and it is now common to implement them at a
neighborhood level. As a unity of physical and social space, neighborhoods
create favorable conditions for civic participation practices and for their use in
urban (re)development. Participatory mechanisms acting as shared social
activity transform the social space of the neighborhood, leading to the
improvement of the physical space and vice versa. In this study, the role civic
participation plays in Russian and German neighborhoods will be examined and
revealed. It will be also taken into consideration that these neighborhoods
significantly differ from each other by the intensity of social ties, the degree to
which residents identify with the area, and the structure of physical space.
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Chapter 2. Civic participation in urban (re)development
policies: The results of comparative empirical research
2.1. The logics of empirical data collection and analysis
In this paragraph, I am going to describe the general approach to conducted
empirical research. This includes revealing the goals of the fieldwork, the
grounding of the chosen methodology, reflections on its limitations and
opportunities as well as the challenges I have faced at various stages of data
collection and analysis.
The main objective of my research is to define the mechanisms of and
conditions for civic participation in urban (re)development policies. In particular,
through the comparison of the practices and patterns of civic participation in
Berlin and Saint Petersburg, I intended to reveal the factors that impact the
character of civic participation. In order to meet this objective, during the course
of data collection and analysis it was necessary to define the major actors
engaged in civic participation and describe their roles; to elicit the patterns of
civic participation in each case; and finally to observe the conditions under
which they are shaped and transformed.
According to the aims of the study, it was decided to use qualitative methods of
sociological research, namely semi-structured interviews and semi-structured
observation. This allowed for the discovery of hidden details of civic
participation practices derived from the personal experience of the interviewees,
as well as to cover diverse points of view. Furthermore, qualitative methods
helped with observing the mismatches between the normative and the real
approaches to civic participation in the two cities being studied.
Obviously, along with wide opportunities, qualitative methods have certain
limitations which should be considered when analyzing the collected data. First
of all, the data obtained via qualitative research is inevitably subjective;
therefore it is difficult to make general conclusions based on it. The issue of
subjectivity also includes the researcher. Since there is no formalized approach
to data analysis, there is a risk of the research becoming preconceived/biased.
Moreover, the problem of credibility also emerges, as the interviewees may
want to withhold some information or may be subject to the partial truth effect.
I tried to avoid these risks however by means of triangulation. In order to cover
different perspectives in particular, I used two methods: qualitative interviews
and observation, thus the data I collected via interviews was also checked via
observation. Moreover, I conducted interviews with representatives of different
categories of actors, which enriched my study through diversity of perceptions
and decreased the risk of the research being biased. The majority of interviews
were conducted as face-to-face meetings. This helped me to establish direct
contact with the interviewees and significantly eased the process of data
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collection. However, one of the interviews was conducted via Skype due to the
illness of the informant, yet it did not significantly or negatively influence the
quality of collected data.
Sampling
The empirical data was collected in several neighborhoods of Berlin (Germany)
and Saint Petersburg (Russia). In Berlin, I studied two NM-areas:
Mariannenplatz (Friedrichshein-Kreuzberg borough) and Magdeburger Platz
(Mitte borough). Such a choice was made due to several reasons. Firstly, both
of the NM-areas have been functioning for more than ten years and, therefore,
have accumulated a lot of data and experience for analysis. Secondly, they are
both currently in different stages of development: NM Magdeburger Platz is
currently at the stage of being transferred from one NM to another, selfgoverning, entity independent from the administration (currently under
negotiation), whereas NM Mariannenplatz is still functioning as a regular NM.
The latter case is therefore characterized by all the typical features of an NM
and its current challenges, and the former exemplifies what happens after the
official elimination of an NM.
In order to provide a diverse range of opinions I interviewed representatives
from different categories of actors. In the course of fieldwork in Berlin, I
conducted ten interviews: four interviews with neighborhood managers (two
from each NM), four with residential members of the NM-Council (two of each
NM) and two with representatives of district administrations who observe and
curate the functioning of NM (one for each NM). In addition to this, I made
observations of NM-Council meetings in both areas (two in total).
In Saint Petersburg, due to the absence of a participatory initiative similar to
neighborhood management, I decided to study the forms of collective
mobilization of urban local communities. In particular, two conflicts caused by
construction undesired by the local residents were examined. The first one
takes place in the Piskaryovka municipal okrug of Kalininsky district. The
conflict emerged after the city administration sold land in the courtyard of the
house number 44 located on Nauki Street to a construction company. On the
area of sold land, there was a playground that was later removed in order to
build a store. This caused discontent among the residents and led to a
protracted standoff between residents on the one side and the construction
company and the city administration – on the other.
The second case studied in Saint Petersburg is infill construction in Dachnoye
municipal okrug in Kirovsky district. In the frame of a renovation program, two
new houses are being built very closely to the house number 23 in Golikova
Street. According to the renovation program, the residents of older houses (the
so-called “Khrushchyovkas”) are supposed to be resettled in houses that are
currently under construction. However, the same program was implemented in
the area four years ago, and despite declared aims of redevelopment, new flats
were sold to external purchasers instead of being given to the residents of
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rundown houses. The residents of Golikova Street are protesting against the
new construction which, in their eyes, contradicts building regulations and
causes the destruction of their houses.
Due to a smaller number of actors and the limited field accessibility, the Russian
sample size is twice as small as the German one. In total, I conducted five
interviews in Petersburg. Three of them were done with residents participating
in local civic movements. One interview was also conducted with an expert, a
member of a non-governmental organization focusing on urban protection, a
choice that is designed to compensate the gap between sample sizes and
finally, the head of the municipal administration involved in one of the conflicts
being researched in this also participated in the research.
Problems of gaining access to the field and limitations of the research
It was quite expected but still a little surprising that access to the German field
was significantly easier than to the Russian field. The representatives of Saint
Petersburg municipal administrations were highly difficult to reach. Often the
secretaries openly told me that no one would agree to give me an interview and
did not explain the reason why. This does however seem to be a very common
problem for researchers who investigate the work of administrative bodies in
Russia, since officials at any level of power avoid contact with scientists
(Conducting qualitative research in Russia: challenges and advice, 2013). My
case was no exception, resulting resulted in disproportionate sample sizes.
Moreover, it was rather difficult to find participants in local urban movements
willing to participate in the research. I had to search for city protection
community pages on social networks and contact many different people until I
was finally able to reach potential interviewees, however after this the process
went much easier, and I could quickly make the necessary appointments. In
addition to this, the informants eagerly provided me with contact deals for of
other potential interviewees, which significantly helped me to collect data within
a rather short time period.
As for the research conditions in Berlin, I can evaluate them as quite favorable,
which ensured was first of all by good German language skills on my part.
However, I did face some minor obstacles which in the end did not significantly
influence the quality of the collected data. In comparison to NM Magdeburger
Platz where I easily made appointments and established further contacts, NM
Mariannenplatz had more complex internal regulations, which complicated
access to the interviewees. For example, the neighborhood manager had to get
a permit from the administration in order to grant me an interview. I also had to
get a permit from the administration and the members of the neighborhood
council in order to visit the meeting of NM-Council, whereas I could freely visit a
similar meeting of NM Magdeburger Platz.
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However, it is worth mentioning that the fieldwork in Berlin was more difficult
than in Saint Petersburg. Particularly, interviewing the representatives of
administration and NM-managers commissioned by them was quite challenging,
as they often tried to mask the shortcomings of their work and cooperation and
tended to speak bureaucratic language, thus possibly preventing a truly honest
evaluation. However, this difficulty was partly overcome at the data analysis
stage by comparing these interviews with those of more critical residents, which
helped me to reveal discrepancies in the collected narratives and detect
questionable points.
Transcription, coding and analysis
The interviews were recorded by means of a sound recorder. For the most part
the quality of sound was quite good and I could easily transcribe the recordings.
Only in one case, due to a poorly chosen meeting place, did I have problems
with transcription. Despite the fact that the process of transcription was very
time-consuming and monotonous, I tried to expound the answers of the
interviewees as accurately as possible including intonation, pauses, emotions
expressed, and repetitions in the transcripts.
For coding, I used Atlas.ti software designed for qualitative data analysis. This
software, with its easy and intuitively understandable design, helped me to view
all codes within one document, group them and bring together all the quotes
belonging to one code in different interviews in order to develop typologies. This
significantly facilitated the process of data analysis.
When working with the data, I used the technique of sequential analysis, which
included the stages of open, axial and selective coding. Data analysis was
therefore based on the distinction of the topics mentioned during the interviews,
defining their frequency and relevance, building families of codes, taking into
account the context in which those were embedded, and comparing different
pieces of interviews belonging to the same code.
Comparability
There is a certain discrepancy between Russian and German cases, which
undoubtedly complicated the whole procedure of conducting my comparative
research. The crucial difference between cases lies in the fact that German
neighborhood management is an institutionalized initiative, whereas Russian
mobilization of urban local communities can be referred to as a set of informal
grassroots movements. This, in turn, causes further divergence in the
opportunities, mechanisms and outcomes of the civic participation revealed.
Nonetheless, there are some ponderable arguments that allow a relationship
between the Russian and German experiences to be established. First of all,
both perform as attempts to oppose urban problems via civic participation. In
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particular, both practices are characterized by the residents’ involvement,
collective approach, deliberation and intention to influence the state of affairs in
their neighborhoods.
Furthermore, neighborhood management can be considered a form of
organization for which members of urban local movements in Saint Petersburg
may strive. In this case German experience serves as a valuable practice that
might be adopted in Saint Petersburg in the future.
It is therefore important to determine both differences and common features of
two sets of practices, which may contribute to better implementation of good
practices of civic participation (including neighborhood management) in Saint
Petersburg. In addition to this, it is also necessary to reveal the existing
shortcomings of more institutionalized forms of participation in the German city
in order to be able to avoid them in any possible future implementation in Saint
Petersburg.

2.2. German cases: Institutionalized civic participation
This subchapter is devoted to the analysis of the data collected on the urban
participatory governance initiative called neighborhood management (hereafter
referred to NM). Firstly its rationale, actors, mechanisms of functioning, goals
and limitations will be introduced; secondly the role of civic participation in the
frame of neighborhood management will be examined; and finally, the initiative
will be evaluated and conclusions will be made.
2.2.1. Berlin context
Berlin is the capital of Germany and the country’s largest city with 3.5 million
inhabitants. It has been the focus of the dramatic political, social and cultural
changes experienced by Germany throughout the 20 th century (BeckerCantarino, 1996). The most recent and probably most drastic change happened
in 1989 with the fall of the Berlin Wall, when the city was subject to diverse
transformation processes: the transition from a divided to a united city, from an
informal political and cultural center to the official capital, from socialistic to
capitalistic economic and political regime, and from industrial to post-industrial
economy (Colomb, 2012).
These processes were accompanied by a stagnation of demographic
development, a deep economic crisis, high unemployment rates and a public
budget deficit caused by substantial socio-economic differences between the
Western and the Eastern parts of the city (Häußermann & Kapphan, 2002).
Berlin was also spatially reorganized, namely the connections between the
center and the periphery were reconsidered. In other words, places that were
considered central before reunification lost their centrality and vice versa.
Furthermore, the territory of East Berlin underwent massive reconstruction and
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gentrification. Former state property was returned to its initial, (mostly West
Berlin-based) private owners, and the original population of East Berlin (e.g. up
to 80% of Prenzlauerberg residents) was partly substituted by wealthier West
Berliners (Bernt et al., 2013).
Numerous socio-economic consequences of German reunification are still
visible in contemporary Berlin. The German capital has the highest
unemployment rate in the country and is the only city where GDP lies below
German average. However, these factors create favorable conditions for
entrepreneurs who open galleries, clubs, bars and art spaces more targeted at
tourists than at residents in low-income neighborhoods (Bernt et al., 2013). This
in turn launches the process of gentrification, which is recognized as one of the
most acute urban problems in contemporary Berlin. Against this backdrop,
Berlin has experienced a real boom of contemporary art, night life, alternative
life-styles and creative industries, which – along with the relatively low living
costs – makes it a “magnet” for tourists, expats and artists from all over the
world.
At the same time, Berlin has a special urban development policy which seeks to
preserve the social and spatial structures of neighborhoods by means of civic
participation and maintain various forms of cooperation between the authorities
and other urban actors. Although the actual state of affairs is far from ideal, the
intention to oppose social segregation and gentrification, as well as to involve
residents in decision-making processes, is considered to be a distinctive feature
of Berlin urban (re)development policy (Bernt et al., 2013).
2.2.2. Rationale of neighborhood management
First of all, the launch of NM is connected with the general tendency towards
participatory governance of the recent decades, which was mentioned in the
previous chapter. Politics exhausted its means of tackling the problems of
modern cities, people in developed democracies grew alienated from the
political process, and flows of migration continued to change urban social
structure. For instance, the study conducted in Berlin in 1996 diagnosed
significant social problems and segregation in particular parts of Berlin. A lack of
social infrastructure, neglect of public areas, criminality and unemployment
made residents move into other, wealthier, city parts, which only aggravated the
state of affairs in disadvantaged areas (Neighborhood management in Berlin,
2010).
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Indeed, the resident of the Mariannenplatz NM-area recalls the situation in her
neighborhood in the 1990s, when Berlin experienced the consequences of the
Fall of the Wall, and the city was subject to significant changes in the social
structure of urban neighborhoods: “After reunification, the neighborhood
developed very negatively, and the housing association ran down the houses
belonging to it, and also a lot of… I would say asocial people moved in here… A
lot of residents moved out, and I also wanted to, because it turned into a no-go
area for some time” (RR).
In order to stabilize the situation in such areas and provide more balanced city
development, the program “Socially integrative city” and the neighborhood
management initiative which stands in its forefront were implemented in 1999
(Neighborhood management in Berlin, 2010). As it is stated on the official
website of Berlin neighborhood management, “the underlying idea of the Social
City program is that the neighborhoods themselves become the main actors in
their own development, to improve the living conditions for residents” (). In other
words, the task of coping with local problems is being transferred from the
administration to the neighborhood community. This idea is also reflected in the
motto of the program: “to provide help for self-help”, which the coordinator of
NM Magdeburger Platz also refers to: “…it just turned out that certain
mechanisms did not work, <…> the areas were about to crash, and that is why
this help for self-help was invented” (ML).
As can be seen from the interviews, the general aim of NM is to improve the
neighborhood. However, importantly, it is not directly aimed at problem-solving,
but rather serves as a means of creating favorable conditions for neighborhood
self-development. These conditions are highlighted many times in the
interviews, these being; the increasing identification of the residents with the
neighborhood and feeling responsible for it; high intensity and transparency of
communication and exchange between local actors; and the involvement of
residents in neighborhood development. As the coordinators of NM
Mariannenplatz metaphorically put it, NM is just a fuel for faster development:
“NM does not have to build new kindergartens. We want to strengthen the
social space, in other words support the NM-area until it develops itself on its
own. It is just fuel in order to make it faster” (HN).
2.2.3. Actors of neighborhood management
There are three official and permanent actors of NM process: the administration
that is represented by the coordinators of NM, the NM-team that consists of
neighborhood managers, and neighborhood council, comprising of residents
and the so-called “strong partners”, or representatives of local organizations.
These actors and the character of interaction between them are shown in the
scheme below. It is important to highlight that the actors included there are
located vertically not by coincidence, but due to the designation of inequality in
power distribution between the members of a neighborhood council (hereafter
referred to as NC) and governing bodies. Furthermore, a special mediating role
39

WP 2016-03

Working Papers
Centre for German and European Studies

of the NM-team is shown, a division that is not so strict in reality: sometimes,
the representatives of city administration directly interact with the members of a
neighborhood council, but formal interaction occurs through an NM-Team.

Thus, the core actor of NM is the neighborhood NC which consists of residents
(who must constitute a minimum of 51% of the group) and strong partners or
representatives of local institutions, such as schools, businesses, nongovernmental organizations and so on. An NC is supposed to represent the
interests of neighborhood population (Soziale Stadt Berlin, Programmleitfaden
des Berliner Quartiersmanagements). It is therefore entitled to decide, via
voting, which projects should be undertaken in the neighborhood. Furthermore,
the NC acts as a deliberation platform, where the topical problems of the
neighborhood are discussed.
According to Schmitter’s stakeholders typology introduced in the first chapter of
this paper, the residents act as spatial holders who “possess” the living
environment, as well as right holders who are entitled to participation as the
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residents of the NM-area. Strong partners act as shareholders, since they
possess property which can be used in the realization of projects, and as
interest holders, as they operate in certain professional areas and therefore are
interested in taking part in particular projects and negotiations. Both the
residents and the representatives of local institutions can be classified as
knowledge holders, or experts, although in different ways. The difference is that
the knowledge of local institutions is more specific and expert-based, whereas
residents do not have any specific field of specialization, but their knowledge is
practical and locally embedded.
Although the task of an NC is voting for or against projects, the last word still
belongs to the representatives of city and district administration, or, using
Schmitter’s classification, decision-makers. They filter projects selected by an
NC via the so-called “Steuerungsrunde”, a commission that consists of
administration representatives, neighborhood managers and representatives of
NC (if so desired). This commission makes the final decision on whether a
project will be realized, chooses an agency which will implement it, and controls
the whole process of its realization. Besides participation in Steuerungsrunde,
administration representatives also deal with financial issues: they allocate
finances for projects and control expenditures.
And, finally, there is a medium between governing bodies and citizens – the
NM-Team, which normally consists of three specialists in the area of urban
planning, sociology, political management or other relevant fields. NMmanagers curate and moderate the work of NC; they investigate the needs of
residents, establish contacts with local actors and communities, and act as
status holders who present the interests of both parties to each other. This
vision is shared by the neighborhood manager of NM Mariannenplatz: “We act
according to the rules, of course, but performing our role as a medium, we try to
always be fair to all parties and bring their interests together” (BH). At the same
time the interviewee stresses the NM-team’s dependence on the administration,
as their employers. This vision finds an even more explicit expression in the
narrative of the member of NC who stresses that managers predominantly
make the agents of the administration: „The NC wants too many things that the
Senate does not want, and the managers have the task to calm everything
down. In principle, I understand the NM-office as a service institution for the
neighborhood, and the workers there are balancing between the devil and the
deep blue sea… they have to strongly represent what comes from above, what
the Senate wants in the neighborhood” (RR). It is therefore difficult to consider
the position of neighborhood managers as neutral or independent since they
are strongly connected with the administration.
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Beside the actors listed above, there are also other participants who do not
officially belong to the NM process, but who come into contact with NM actors
or are affected by their activities. These include the police, residents who are
not members of the NC but are interested in it and are affected by its activities,
other governing bodies and so on. As the collected data demonstrates, the NM
often goes beyond its official framework. For instance, the member of the NC
reports that police once asked the NM office to help contact women suffering
from domestic violence: “The police once said that there was domestic violence
here, especially among Egyptians. They said that the victims didn’t come to
them because they were ashamed. Then they asked if we could do something
about it, and we agreed. We then found the coordination council: Recep helped
us a lot with this, because as a Turk he is more respected. Then we created a
committee and distributed flyers with help proposal so that women suffering
from home violence could come to us” (IW). Neighborhood management
therefore allows for the establishment of interaction not only between the
residents and the administration, but also with other actors who might even not
formally belong to it. This demonstrates the particular social significance of the
initiative and its openness to a wide range of stakeholders.
2.2.4. Regulations of neighborhood management initiatives
Since NM is a political initiative, it has a certain regulatory framework which
significantly influences it performance. The main document which contains all
the rules according to which NM functions is the state program “Socially
Integrative City” (Soziale Stadt Berlin Programmleitfaden des Berliner
Quartiersmanagements). In this paragraph, the most important regulations
codified in this and other documents will be examined.
First of all, it is necessary to describe the process of NM formation. NM-areas
are chosen by city administration on the basis of data collected via monitoring of
such indices as the proportion of residents with a migrant background, crime
rates, unemployment rates and so on. The neighborhoods selected as targets
of NM are classified in four categories according to the severity of the problems
they face: those requiring (1) strong intervention, (2) medium intervention, (3)
prevention or (4) stabilization, moving from the most problematic neighborhoods
to the least problematic ones. These levels determine how intense the activities
of NM should be in a certain part of a city. Afterwards, the administration makes
a selection of institution(s) that will organize the work of NM in the
neighborhood. It does not necessarily have to be a local institution: nowadays,
for example, any EU organization can apply for this position. The selected
institution then hires managers who organize the whole process of NM in the
neighborhood.
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The key activity of NM is project realization. Everyone is free to propose a
project to NM, and the members of the NC can also develop one. The range of
topics for such projects is very broad, varying from organizing a festival to largescale construction and renovation projects. The size and aim of the projects
depend on the fund which finances it. There are four kinds of funding available
in the framework of neighborhood management: Action Funds (Aktionsfond),
Project Funds (Projektfond), Network Funds (Netzwerkfond), and Construction
Funds (Baufond).
Action Funds are designed for small projects which are conducted by residents
themselves and do not have to get approval from the administration: a separate
jury made of residents decides fund allocation here. An event designed to
taking care of elderly people would be an example of an Action Funds project:
“Last year a lady made chocolate together with children and gave the
chocolates to an elderly care home” (BH). Project Funds finance larger projects,
which are selected by the neighborhood council and the Steuerungsrunde.
Construction Funds allocate funds for construction and planning projects, which
are selected by the city administration. Finally, Network Funds allow projects to
be realized across several neighborhoods or city districts.
In order to get financial support, each project should fall within the framework of
ISAP and get approval in NC and the Steuerungsrunde. ISAP is a strategy
program which acts as the basis for future projects. It is written by NMmanagers on the basis of investigation of the major needs and problems in the
neighborhood. The process of needs determination takes place through
exchanges between residents, local institutions, the NC and governing bodies.
The final document describes the fields of activity and goals that should be
reached within a certain period of time (normally two years). It should be taken
into account by the NC when they select or create projects. After the NC
chooses the projects it would like to implement, they are considered by the
Steuerungsrunde. As already mentioned above, the Steuerungsrunde is the
commission consisting of administration representatives, NM-managers and NC
representatives (if needed). It makes the final decision on whether a project will
be realized and selects an executor.
It is also worth highlighting that the structure of the NC and the way it functions
are quite formal. First of all, residents who become the members of the NC are
chosen via elections. This procedure is organized by the NM-team which finds
candidates and informs residents about upcoming elections. Interestingly,
strong partners do not go through the same procedure, but rather are chosen by
the Steuerungsrunde. The NC comes together once a month. Meetings are
carefully planned by the NM-team (sometimes with the participation of NC
representatives), have an agenda and a detailed protocol. The NM managers
moderate the negotiations and monitor the completion of the plan. Furthermore,
the NC has speakers (up to three persons), who are normally the most active
members. They represent the NC at the meetings with the administration and in
the Steuerungsrunde, and can help NM-managers to organize NC meetings.
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Just like the creation of NM, its elimination also takes place on the basis of
monitoring. If the data shows a stabilization of indices in the NM-area, the
administration decides to cease the NM operations. Thus, paradoxically, the
very performance of NM contributes to its elimination. In other words, with the
improvement of living conditions, NM-areas lose the need for neighborhood
management. Ideally, active residents are supposed to keep on working for the
neighborhood after official NM removal, and the scope of civic participation is
expected to remain large. That is why the process of elimination happens
gradually: the NM-area experiences a two year transfer phase during which the
mechanisms and structures created are supposed to shift to independent
operation. For instance, the NM-area Magdeburger Platz is currently subjected
to elimination, and the citizens plan to create an alternative location for
meetings and discussions, as well as continuing to publish a neighborhood
newspaper using the advertisement of local businesses as a source of finance.
The concept of NM is thus designed in accordance with the classical principles
of representative democracy. Furthermore, NM has an internal hierarchy which
diverges from the concept of participatory governance. As already mentioned in
the first chapter, participatory governance presupposes horizontal relations
between actors. However, in the case of NM there are certain levels of decisionmaking, the highest of which is still occupied by the administration.
2.2.5. Forms and opportunities of civic participation
Neighborhood management sets a special focus on civic participation as a
guarantee of sustainable city development. In this paragraph, I shall examine
the role civic participation plays in the NM process. In particular, I shall consider
the opportunities and motives for NM, as well as the limitations and barriers
thereto, and define the type of civic participation represented by NM.
First of all, it is necessary to reveal the reasons for involving citizens in the
decision-making process in the framework of NM. In the interviews, it was most
frequently justified through references to the notions of local knowledge and
sustainability. References to the knowledge possessed by residents, or local
knowledge, which was considered in the first chapter, frequently appeared in
the interviews. Residents, managers and coordinators agree that residents
know the actual problems in their neighborhood better than the local or city
administration. The manager of NM Mariannenplatz explains: “People who can
report their own resource deficit purely from their everyday experience and who
have absolutely different views on the topic but partly also probably know better,
for instance, in education, simply from their own experience, why this and that
does not function... This is already very valuable” (BH). The member of NC
Mariannenplatz also shares this opinion: “The residents, on the basis of their
long experience, also know where the problems are and what should be done
about them” (RR). The coordinator of NM Mariannenplatz even talks about a
specific form of “civic expertise” based on local knowledge: “It is not important
for us whether we have people with medicine degrees, we just want to learn
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about needs, and we want a fair evaluation of needs in the neighborhood in
order to improve the situation” (HN). Citizens are thus seen as a valuable
source of information about the needs of the neighborhood, which allows them
to significantly improve the process of urban development. For example, it
would be rather difficult for city administration to learn that children in NM-area
Magdeburger Platz have problems with swimming, but residents can provide
this information relying on their personal experience: “We have such a problem
that children cannot swim, it is often like that. And not everyone has the time to
attend a swimming pool at school, so we decided to teach children how to
swim” (IW).
Another reason for inspiring civic participation that was found in the course of
fieldwork is that of sustainability, or the durable or persistent effects of the
implemented measures. As seen from the collected data, civic participation
contributes to a feeling of responsibility shared by the residents and their
identification with the residential area, which decreases the possibility of people
resisting or threatening it. The coordinator of NM Mariannenplatz illustrates this
point by bringing the example of the garbage problem: “If I don’t implement a
participatory process there, it won’t be sustainable if I do something, because
the basic understanding of where the problem comes from and how I solve it for
myself… this won’t happen automatically. The city cleaning service removes the
garbage, but two days later it is there again, because there is no understanding
of the causes of my personal behavior. And with goal-focused projects we try to
say: “Look, we take you with us, join us and do this and this”, and mostly it
works pretty well” (HN).
The key “carrier” of civic participation in NM process is the NC, which is partly
formed by such a classic form of participation as elections. As already
described, resident-members of NC are elected every two years. Theoretically,
this procedure is designed to be a form of regular democratic elections, yet in
reality it bears a rather more symbolic character. The number of candidates
rarely exceeds the number of places, and voter turnout does not usually exceed
300 people. For instance, the NM-manager of NM Magdeburger Platz evaluates
the voter turnout in his area very positively: «In comparison to other NM-areas,
in our area it has been always high. We have always had more than 300
[people]” (RA). However, the population of NM-area Magdeburger Platz
constitutes around 9 000 people, so voter turnout is only around 3%. The
neighborhood manager of Mariannenplatz NM-area also confirms the symbolic
character of these elections: “Currently all candidates are elected. There is a
limit to the number of NC members, but so far noone should have been
excluded” (RM).
In any democracy, such elections would have no chances to be recognized, but
in the case of NM this is a necessary procedure which is used in order to
legitimize the whole neighborhood management initiative. Speaking in
Arnstein’s terms developed within her theory of participation, as described in the
first chapter of this paper, this is a classic example of consulting, since it makes
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no difference how many people vote and who they would support, since the
result would remain the same due to the lack of competition. These elections
are needed as a simple fact, like public hearings which are often organized just
for the sake of the procedure.
As for the members of the NC, in the program guide it is stated that “[they] as
local experts discuss the development of their neighborhood and decide
together with the representatives of administration and NM-managers, which
projects will be supported” (Soziale Stadt Berlin Programmleitfaden des Berliner
Quartiersmanagements). This is partly true; however, the evidence is that there
can be certain restrictions imposed on such decision-making on the part of the
administration. The members of both NC Mariannenplatz and NC Magdeburger
Platz mention such constraints. For example, they cannot select the executor(s)
of some projects, as this is officially the task of the Steuerungsrunde: “The
decision is no longer in the hands of the NC, but at the higher level, in the
district administration and the Senate <…> Previously, we would get to know
each of the tenants, they presented themselves in the NC, and we decided who
will get an assignment. This was taken out of our hands however” (RR).
NC representatives have the right to enter the Steuerungsrunde, but they only
constitute a minority there, whose influencing opportunities are restricted to
articulating their opinions. As a member of NC Mariannenplatz reports, they
wanted to hire a local agency for a project devoted to getting residents of the
neighborhood active, and for some reason the administration selected another
agency from a different city. The residents tried to influence the decision made
by the Steuerungsrunde, but did not succeed: “In principle, we had only three
votes, and the others had more votes, which means that we did not have a
counterclaim for giving an assignment to those whom we wanted to, namely the
agency that was set up here, in Kreuzberg. As a result the agency from
Cologne was assigned, and, I will say an absolutely drastic thing, we had
financed a couple of nice trips to Berlin for them, but their job brought absolutely
nothing to the area” (RR).
The member of NC Magdeburger Platz also describes the vulnerable position of
the residents in negotiations and decision-making, and simultaneously
highlights the internal disintegration in the NC: “There are three of us in the
Steuerungsrunde, but we only have one vote. And if the district administration is
against, then it is impossible to achieve anything. But the other way round, if we
say that the NM wants this, then all of us must say “yes”, which is not so often
the case” (IW). Thus, according to Arnstein’s ladder of participation, the
participation of NC members in the Steuerungsrunde can be classified as a
vivid example of placation. Formally citizens are included in decision-making
process, but in fact they do not have enough power to make any difference, and
thus do not go beyond the role of a weak public.
Furthermore, the administration can sometimes take advantage of NM, using it
as a source for financing its own projects: “There are attempts to take us in a
certain direction: to finance certain gaps in the neighborhood. But in my opinion
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the tasks should be formulated differently. For example, when, they do
something in schools using small money coming from citizens. This is just not
right, because it is simply financed from another source… We have done it
anyway for the benefit of the children, because it is important for them… But
there is always an argument at the level of the Senate, which promotes it very
intensely” (RR).
Therefore, the voting of NC members cannot be referred to as full-scale
participation in decision-making. Although there is a relatively high chance for
them to be heard, membership in the NC can be rather classified as
consultation. All “decisions” made by the NC do not have full-scale power, since
they can always be rejected by the administration. Moreover, even if members
of the NC vote against a project, this may also be ignored by the administration:
“When it was a very important thing, I think it happened three or four times,
when the NC rejected the project and the Steuerungsrunde said: “In spite of this
we should do the project, because it is too important” (JL).
Another regulation which restricts the activities of the residents is the limited
duration of financing, according to which projects can be financed for a
maximum of five years. This is explained by the logics of sustainability and idea
that successful and important projects have to find alternative sources of
support. However, the residents evaluate this regulation rather critically and
consider it as an obstacle for neighborhood development. In order to continue
projects that they view as necessary, they rename them and ask for support
again: “We had a project called "Kiezworker": young people had a lot of
problems, they took drugs in the streets, and we made three of them project
executors, so that they helped other young people to go to school, find a job
and so on, and they also got a salary. We financed this for three years, and
afterwards the project was dead. We had to change the name, and then with
the same people, we carried out the project again, and we saved at least 60%
of young people as a result” (HS).
It can therefore be concluded that the formal activities of the NC do not reach
the rung of real civic participation on Arnstein’s ladder. Despite this,
neighborhood management has had visible results in neighborhood
development. For instance, in the Mariannenplatz NM-area, it became possible
to conduct the renovation of Feuerwehrbrunnenplatz, the main recreation area
in the neighborhood and a symbol of the area. The main obstacle to this was
that the square belonged to UNESCO. The legislation was changed however
due to neighborhood management efforts, allowing the square to finally be
transformed according to the wishes of residents: “We want it to be a bit cozier,
when people sit there in summer or do something together” (RR).
Furthermore, the collected data shows that NM may lead to civic participation
beyond its official framework. For example, in the opinion of the member of NC
Magdeburger Platz, the task of NC is more than just projects selection: “We
differ a little bit from other NM-areas. The task of an NC in most cases is
exclusively to look for projects, money, voting, etc. We did it for the whole time
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too, but we also took care of general things like the Kurfürstencenter,
Flottwehlstrasse, Laufstrasse and organized big events. Other NM-areas don’t
do this, but this the real task” (IW). In particular, members of NC Magdeburger
Platz have managed to save a library in the neighborhood that should have
been closed. They also initiated the installation of a traffic light in a street with
high levels of traffic and argued against the establishment of a brothel in the
neighborhood. These changes were achieved not by the realization of projects,
but chiefly thanks to the enthusiasm of residents and effective communication
between residents and the administration.
Yet at the same time, although NM is aimed at improving the living conditions in
the neighborhood, there are some fields which cannot be affected by its
initiatives, such as the problems of prostitution or gentrification. Despite
numerous attempts of the NM to get rid of brothels in Kurfürstenstrasse, this
problem still exists and does not seem to be disappearing anytime in the near
future. The neighborhood manager of NM-area Magdeburger Platz explains
why this is the case: “We mobilize the citizens and try to solve the problem
together, but in such cases as prostitution it is not within our authority to do this,
because prostitution in Berlin is legal. This requires absolutely different
measures and all we can do is pay the attention of politicians to this” (RA).
The issue of gentrification has consistently appeared in the interviews, even
when the corresponding question was not asked. This shows the extraordinary
topicality of this problem for Berlin. However, the informants stress that NM
does not have any mechanisms of influencing this process, since it relies on the
private interests of landlords. Moreover, gentrification has so much influence on
urban space that it often remains unclear whether or not it is neighborhood
management that has led to the improvement of conditions in the neighborhood:
“Wrangelkiez was destroyed because the neighborhood was improved. The
houses were there, new people moved in, and now there are no more empty
houses. Yet the question is has Wrangelkiez improved because property has
become more expensive? The street has not improved, unemployment has not
improved… all that has happened is that other people have come in and bought
everything, because they have money, but it does not mean that the
environment has improved” (HS).
2.2.6. Role of networks in neighborhood management
It has already shown above that NM creates connections not only between its
core actors, but also beyond them. The example of cooperation between the
police and the NM-office in fighting domestic violence mentioned above
demonstrates the necessity of consolidation between the actors in order to
solve certain problems. Neither the administration nor the police have sufficient
means to solve the problem of domestic violence alone. However, the
establishment of a special mediating body that connected the victims of
domestic violence with the police due to the efforts of the neighborhood
management helped to open up the opportunity to fight this problem. Therefore,
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communication between actors and the elaboration of a common strategy
becomes the only effective way of coping with urban challenges. However, such
networks do not always include all stakeholders, and therefore the interests of
some groups may be infringed. For instance, during the construction of a new
shopping mall the owners of local shops resorted to the assistance of NM and
prevented the emergence of cheap stores in the neighborhood. A resident of
the Magdeburger Platz NM-area recalls: “Small, cheap stores, which we didn’t
need, should have been built here. And they (local stores owners) helped us of
course and explained why it was bad for their business. Or the butcher who
came and said: “We try to keep high quality, and we don’t want cheap meat
here, who knows where it comes from”. So Kurfürstenzentrum was arranged
completely differently” (IW). Obviously, entrepreneurs protected their
commercial interests by excluding potential competition on the market.
However, the neighborhood unit is not homogeneous and is characterized by
the economic, cultural and social diversity of its inhabitants and the
corresponding diversity of interests (Turner & Rawlings, 2009). Therefore there
is a huge risk of this pluralism not being represented at a neighborhood council
level. Thus in the example mentioned above the voice of the poorer stratum of
neighborhood’s population, which would probably need cheaper stores, was
absent and could not be taken into account. As the research shows, this
category of urban population is not sufficiently represented in the NM process
and therefore is largely excluded from public debates on the futures of urban
territories.
2.2.7. Members of neighborhood council
As the program guide says, “The NC is the representative of the interests of
neighborhood residents” (Soziale Stadt Berlin Programmleitfaden des Berliner
Quartiersmanagements). However, despite the election procedure designed to
provide better representation, it is hard to claim that this does its job, as there
are groups which are insufficiently represented (or not represented at all) in the
NC. This issue has been highlighted in the interviews many times, and although
some interviewees would rather stick to the official statement, the majority,
including representatives of the administration, admits that this problem exists:
“This is a question of who sits in the NC if it really represents 100% of the
population?” (HN). As the collected data demonstrates, categories such as
employed people, migrants, and the poor are often excluded from membership
in the NC.
Since time resources play an important role in civic participation, there are not
so many employed people among the members of NC. This problem is stressed
by the coordinator of NM Magdeburger Platz: “People meet in the afternoon or
during working hours, which is normally why employed people drop out of it”
(ML).
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People from a migrant background are also often underrepresented in the NC.
There may be numerous reasons for their abstaining from participation, such as
cultural barriers including language or education. In the opinion of the manager
of NM Magdeburger Platz, migrants are less prone to invest time in the struggle
for the common good: “I always noticed that people from migrant backgrounds
have a different notion of time from the locals. They treat time differently, and it
is difficult to motivate them to help the neighborhood, because… I don’t want to
generalize here, but their understanding of time is a bit more egoistic. I see a lot
of pensioners here who spend five to eight hours per week working for the
benefit of the neighborhood. Among migrants, I don’t see even two hours. They
feel overwhelmed” (RA).
Therefore, due to the significant time resources required for participation, the
most frequent category represented in NC is pensioners: “Quite a lot of
engagement from people is expected, and mostly these are those… who are
already retired, or students” (ML). Interestingly, the observations of the NC
meetings only partly confirm this assumption by the interviewee: the members
of NC Magdeburger Platz present at the meeting under observation were mostly
elderly people, whereas among newly elected members of NC Mariannenplatz
there were many younger people. At the same time, the most active and longterm members are still mostly pensioners.
Furthermore, there is also an opinion that the members of the NC are
overwhelmingly women. As the manager of NM Mariannenplatz puts it, “the NC
mostly consists of women, mostly women between thirty and forty, and a couple
of older people. These are Germans from a German background” (BH).
However, my observations did not reveal any striking gender misbalance
among the members of NC in both cases: at the NM Mariannenplatz meeting,
the number of women (8) only slightly exceeded the number of men (5) (O1); an
even more balanced proportion was observed at the Magdeburger Platz NM
meeting where 8 men and 9 women were present (O2).
2.2.8. Barriers to and motivations for participation
Based on the collected data, I have elaborated a classification of barriers that
hinder civic participation in the NM process. First of all, I distinguish between
internal and external barriers. The set of internal barriers embraces the lack of
different resources available to the local community, such as time, education or
finances, and cultural barriers. In turn, external barriers include bureaucracy
and control of the administration. Let us consider them in more detail.

50

WP 2016-03

Working Papers
Centre for German and European Studies
Internal barriers
(1) Lack of resources

As mentioned in the previous chapter, resources provide the basis for civic
participation, therefore a lack of sufficient resources constitutes a serious
problem for civic participation.
a. Time
A lack of time seems to be the most frequent barrier, since it has been the one
most often mentioned in the interviews. For example, the member of NC
Magdeburger Platz recalls: “People quite often have a strong will to do things;
we had two young teachers, who I liked very much. However, as soon as they
didn’t have time anymore, they lost this desire. This is very much because of
their jobs” (IW).
b. Education
Insufficient intellectual capacities or a lack of education can also act as a barrier
to participation: it is hardly surprising that the members of NC mostly have some
sort of higher education. As the collected data demonstrates, people with lower
educational backgrounds often have difficulties with understanding the rules
and regulations of the NM if they have not had any experience of dealing with
similar issues before. The member of NM Magdeburger Platz says: “I did not
understand all the rules and communal policy… it is not complicated but I
couldn’t understand where to apply for support requests, how much money was
left, how much could be allocated, why something did not function” (IW). In
order to help people in such situations, the NM-office organizes different
workshops for NC members: “Someone suggested I participate in a free
workshop on time management, the whole bureaucratic process, moderation
and stuff like this. This helped me a lot” (IW). Thus, one can see that NM also
implements educative measures to involve more residents. NM-managers also
try to make participation in NM accessible for people with different educational
backgrounds. The German notion of Niedrigschwelligkeit, a difficult term to
translate into English and something which many interviewees refer to, means a
high level of accessibility for a broad audience. Importantly, this word has been
often mentioned by both the managers and administration representatives
under study. Examples of such an accessible ways of participation are women
breakfasts and neighborhood meetings, events that have a somewhat more
social and recreational character and that are aimed, first of all, at the
establishment of contacts both among residents themselves and between
residents and neighborhood managers.
c.

Finances

Unwillingness of the citizens to participate may also be connected to their low
social and economic status. The member of NC Mariannenplatz claims that
people with lower incomes are reluctant to engage themselves in civic
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initiatives: “Most of the people are on their own and do not necessarily
participate in social activities, especially those who do not have big salaries”
(RR).
(2) Cultural barriers
One of the criteria for the selection of an NM area is the proportion of migrants
within the neighborhood’s population. Cultural barriers should therefore be also
taken into account when defining the factors hindering civic participation. In
order to overcome these barriers, NM offices usually have a manager who
speaks the language of the neighborhood’s cultural minority and can therefore
make contact with it.
a. Language
Insufficient language capacities do not allow migrants to take part in public
debates: “A lot of Russians, Bulgarians, Turks and so on live here, and due to
language problems, their interest is not so high” (IW).
b. Traditions
Sometimes different cultural backgrounds of the residents act as an obstacle to
civic participation. For instance, as interviews show, people from Turkey or Arab
countries usually do not have much experience of civic engagement, since the
tradition of bottom-up engagement in their countries of origin is different:
“Voluntary service has a long history in Europe. In Turkey, for instance, you
help each other in the neighborhood and in the family, and this is natural. But
here this is something different. Here this is cultural” (RA).
External barriers
(1) Bureaucracy
Politics is often perceived by the citizens as something bureaucratic and
complex, and NM is not an exception here: “NM is very often perceived as a
bureaucratic entity, and this also goes for NM-meetings, because it works in
accordance with a German bureaucratic scheme: there is an agenda, and
members must participate regularly. First of all, there is a protocol from the last
meeting. There are simply so many regulations, of course we try to make it
more pleasant and interesting, but such things scare many people away” (BH).
Indeed, as the observation of a NC meeting in NM-area Mariannenplatz shows,
NM managers use a lot of visual materials, such as drawings, schemes and
mind maps to keep the attention of NC-members and help them perceive the
information being disseminated. The room where NC-meeting takes place looks
a little like a classroom of a primary school, with its numerous boards and
colorful illustrations (O2).
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(2) Control of the administration

Both residents and representatives of the administration highlight the dominate
position of the administration in the NM Process, which also influences the
desire of the citizens to take part in it: “…we have serious difficulties in keeping
people here, because over the years the whole process… very much… well,
previously it was much more citizen-oriented, meaning that the citizens had very
many opportunities to assist in and to contribute to this process. Meanwhile,
these opportunities are very restricted by the Senate now, through the new
guidelines” (RR).
(3) Lack of awareness of civic participation opportunities
Finally, the insufficient degree of awareness of opportunities for civic
participation among the residents also constitutes a serious barrier to civic
participation. However, it is difficult to categorize this barrier as either internal or
external, since this problem can be caused both by an NM team which does not
effectively inform people about NM, and by residents who are generally
reluctant to become aware of such initiatives. The manager of NM
Mariannenplatz complains: “This flow of information is definitely a problem.
Unfortunately, we don’t have a neighborhood newspaper, we had some but they
are no longer eligible for financing any more…This is a problem. Some people
have just forgotten, and others are not informed” (BH).
The barriers mentioned above make it significantly more difficult for citizens to
get involved in the decision-making process which, in turn results in the low
levels of resident participation in neighborhood management: “Of course, this is
a small proportion. In the adjacent neighborhood and other neighborhoods the
proportion of people who engage themselves is little. We have 8000 inhabitants,
and I would say that of those 8000 about thirty people are permanently
engaged, fifty people partially and about one hundred people from time to time”
(JK). Furthermore, the data that has been collected also demonstrates a high
rotation of NC members: “We had elections three years ago, and we had a lot of
new members, 80% of whom did not run as candidates again. They said it did
not bring it did not bring anything at all, we didn’t have anything to say” (HS).
As for motivation for participation, based on the motives class by Amna (2012)
described in the first chapter, I distinguish between three basic motives for
participation in NM: meaningfulness, effectiveness and demand.
Meaningfulness
The motive of meaningfulness is probably the most basic one among those
involved in neighborhood councils. The interviewees emphasize that they enjoy
the very process of participation, which allows them to spend their leisure time
meaningfully and make new friends. For instance, interviewees often point to
their new relationships and connections that have emerged as a result of their
membership in the NC: “This is a good way to get to know people through such
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activities, and to get to know your surroundings. If I imagine myself getting
older, then it is very pleasant to know other people and not to sink into oblivion”
(RR).
Effectiveness
Some citizens are motivated by the results achieved via earlier participation in
the NM process: “I feel happy when I wash windows. When I sit there and
everything is clean – oh the exhilaration! I get the same feeling when I do
something successfully, then I say: the effort was worth it!” (IW).
Demand
Finally, people may also feel needed, which motivates them to get involved: “I
don’t know if you know this newspaper. I am engaged in it. It brings me so much
joy, and we want to continue doing it, although we no longer have financial
support, but people are used to it and always ask when the new issue will be
published” (IW).
2.2.9. Conclusions
Although neighborhood management is a participatory governance initiative,
participatory opportunities for the citizens who wish to take part have significant
limitations. There is no guarantee that their ideas will be realized, since final
decisions are made by the administration, yet at the same time, NM is a good
platform for citizens to articulate their needs and express their opinions. Using
the words of Nancy Fraser, weak urban publics definitely become stronger
thanks to the operation of NM, but still do not have the opportunity for full-scale
decision-making. Rather, they have consultation and feedback functions
masked under the label of decision-making.
The reason for such participatory deficit lies in the combination of top-down and
bottom-up approaches in the NM initiative. On the one hand, the core of its
performance is civic participation, but on the other hand it is regulated by the
administration. This generates both opportunities for effective urban
development and risks of misuse by interested stakeholders. Clearly, involving
people in the decision-making processes makes policy more reasonable and
contributes to the dialog between the administration and the citizens. However,
what is defined as residents’ needs is not always perceived as such by the
administration, and since the latter holds the dominant position, it can neglect
the citizens’ will or even impose its own.
Furthermore, the NM initiative does not represent the interests of all groups in
the neighborhood. Although there is an aim to engage all categories of
population, it is highly difficult to achieve this goal. Due to the numerous internal
and external barriers of participation, ethnic minorities and social categories as
employed residents and the poor are often excluded from participation in the
NM process.
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Nevertheless, NM increases the social capital of neighborhood residents, which
compensates for the lack of other kinds of capital and increases their
opportunities to influence their living environment. In particular, it makes a
significant contribution to the formation of social networks in the neighborhood.
It establishes communication between the administration, local organizations,
residents and other actors not directly involved in the NM process. This creates
new approaches to problem solving through association, yet does not exclude
the risk of pushing through the interests of stronger actors.
Generally, most of decisions taken by means of NM find support from citizens,
and the initiative is generally perceived as useful, despite existing criticism
concerning the high level of bureaucratization or control from the administration.
However, it is difficult to measure the effectiveness of NM, since it does not
have a direct impact on problems in the neighborhood.

2.3. Russian cases: Reaction rather than action
2.3.1. Saint Petersburg context
Saint Petersburg is the second largest city in Russia with a population of more
than 5 million people, the former administrative capital of the country and is
recognized as Russia’s current “cultural capital”, i.e. the city is rich in historical
and cultural resources and sights. Due to the enormous cultural heritage in the
form of art collections of global significance and architectural masterpieces of
18-19 centuries, the city is one of Russia’s most popular tourist destinations. St
Petersburg also played a crucial role in Russian history: it is the cradle of three
revolutions, the cultural, industrial and scientific center of the Russian Empire
and the city that was besieged by Nazi Germany for 900 days during World War
II.
As a post-Soviet city, Saint Petersburg strives for more integration in a capitalist
economy by attracting more foreign investment and increasing touristic flows.
This results in the drastic commercialization of an urban space that
consequently undergoes significant changes. Industrial areas are renovated,
and buildings from the Soviet era are often demolished. Intensive
commercialization is particularly characteristic of the city center and is
accompanied by a gentrification process specific to Russia that is initiated by
city authorities and characterized by forced resettlement of residents through
communal apartment liquidation programs and the demolition of rundown
buildings in the city center (Tykanova & Khokhlova, 2015).

55

WP 2016-03

Working Papers
Centre for German and European Studies

Another essential feature of Saint Petersburg’ urban (re)development policy is
the close cooperation between the city administration and big businesses aimed
at maximizing profit. At the same time, the needs and opinions of residents are
often neglected when transforming urban space, since the interests of citizens
tend to contradict the interests of the administration and the economic elite. This
contributes to the aggravation of social inequality and exclusion in the city
(Tykanova & Khokhlova, 2015).
2.3.2. Urban governance in Saint Petersburg
Participatory initiatives in urban governance are gradually developing across
Russia. Currently, some experiments in participatory budgeting are being
conducted in several Russian towns, such as Cherepovets or Sosnovy Bor,
where residents get the right to participate in the distribution of city finances.
Despite certain skepticism among Russian experts about the successful
functioning of such initiatives in Russia, these experiments are generally
evaluated positively, and more cities have agreed to implement similar
mechanisms (https://komitetgi.ru/news/news/1799/).
However, the lack of institutionalized ways of civic participation in urban
development policies in Russia generally, and in Saint Petersburg in particular,
remains significant. One of the few examples here would be the local form of
self-organization called “social territorial self-management” (in Russian: TOC –
территориальное общественное самоуправление). It is designed for the
consolidated representation and defense of residents’ interests. Such selfmanagement takes the form of councils and can be organized at different levels
ranging from a single house/building to a whole neighborhood (Неделько,
Шомина, 2003). However, the effectiveness of such institutions is rather low,
due to the low level of interest and motivation of citizens to participate in them.
For instance, one of the interviewees who is the head of a housing board
complains that it is difficult to gather people for the discussion of acute house
problems: “I can’t even bring the housing council together. I make an
announcement about a house problem – overpaying for heating, and the
people… the same people, who you talk to on the phone every day, come”
(NB).
In general, communication with governing bodies is a quite complicated process
which scares away the majority of citizens from any interaction with the
authorities. Interestingly, even though the interviewees are not personally
acquainted with the western experience, they often compare it with the Russian
one: “They say, in the West all you have to do is to call the municipality, tell
them about your problem, how your courtyard is laid out, where the scrapyard
and road are located, and the authorities will make the effort to try to solve your
problem. Especially if it contradicts the law” (NB). From the example given in
this quote, one can see that even though Russian citizens do not have accurate
knowledge of the Western experience, they construct an idealized and
generalized image of “good” practices in the West. At the same time,
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paternalism as one of the cultural markers of identity in Russia results in the
widespread idea among residents that their needs must be satisfied by the state
(Lubsky & Lubsky, 2013). However, the design of urban governance in Russia
does not presuppose regular transparent communication between the
administration and citizens (Zaitsev, 2014), which acts as one of the main
factors in shaping civic participation practices.
There are three levels of urban power – municipal, district and city level power,
– and the system of urban governance in Saint Petersburg and other large
Russian cities is highly centralized. In other words, the majority of powers and
privilege are concentrated at the city and district levels, whereas municipal
power is significantly limited: “They are engaged in the provision of urban
amenities, custody services, and that’s it, generally speaking. They organize
free excursions for some veterans and things like that. This is the limit of
municipal activity. All the real power is exercised by Smolny committees and
district administrations” (NL).
A very obvious example of such unequal power distribution is the fact that even
the land that courtyards are on belongs to the city. It may become a major
source of discontent on behalf of the residents, such as in the case mentioned
in this section paragraph, where the city administration sold the site of a
playground to a construction company that intended to build a shop that
residents did not want. Although the municipal administration supported the
residents in their resistance against the undesired redevelopment of the area, it
did not have any legal mechanisms to solve the problem.
Thus, due to the limited opportunities of affecting urban problems, municipal
power which is considered to be the closest to the residents does in fact mostly
turns out to be close to local communities only in a physical sense. As a result,
residents do not perceive municipal administration as important and do not
show interest in it, which is reflected in low voter turnouts at municipal elections.
For instance, the interviewee shares his experience of participation in municipal
elections as a candidate: “I was a self-nominated candidate. Voter turnout in the
district was 15%, so these elections were in fact illegitimate. 15% of the
population can’t decide for the rest. But these 15% were, on the one hand,
those responsible citizens who participate in elections, but, on the other hand,
those who voted because they were forced to – employees of social institutions,
soldiers, veterans and so on…85% of population are not interested in municipal
power – also because this power does not affect their lives” (NL).

57

WP 2016-03

Working Papers
Centre for German and European Studies

Indeed, the rhetoric of futility was often used by the informants to describe their
attitude towards the municipal administration: “You used to be able to make
them build a fence around the house, but not anymore. So, this is an absolutely
useless public authority” (NB). “This is such an instance… you may ask yourself
why is this necessary. They came, wrote down: “Ok, here the curbside must be
changed”. Ok, changed. But nothing more than this” (OK). As one can notice,
according to the estimations of the interviewees, municipal administration deals
with the very insignificant issues of the day-to-day lives of residents and does
not influence any deeper urban problems.
The head of “Piskaryovka” municipal administration also confirms the lack of
competence and power available to the municipality, stressing that this level of
authority has especially little influence on construction issues: “If we look at this
area… we don’t have a land survey there, and it has been chaotically
overbuilt… there is no public garden and no sports area there. The construction
company buys a parcel of land, builds something, and the city signs it off.
Residents rush around and complain that the municipality is not helping them,
but generally, we can’t help, because the city authorities have made a decision
in favor of construction” (VS). Interestingly, residents blame the municipal
administration for the actions that the city administration is in charge of. This
demonstrates that citizens do not completely ignore municipal power, but use it
as the scapegoat for their discontent, which shows that there is a need for
representatives of power that are closer to them.
However, despite the formal limitations of municipal authorities, in rare cases
municipal administrations try to play a more significant role in the life of the
neighborhood. For instance, in the case of 44 Nauki Street municipal officials
went beyond their official responsibilities or competencies and helped residents
in their fight against the city administration and the construction company. The
activists involved in the resistance are aware of the exceptional nature of this
involvement of municipal power and tend to appreciate it even more: “This is
actually the only public authority which very actively interacts with the residents
and treats us very positively, and lays our problems to heart and helps to solve
them” (VA).
Besides helping in conflict situations, there are a number of communication
mechanisms regulating the relations between the municipal administration and
residents of this neighborhood. The standard one is written complaints about
existing problems, but at the same time the municipality tries to establish other
channels of interaction. For instance, the residents of the Piskaryovka municipal
okrug know the mobile phone number of the head of the administration. She
also organizes annual meetings with residents, where she discusses the activity
of the municipal administration and the results thereof.
Furthermore, as the head of Piskaryovka municipal okrug reports in the
interview, sometimes the survey method is used in order to learn more about
the wishes of residents. For example, one time residents were supposed to
decide whether they wanted to have a green area or a parking area near their
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houses (green areas had recently become part of the municipal administration’s
area of responsibility). Although feedback was not that big (out of 2000 forms
sent only 300 were answered and submitted back), the number of responses
was enough to save the green area. This example shows that the extension of
municipal administration authorities may improve communication between
residents and the authorities and subsequently help contribute to residentoriented urban development.
However, such interaction between the municipal administration and residents
is more the exception than the rule, and mostly people do not believe they have
a reliable institution, such as the neighborhood management body in Berlin,
which could tackle the issues of urban development relevant to them. Under
such conditions, civic participation takes the form of reaction to external threats
rather than action, which will be discussed in more detail below.
2.3.3. Civic participation as a reaction to undesired policy
The specific nature of civic participation practices in Petersburg neighborhoods
lies in the fact that people do not act on their own initiative, but rather react to
some sort external condition or pressures. In other words, participation often
emerges as a response to undesired decisions made by the administration or to
its unfulfilled responsibilities. Residents do not contribute to the creation of any
new common good, or initiate any grassroots changes, but rather strive to save
what they already have. The motto of such activities is “to make the
administration fulfill its responsibilities”. Under this label, numerous methods
can be undertaken that vary from ordinary requests addressed to governing
bodies to protracted trials and addressing numerous actors, even the president
or the administration.
Actors
The classification of actors involved in the protest participation under study is
based on their membership of either the residents “side” or the construction
company’s “side”, which is depicted on the scheme below. Interestingly, in both
cases the officials formally acting as a neutral actor whose role is purely
administrative, i.e. to give permission for construction, in fact take the side of
the construction company: “Power representatives stand on the side of the
construction company and do not undertake any actions” (NL).
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Many interviewees also stress that the city administration is capable of
changing laws in order to make illegal construction legal: “For instance,
Deminsky Gardens. There the general plan was changed a little, and thus a
piece of the garden was simply removed, which we didn’t notice at the time.
Then this territory was excluded from the list of green zones and turned into a
commonly used land, and this parcel of land was later rented out” (NL). Put
simply, the conflict with the construction company turns into a conflict with the
administration, since it is the only institution that decides whether the
construction will take place.
If in the German cases the residents have been classified as spatial holders
(according to Schmitter’s typology designed for participatory governance
analysis and focusing on the resources that actors have to obtain in order to
participate) who own their living environment and therefore are entitled to
participate in decision-making process, in the Russian cases the residents are
deprived both from the ownership of their living space and the right to
participate in the decision-making process.
As a result, due to this initial inequality in power and resources distribution, civic
participation practices turn into extensive, complex and protracted processes.
The lack of financial and human capital pushes residents to search for
compensation in social capital and resort to networking with other local
protestors and political actors; this is why there are so many other actors taking
the side of the residents in the model, and no one apart from the administration
is found on the side of the construction company (both of these actors already
having significant power and financial resources).
The size of the initiative group of residents is hard to identify, since every
member plays a different role in the conflict: “The initiative group… it’s difficult to
say how many we were – five, three or ten people. Our building does not have
numbers, we divided it ourselves, and at first even elderly people helped with
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something. So many people participated, so much money was collected… for
lawyers, for the trip to Moscow” (OK). Moreover, the composition of the initiative
group changes over time: some people may give up once the resistance
becomes too time and effort consuming, and some may join later instead. As an
interviewee from 44 Nauki Avenue says: “Two of us are left, me and another
resident, a young man, he also writes and communicates with the municipality.
People who started all this have now gone, because they have their own
problems” (OK).
Although the group definitely has a core, the degree of its formal organization
also remains unclear. The interviewees sometimes estimate the size of the
group and describe the roles of the members very differently, which indicates
the group’s rather chaotic and disordered character. In general, everyone does
what they can, because all possible methods are seen as useful: “We didn’t
negotiate about who will do what, it just developed mechanically that I came into
the courtyard and started to take pictures, so I was a person who had the
majority of pictures and videos” (VA). One of the activists considers another one
to be the leader of the group, whereas she, in turn, claims that there is no
leader: “We did not have any leader, it all went rather inert” (OK).
Usually, due to the lack of relevant experience and knowledge, residents do not
know how to defend their interests, i.e. there are no experts in constructing
legislation among them; nor are they acquainted with the channels and other
available ways of communication with public authorities. Therefore, participants
in local movements learn all this during the course of resistance efforts
themselves and resort to the help of experts, often members of city protection
organizations: “I had not actually been engaged in writing letters before, barely
at all. When we started to compose letters, I searched for the first piece of
information on the Internet. I copied it and edited the samples because initially I
didn’t understand how to do it. We were searching for some people who classed
themselves as city protection activists” (NB). City protectors mainly act in court
but they may also organize the actions of the residents. For example, in the infill
construction case in Dachnoye municipality, civic organizations taught residents
how to organize their daily activities in order prevent construction machines
from entering the area: “The city’s initiative groups helped us a lot, they came
and organized daily activities for us. They taught people, and for ten days stood
with our residents, teaching them how to compose the lists of persons on duty”
(NB).
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Although the administration usually acts in cooperation with the construction
company, there are also representatives of different governing bodies who
would take the side of the residents. They can collect the documents necessary
for trial, enjoying better access to information resources, and influence other
governing bodies, since the documents in the construction field are not normally
available to ordinary residents, or not for free, at least: “First of all, these are
requests to public authorities, getting documents that are not available to
ordinary citizens, or available but on a paid basis. For example this is how we
found the documents about the land plots that were developed in 1968 for the
nine-story apartment blocks” (NL).
In addition to individual politicians, the residents also address other political
bodies, such as the Presidential Administration, but the help of the latter is more
of a one-time only thing. Interestingly, there is a popular idea among the
residents that the president of the Russian Federation might play the key role in
problem-solving: “We hope to get the president’s attention, because such things
must be certainly punished” (NB). In both cases under study, the activists
contacted the Presidential Administration; however, their response had only
temporary character, if any at all: “When you send telegrams to the Presidential
Administration – the President does not read them, but starts to pressure the
city, and they start to move. As you can see, they jump into action but then calm
down. Then another telegram arrives” (OK). Appeals to the figure of the
President on such specific issues of local significance can be explained by the
fact that Russian citizens generally have a low degree of trust in public
authorities, except for the President, who is always the leader in opinion polls
on trust (Киселев, 2014). This also indicates the highly centralized structure of
power in Russia, where the highest official has almost unlimited authority.
Finally residents cooperate with other initiative groups all over the city. In the
resulting network they share experiences and useful contacts and organize joint
actions. One of the interviewees stresses the importance of such horizontal
consolidation, describing it as an important instrument in resisting top-down
decisions: “Today there is no opportunity to get anything from public authorities
except through collective actions. Therefore we have to address different
initiative groups from other districts. We have a lot of hot spots in the city and
each of consists of five to ten individuals. People from different districts unite
and help each other” (NB).
Thus, like in Germany, here social networks play a significant role in tackling
and solving problems. The initiative groups of residents under study cooperate
with different actors in order to defend their living environment. However, in
comparison to German experience, the networks in Saint Petersburg are built
not only within in individual neighborhoods but also beyond them, since the
source of external problems is usually at a city level, and as a rule
neighborhood resources are not sufficient to solve the problem.
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To analyze the forms of civic participation characteristic of the cases under
study, I shall use Amna and Ekman’s classification that was introduced in the
previous chapter. I argue that manifest, or political, participation that includes
both formal participation and activism plays a key role in collective action.
Formal manifest participation
(1) Public hearings
Public hearings are required by law in cases of changing territorial plans or
accepting new (re)development projects in the area, and are officially designed
to register the opinion of citizens and to eventually to take this into account
during decision making. However, as Arnstein once predicted, in St Petersburg
this procedure acts more like a tool to legitimize measures taken by the
administration. As the gathered data shows, public hearings even serve as an
argument in court to defend the undesired construction: “It is required by law,
and that is why they conducted it, to put a check-mark. And very often, when
the planned project is being contested in the court, the issue of the procedure
pops up. The opponents claim that it was conducted, show the protocol and the
expert report” (NL).
(2) Requests, open letters, petitions
The residents try to establish communication with different levels of power by
writing requests, open letters and petitions. However, all the interviewees report
that these would be ignored by the authorities, so this form of participation is
considered rather ineffective: “You knock on the doors of all public authorities in
Saint Petersburg and Moscow… you get standard come-offs but it doesn’t
matter what you write” (OK).
(3) Lawsuits
Lawsuits are a crucial method used by the residents. Since there is little chance
to negotiate with the construction company and the administration, a trial
sometimes becomes unavoidable as the basic formal framework for resisting
top-down decisions. However, even winning a legal process does not
necessarily mean a real victory for the citizens, since court decisions are often
evaded or ignored by construction companies and the administration. In
addition to this, the latter often manipulates documents and legislation and
gives new permits for construction even if the court withdraws the previous one:
“When we won the first case in court and abolished the city development plan
and the permit for construction, the authorities issued a new one. We were
surprised that this was possible, and they said: because of the renovation, the
area is governed on the basis of the area planning design, and as long as it
exists, we will give new permits. So then we litigated the area planning design.
The Supreme Court met our demands in November of last year, but before the
authorities had managed to issue the same permit” (NB). Formal methods of
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resistance are therefore insufficient for solving the problem, with residents
tending to shift from such formal methods to activism in order to give the
situation more publicity.
Activism
(1) Legal activism: popular gatherings and single-person pickets
Russian national and city parliaments have recently restricted the right of the
citizens to conduct public meetings. Namely, the sanctions for violating this
legislation were significantly toughened, territorial restrictions were implemented
(for instance, it is now forbidden to arrange meetings in the main streets of Saint
Petersburg), and almost any public gathering was equated to meetings (Закон
“О собраниях, митингах, демонстрациях, шествиях и пикетированиях в
Санкт-Петербурге”; ФЗ "О собраниях, митингах, демонстрациях, шествиях
и пикетированиях").
Therefore, the residents now tend to organize the so-called “popular gatherings”
without the use of posters and loudspeakers, and arrange single-person
pickets. A special place in this list is occupied by direct actions, “group activity
designed to communicate collective grievances and to request decision or
remedial action – e.g. picketing, parades or marches, rallies or assemblies”
(The Code of Federal Regulations of the United States of America, p. 308).
In the context of city protection, direct actions may take the form of occupying
buildings, hindering construction, and other actions physically aimed at rescuing
the urban environment. As the expert reports, direct actions are often
implemented in order to execute the court decisions ignored by construction
companies: “This is when an initiative group independently executes a court
decision…In Aleksandrino, the construction machines are not allowed to get in
because they cannot drive on the territory of the park, but they do anyway. The
police do not take any action, so residents execute the court decision and
uphold the law themselves” (NL).
(2) Illegal activism
Sometimes direct actions may achieve the status as illegal actions, as it
happened in the case of 44 Nauki Avenue, where people blocked the
crossroads in order to not allow construction machines into the courtyard. To
express their discontent through protest, residents occupied the road, which
disturbed traffic and caused a skirmish between police and protestors. The
primary goal of such methods is to draw public attention to the contentious
issues, since high publicity acts as a catalyst for conflict resolution.
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As the interviewee reports, legal action should be combined with direct actions
in order to achieve success: “There was a direct action in Arakcheyev barracks,
the construction machines were not let in for a month, but there were also court
hearings going at the same time. Thanks to the direct action and the massive
citywide scandal and outrage, the court sessions went by very quickly. Usually
they drag out for a long time. This is a positive example of an effective fight”
(NL).
Non-participation
At the same time, the attitudes of political passiveness are widespread among
the local residents. In the following paragraph, the barriers to civic participation
which hinder the involvement of citizens in collective resistance will be
examined.
2.3.4. Barriers to and motivations for civic participation
Lack of time
Lack of time is frequently mentioned by the informants as one of the barriers to
participation. For instance, the resident explains the low attendance of meetings
with the head of the administration by the fact that they take place on workdays:
“Unfortunately, as a rule, not many people come. Maybe it is worth emphasizing
that such meetings take place on workdays, even though in the evenings.
Nonetheless, a lot of people are at work [during these meetings]” (VA).
However, it is difficult to draw a direct connection between employment and
civic participation. The argument of a lack of time may also act as a way to
justify passivity.
Lack of awareness
The interviewees often highlight the fact that many residents are not aware of
the problems unfolding in their neighborhood: “First of all, they have to be
widely informed about these problems, because it turns out that these people
know a lot about events in Syria and they know little or nothing about what’s
happening at home. This is just terrible: a person lives in a building and has no
idea about what is going on there” (VA).
This might be partly caused by a lack of sufficiently transparent communication
between the administration and residents. For instance, the information on
public hearings is (sometimes intentionally) published by media outlets or in
other sources that are not widely consumed by ordinary citizens: “In certain
cases, announcements about public hearings are published in newspapers that
nobody reads, or on a government website that nobody looks at, and very often
these announcements are missed and so nobody participates” (NL).
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Interestingly, even official media outlets such as local government websites are
not popular among residents, because they do not normally contain information
relevant to them. This once again questions the effectiveness of municipal
power in Saint Petersburg. However, the lack of awareness might be also
caused by insufficient interest in urban problems among citizens, which in itself
can be explained by a lower quality of life, a fact described in further detail
below.
Low quality of life
According to Maslow’s (1943) pyramid of needs, people first must fulfill their
basic living needs before they move on to other needs, and the subsequent
satisfaction of needs can motivate people for civic participation (Ryabuchina,
2012). As the informants also stress, the majority of Russian citizens devote
most of their time to fulfilling their basic needs and are therefore indifferent
towards urban problems: “With an increase in quality of life, interest in the
defense of other rights and freedoms will grow too. Due to the low quality of life,
people are primarily worried about financial problems. In Germany it is different”
(NL).
At the same time, not only does the lack of financial resources constitute a
barrier to participation, but also the general priority of private interests over
public ones: “In principal, the majority of citizens are concerned with their
financial problems, their homes, earning money, and they don’t feel like
participating in public hearings, and defending their rights to a favorable living
environment, to objects of cultural heritage which are not primary designed for
them” (NL).
Distrust
The interviewees also often stress that citizens do not trust authorities and
therefore feel skeptical about their willingness to promote the interests of the
population and their ability to influence the living environment in the desired
ways: “People have finally ceased believing in our public authorities and parties,
because life does not change and becomes only worse…In late 80s, people
participated in elections very actively, and now this level has dropped, because
people see that nothing depends on them” (NL).
Futility
The rhetoric of futility is closely connected with the barriers mentioned above.
Citizens tend to believe that their participation will have no visible result. Even if
they undertake some actions, they would soon give up if the desired aim was
not quickly achieved: “I had lawyers from the neighboring house, elderly people
in retirement, and they also actively did correspondence and went to courts, but
the cases were lost in certain areas, and they questioned the very possibility to
achieve something in our current state of affairs. Also people who are actually
professionals refused to proceed with further activities” (NB).
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Moreover, even though the residents are discontent with the actions of the
authorities, they often do nothing to express this discontent to them, since they
believe they are not able to change anything: “Someone told me that near
someone’s house a parking place was arranged, and everybody is discontent
with it, but no one complains about this. For some reason, people don’t think
that their voices will be heard” (NB). At the same time, this logic is often used to
legitimize passivity.
Fear
The interviewees also frequently complain of fear caused by the perspective of
dealing with the authorities and big businesses, as they claim that economic
and political elites are associated with the criminal world: “My neighbors who
have the same level of education as me, they refused to do anything… they did
a little and then said: ‘Look, the mafia rules here and the criminals, so we won’t
get involved with it’ ” (NB).
Propaganda
Sometimes the interviewees blame television and other mass media for
peoples’ indifference towards urban problems: “If there were no propaganda,
people would think critically, and everything would be more civilized” (OK). This
interviewee probably means that propaganda methods such as the distortion of
information and concealing truthful facts used by federal TV channels deprives
people of information on the real state of affairs, and therefore hinders the
development of civic consciousness. However, it is difficult to draw such a direct
connection, since there may also be the opposite causal relationship between
consuming propaganda products and civic activism. An even more interesting
fact is that the authority of the President in the eyes of citizens does not
decrease, even though the interviewees are rather critical about the effects of
political propaganda in their narratives.
NIMBY
“Not in my backyard” logic is also a widespread barrier to participation.
Residents are usually indifferent towards problems that do not concern them
personally or do not affect their places of residence, which are symbolically
privatized and associated with their day-to-day lives; and vice versa, people are
more likely to get involved in civic participation only if the problem they face
affects them directly (Tykanova, Khokhlova, 2014): “For example, our building is
divided into three residences, and some locals believe that these are three
different houses. <…> so when we came out to defend the playground, it was
mainly people from the first residence. So it is pretty difficult as people think it
doesn’t concern them if the playground isn’t located in front of their house.
What is it needed for then?” (VA). The head of the municipal administration also
confirms the widespread occurrence of this logic among residents: “The position
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that people have is ‘when you do something near me, I’ll shout’. If only
everyone could unite against the trouble… Nobody cares, even people in the
same building, where everyone has the same interests…” (VS).
As for the motives stimulating civic participation, in comparison to German
cases, the residents of Saint Petersburg are less likely to participate out of
enjoyment of the process: their participation is always task-oriented and highly
pragmatic. The informants even confess that they would not have engaged in
collective action if someone else hadn’t taken the initiative. Essentially they see
no alternative other than involvement in resistance: “There was no other way
because the construction must have been stopped, and, as always, people are
afraid of something, and when everyone was at work and only I and some
elderly ladies remained… what should I have done? I went to court and
everywhere.” (OK)
2.3.5.

Conclusions

Civic participation practices in the neighborhoods of Saint Petersburg mostly
take the form of protest activities against unwanted decisions made by the
authorities. The following factors have lead to this situation:
- The centralized system of urban government (the municipality/okrug plays a
very limited role in city/urban development and has little power or recognition);
- The lack of dialog between residents and the authorities (ineffective
communication channels, refusal to communicate both on the part of the
residents and on the part of the administration. The former are often apolitical,
feel distrust of and disillusioned with politics and policy makers, and believe
they are not able to change the unfavorable situation; the low quality of life also
makes them focus on issues of personal survival and welfare. Meanwhile, the
latter are said to be not transparent enough, since they often pursue their own
political or financial interests. Therefore, it is not beneficial for the authorities to
be in regular contact with residents).
However, in exceptional cases, municipalities try to consider the residents’
opinion, as the interview with the head of the administration and the narratives
of the local activists show. Such representatives conduct opinion polls and
regularly meet with residents, allowing them to voice their interests and
concerns.
Still, generally the residents only have limited opportunities to impact the
(re)development of their living environment, and therefore only tend to mobilize
in reaction to external threats that their place of residence may face and that
they cannot tolerate (in some cases, people are discontent with the policy or
legislation being carried out but mobilization still does not occur due to the
passivity of the population).
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Nevertheless, the (often small initiative group of residents does not oppose the
authorities alone and normally seeks the assistance of other actors trying to
compensate for the lack of available resources through social capital. The
potential allies of local activists can include:
- activists from city civic organizations who act as experts;
- individual politicians who might influence governing bodies and help the
local community through providing access to necessary documentation and
other types of insider information;
- political bodies which can also pressure local authorities;
- media outlets that create publicity regarding the conflict and the issues
being faced.
As the research shows, the conflict always emerges at the local level but can
later expand to a city or even state level, since there are no mechanisms to
solve the problem at a neighborhood level. This forces the locals to resort to the
help of federal authorities and especially to the idealized figure of the President,
who enjoys trust and recognition even though activists are generally critical of
the political system and ideological propaganda.
As for the tools of civic participation implemented by the residents of Saint
Petersburg, they predominantly consist of formal manifest participation and
activism, the latter being further divided into legal and illegal forms. It is difficult
to determine the most decisive forms of civic participation, since under the
conditions of political and economic constraint, residents mostly act follow a “the
more the merrier” type of logic”, i.e. resort to all available tools. However, as the
research demonstrates, there often emerges a combination of formal efforts
such as court cases, as well as striving for high levels publicity, which can be
achieved by direct legal (and sometimes illegal) actions.
It is also worth stressing that passive forms of non-participation are found
extensively in local communities across Saint Petersburg. The majority of
residents do not express a will to be involved in civic participation practices,
justifying this non-involvement with a number of reasons, ranging from of public
authorities to an alleged incapacity to change the socio-political status quo.

2.4. Comparative analysis of German and Russian cases
As already mentioned, civic participation practices discovered in Berlin and
Saint Petersburg have a substantial difference in the degree of
institutionalization. Neighborhood management is a participatory initiative
launched by a city, and therefore it has clear regulations based in law. In turn,
activism in Saint Petersburg is rather spontaneous and reactionary. However,
as the empirical research shows, it would be wrong define each of the
experiences within a single category or type. Although many neighborhood
management activities have a fixed set of actors and procedures, especially the
selection of projects through a neighborhood council, this structure can also

69

WP 2016-03

Working Papers
Centre for German and European Studies

sometimes be influenced by activism that goes beyond the formal model of
neighborhood management. For instance, the residents of the Magdeburger
Platz NM area tried to solve the problem of prostitution using traditional tools of
civic participation: “People collect signatures; they try to talk to politicians, so
that they can find a solution” (RA). Here they used the same tools as the Saint
Petersburg activists and had the same goal, namely to attract the attention of
power holders to a burning issue. In turn, practices realized in Saint Petersburg
are not very short-term and are stable, with length of participation often
reaching several years. Such long-lasting and enduring cooperation between
actors leads to persistent connections and networks not only at a neighborhoodwide level but also at a citywide level.
It is also worth stressing that social networks play a significant role in civic
participation practices in Berlin and Saint Petersburg. In both cities, social
capital increases the opportunities for residents without sufficient power and
financial resources to transform their living environment. However, in Berlin the
process of consolidation is launched externally by neighborhood managers,
whereas the actors in the Saint Petersburg cases engage internally in
grassroots self-organization. Therefore, the process of consolidation in the
German cases normally precedes problem-solving activities, whereas in the
Russian cases the problems that emerged acted as triggers of consolidation.
This difference determines the goals of each participatory practice.
Neighborhood management in Berlin is aimed at the improvement of living
conditions in the neighborhood, whereas Saint Petersburg residents seek to
preserve their neighborhood and defend it against external threats.
Consequently, Berlin residents participate (even if only partly) in decisionmaking processes, whereas Saint Petersburg residents, who lack this
opportunity, are bound to protest against decisions already made by the
administration, thus acting in opinion formation mode only.
In addition to this, the number of actors in the two cities and their features differ
significantly. The model of neighborhood management presupposes that public
authorities are included in the network with residents, whereas in the Russian
cases they mostly oppose residents. Due to the lack of support from such a
powerful actor as the authorities, the process of problem solving in Saint
Petersburg turns out to be hard and protracted. Therefore, it often comes down
to city and even state level authorities, whereas in the German cases citizens
often succeed in finding solutions to problems that were already found at a
neighborhood level. This however can also be explained by the different
degrees of complexity and importance of the problems being tackled in each
case.
Furthermore, in Berlin the authorities use civic participation as a tool for urban
development, whereas in Saint Petersburg they mostly act as the main source
of problems. Neighborhood management presupposes a dialog between
residents and the authorities developing through mediation provided by
neighborhood managers. Generally, such interactions fall within the logic of
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cooperation, although, as the empirical research has revealed, in some cases
conflicts between the power holders and the citizens still arise. Despite the fact
that the citizens are involved in decision-making processes, this does not
exclude the risk of the will of citizens being neglected or misused by the
authorities. Moreover, in the field of planning and construction the interests of
big businesses are sometimes prioritized over those of residents. For instance,
the part of the area of the park in Magdeburger Platz NM-area was built on
despite protests from residents: “We actually did not want such a large part of
the park to be given away for construction, ideally none of it would have been
built on, but the decision had been already made before, and it could not be
changed. Two things were essential here: the railway company had given the
land belonging to the goods depot to the city of Berlin and kept a strip for
building on. Otherwise it would not have happened. In addition to this, the park
had been financed not from public sources, but by construction companies, and
the park was built over (JL). However even this situation cannot be equated to
those happening in Saint Petersburg, where residents have to defend their
living environment from the actions of a city administration that strives for
economic profit rather than the improvement of local living conditions. The
cooperation between residents and the administration is rather an exception in
Russia, whereas in Germany it is seen as the natural state of affairs.
However, very often neighborhood management does not reach the level of
“true” civic participation, if we are to use Arnstein’s ladder. Rather can be called
consultation, since citizens are heard but the final decision is still made by the
administration. At the same time, possibly due to the existence of such an
opportunity, the probability of the emergence of more radical forms of civic
participation is significantly lower in a German city than in a Russian city. In
Saint Petersburg, civic participation practices are closer to protest activities and
embrace numerous different formal (e.g. requests to governing bodies) and
informal (e.g. direct action, meetings or even illegal actions like blocking the
crossroad) tools for participation.
At the same time, despite the fact that in Berlin there is a mechanism of civic
participation supported by the administration, the proportion of engaged citizens
is very small, just like in Saint Petersburg where such a mechanism is absent.
Therefore, the stereotype about the general (political and social) passivity and
paternalistic orientations of Russian citizens, popular both in academic circles
and among the residents themselves, (Богданова, 2006; Клеман, 2003) can be
refuted. Such passivity is hardly country- or city-specific and in both cases, low
participation rates might be explained by the universally acute free-rider
problem. As for the barriers to participation, both Russian and German
residents face such common constraints as a lack of time and other resources
(money, education, expertise). However, the empirical research has also
revealed some barriers specific to each national/city context. Due to the high
proportion of migrants, cultural factors have a large impact on civic participation
in Berlin neighborhoods. On the other hand, Russian interviewees often
mention fear of and distrust in politics and politicians as holding residents back
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from participation. Therefore, if citizens engage in protest activities, it is rather
caused by feeling of necessity and the strong will to achieve a desired result,
whereas German citizens are mostly motivated by selective incentives, which
means that the process of participation itself is more valuable to them than the
outcome.
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Conclusion
Having studied the Russian and German cases, I can conclude that urban
(re)development policies without any involvement of citizens can harm urban
space and cause serious clashes between residents and the administration,
which in turn escalates social tension. Therefore, there is no doubt that
symmetric and transparent communication between the authorities and citizens
on issues of urban (re)development is necessary for sustainable urban
development. This investigation demonstrates that not only can civic
participation prevent conflicts but also significantly contribute to the
improvement of a place of residence both socially and physically.
Russian and German practices of civic participation seem to be completely
different at first glance; however, the empirical findings show that they do in fact
possess significant similarities, which leaves hope that Saint Petersburg might
one day become an environment for the implementation of more
institutionalized participatory initiatives similar to those in Berlin. First and
foremost, a similarly small proportion of engaged residents disputes the claim
that the main barrier to the formation and development of participatory
mechanisms in Saint Petersburg is the political passivity and indifference of
citizens, although this does indeed constitute obstacles to the development of
civic participation.
However, despite the weak tradition of civic participation, the low level of
identification with their neighborhood and the subsequent lack of responsibility
for this neighborhood, the members of local urban communities in Saint
Petersburg tend to unite against external threats to their living space. This
allows us assume that in case of the creation of formal participatory
mechanisms, active citizens would express a will to be engaged in their
performance. In turn, not only can the implementation of participatory initiatives
in Saint Petersburg influence physical space, but can also help to improve
social ties within urban neighborhoods, increasing the significance in meaning
of the neighborhood among residents and therefore fostering the
decentralization of the urban environment.
Thus, the initial obstacle to civic participation lies rather in the character of the
activities of public authorities. First of all, the centralized system of urban
government, with very little power and responsibilities allocated to the municipal
agents and, subsequently, the lack of interest in municipal policies on the part of
the residents, acts as a barrier to cooperation between citizens and power
holders. As the research shows, the extension of the fields that a municipality
would be in charge of might lead to a more resident-oriented approach to urban
(re)development.
In turn, the increased significance (as well as increased transparency and
openness) of a municipal government might evoke political interest in it among
citizens and therefore improve the communication between the municipal
authorities and the residents. Certainly, the size of municipalities in Saint
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Petersburg is much bigger than neighborhood management areas in Berlin.
However, there is still a potential possibility for the municipality to become a
medium between the residents and the city administration.
At the same time, it is not recommended to fully transfer the model of Berlin
neighborhood management to Saint Petersburg. As the empirical research has
revealed, in Berlin the practices of neighborhood management cannot be
considered as ideal. Despite bigger opportunities to influence neighborhood
development, the citizens of Berlin are not turning from a weak into a strong
public, as it was assumed at the stage of the preparation to the research.
Although neighborhood management has visible positive achievements, the
normative idea of neighborhood management and the way it actually performs
have substantial differences. The most crucial of them lies in the fact that the
power of the residents involved in this process is limited by the city
administration, which ultimately makes all final decisions regarding the
realization of projects. Therefore, along with the opportunity for citizens’
opinions to be heard and considered, there is always a risk of it being
neglected. These shortcomings must be taken into account when applying
participatory mechanisms in Saint Petersburg.
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Appendix I. Table of interviewees
German cases
Name

Status

BH

Neighborhood manager of NM
Mariannenplatz

RM

Neighborhood manager of NM
Mariannenplatz

RR

Resident, member of Neighborhood council
in NM-area Mariannenplatz

HÖ

Resident, member of Neighborhood council
in NM-area Mariannenplatz

HN

Friedrichshain-Kreuzberg NM-areas
coordinator

JK

Neighborhood manager of NM-area
Magdeburger Platz

RA

Neighborhood manager of NM-area
Magdeburger Platz

ML

Area coordinator of Mitte NM-areas

IW

Resident, Member of Neighborhood council
in NM-area Magdeburger Platz

JL

Resident, Member of Neighborhood council
in NM-area Magdeburger Platz
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Russian cases
Name

Status

OK

Resident of “Piskaryovka” municipal
okrug

VA

Resident of “Piskaryovka” municipal
okrug

NL

Acting head of “ERA” city protection
organization

NB

Resident of “Dachnoye” municipal
okrug

VS

Head of “Piskaryovka” municipal okrug
administration
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Appendix II. Interview guides (German cases)
Interview guide for a neighborhood manager
Konzeption von QM
Warum hat Berlin einen Bedarf an QM? Welche Merkmale muss die Stadt
besitzen, um QM zu haben?
Warum braucht man QM?
Warum schafft man QM in solchen kleinen Stadtteilen? Warum Kiez- und keine
Bezirksebene?
Wie werden die Grenzen von QM-Gebiet bestimmt?
Welche Ziele hat QM?
Was sind die Herausforderungen, die vom QM stehen?
Wurde das QM irgendwie reformiert? Warum?
Was ist der Unterschied zwischen der Idee und ihrer Realisierung? (was ist
anders gelaufen?)
Funktionalisierung von QM
Welche Aufgaben haben Sie als Neighborhood Manager?
Wie schafft man das Handlings und Entwicklungskonzept? (Auswahl von
Schwerpunkten)?
Wie verläuft die Wahl in den Quartiersrat?
Warum besteht das NC nicht nur aus Bewohner, sondern auch aus Vertreter
von lokalen Institutionen?
Inwiefern ist QM von der Verwaltung abhängig und auch unabhängig?
Warum sind die QM nicht direkt von der Verwaltung, sondern von einer
Institution angestellt?
Welchen Einfluss hat sie auf ihre Arbeit?
QM strebt dazu, eine langfristige Struktur zu schaffen. Machen kurzfristige
Projekte eine Barriere dafür aus?
Was passiert, nachdem das QM aufgelöst wird?
Persönliche Erfahrung
Wie haben Sie von QM erfahren?
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Wie haben Sie diese Stelle bekommen?

Welche Schwierigkeiten haben Sie im Laufe ihrer Arbeit vorgefunden?
Wie gelingt es Ihnen, die Neutralität als Vermittler zwischen den Anwohnern
und Verwaltung zu bewahren?
Waren Sie in solchen Situationen, wenn ihre persönliche Meinung und ihre
Pflichte in Konflikt gekommen sind?
Was halten Sie persönlich von QM?
QM in Kiez
Wie wurde hier QM geschaffen?
Was unterscheidet diesen Kiez von den anderen?
Welche Probleme waren (oder noch sind) im Kiez akut?
Wie hat QM dabei geholfen, die zu lösen?
Welche Projekte werden im Kiez durchgeführt?
Welche Einrichtungen (Akteure) sind bei ncat tätig und inwiefern sind Sie aktiv?
Wie beeinflusst Gentrifizierung (neue Anwohner) auf den Kiez und auf die
Arbeit von QM?
Bürgerbeteiligung
Wie nehmen die Kiez-Bewohner QM wahr?
Ist das Partizipationsniveau hoch? Warum?
Ist die Wahlbeteiligung hoch?
Was machen Sie, um die Bewohner für die Mitarbeit im NC zu gewinnen?
Welche Leute normalerweise nehmen an QM teil? Welche Gemeinsamkeiten
haben sie?
Wie bringt man politisch nicht engagierten Menschen zum QM?
Welche sozialen Gruppen sind am wenigsten (am größten) im NC vertreten?
Was bewegt Menschen sich am QM zu beteiligen?
Vertreten die Mitglieder alle soziale Kategorien im Kiez?
Wie gewinnen Sie den Menschen mit Migrationshintergrund?
Aus welchen Gründen treten die Mitglieder aus dem NC aus?
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Wie schätzen Sie die Beziehungen innerhalb des QM ein?
Ergeben sich oft die Konflikte innerhalb des QM?
Wie laufen normalerweise Diskussionen im Rat?
Inwiefern beeinflusst der NC auf Handlungskonzept?

Gab es Fälle, wenn die Projekte des NC abgesagt wurden? Warum?
An welcher Stelle ist die Bürgerbeteiligung zu Ende (wann Sie keinen Einfluss
mehr haben)? Können die Bürger auch bei der Projektrealisierung etwas
mitentscheiden?
Interagiert das QM auch mit den Anwohnern, die keine Mitglieder von NCat
sind? Wie?
Schließt das QM einige Bevölkerungsgruppen aus? (z.B. man muss eine
Ausbildung haben, um daran teilzunehmen)
Inwiefern macht die bürokratische Seite eine Barriere für Teilnahme?
Wie kommt man mit dem Widerspruch (top-down and bottom up) klar?
Frageliste für die Mitglieder von NC
Wie lange wohnen Sie In diesem Kiez?
Welche Eigenschaften von diesem Kiez führen dazu, dass Sie
Wie haben Sie von QM erfahren?
Wie lange nehmen Sie am QM teil?
Wie wurden Sie zum Mitglied des Quartiersrates?
Warum haben Sie sich dafür beworben?
Haben Sie sich schon vorher politisch oder ehrenamtlich engagiert?
Welche Schwierigkeiten hatten Sie bei der Arbeit in QM?
Wie fühlen Sie sich als Mitglied des Rates? Treffen sie sich nur bei den
Sitzungen oder haben Sie auch Beziehungen außerhalb?
Wie laufen Sitzungen im Rat?
Haben Sie oft Konflikte und Meinungsverschiedenheiten?
Welche Probleme halten Sie für wichtig im Kiez?
Welche Vorschläge für Projekte setzen Sie durch?
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Ist es leicht, Ihre eigenen Projekte/Wünsche durchzusetzen?
Welche Lebensbereiche kann man durch QM verändern?

Welche Probleme die Sie auch lösen würden sind für QM schwer
zurechtzukommen?
Sind die Projekte, die Quartiersrat durchsetzt, immer von Verwaltung
willkommen? (Beispiele, wenn man überzeugen sollten)
Ist es besser im Kiez geworden, seitdem QM existiert? Inwiefern?
Warum sollen (oder nicht), aus Ihrer Sicht, die Bürger an solchen Initiativen
beteiligen?
Wie kann man noch Bürgerbeteiligung steigern?
Welche Vorteile hat QM?
Was könnte man noch verbessern?
Wie denken Sie, warum die Verwaltung diese Initiative eingeführt hat?
Ist ihr Vertrauen zur Verwaltung durch QM gestiegen?
Wie profitieren Sie von der Mitarbeit im QM?
Ist die Gentrifizierung (steigende Mieten) ein akutes Problem im Kiez?
Fragen an einen Mitarbeiter der Verwaltung
Warum hat Berlin einen Bedarf an QM? Welche Merkmale muss die Stadt
besitzen um QM zu haben?
Warum braucht man QM?
Warum schafft man QM in solchen kleinen Stadtteilen? Warum Kiez- und keine
Bezirksebene?
Wie werden die Grenzen von QM-Gebiet bestimmt?
Welche Ziele hat QM?
Was sind die Herausforderungen, die vom QM stehen?
Wurde das QM irgendwie reformiert? Warum?
Was ist der Unterschied zwischen der Idee und ihrer Realisierung? (was ist
anders gelaufen?)
Entscheiden die Bürger nur über Bedarf oder haben auch einen Einfluss auf die
Umsetzung?
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Wie lange beschäftigen Sie sich mit QM-Koordination?
Was sind Ihre Aufgaben?

Wie werden die QM-Gebiete gewählt? Welche Voraussetzungen muss ein Kiez
haben, um an diesem Programm teilzunehmen?
Wie werden die Grenzen von QM-Gebiet bestimmt?
Wie interagiert der Bezirksamt mit dem QM-Team? Rechenschaften?
Beobachtung?
Was ist der Unterschied zwischen QM und Verwaltungstätigkeiten?
Wie schätzen Sie die Beziehungen zwischen Verwaltung und QM ein?
Warum sind die Neighborhood Manager nicht direkt von Verwaltung angestellt,
sondern es gibt Trägern?
Inwiefern ist die Kontrolle der Verwaltung über QM vorhanden?
Was ist gelungen durch QM im Kiez positiv zu verändern?
Was ist gescheitert? (Projekte, Beispiele)
Welche Barriere (Schwierigkeiten) hat Bezirksamt bei der Arbeit mit dem QM?
Welche Projekte wurden vom Bezirksamt nicht unterstützt?
Haben Sie persönlich Kontakt mit den Anwohnern? Beispiele.
Ist ihrer Einschätzung nach die Bürgerbeteiligung im Kiez hoch?
Ist die Finanzierung genug, um die Bedürfnisse von Bürgern zu befriedigen?
Macht die Kurzfristigkeit der Projekte kein Hindernis für die Problemlösung?
Was passiert nach der Verstetigung von QM? Beispiele. Gelingt es, das
bürgerliche Engagement zu bewahren?
Wie profitiert die Verwaltung von dem QM?
Ist QM top-down oder bottom-up Struktur?
Ihrer Meinung nach, steigt das QM das Vertrauen der Bewohner zur
Verwaltung?
Trägt das QM zur Gentrifizierung bei?
Sind Sie zufrieden mit den Ergebnissen vom QM?
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Appendix III. Example of an interview transcript
(German case)
Berlin, 5.02.2015
BH, Neighborhood Manager of QM-area Mariannenplatz
—

Wofür braucht man die Bürger in Stadtentwicklung?

Grundsätzlich das Programm „Soziale Stadt“ und auch das QM zielt darauf,
dass Wohnumfeld, also den Kiez, Quartier, zu verbessern in ganz
verschiedenen Bereichen. Und wofür, natürlich für die Menschen, die hier
wohnen, weil es geht um die Strukturen vor Ort. Und da sollte man natürlich a)
nicht an den Bedürfnissen vorbeiplanen und umsetzen. Deshalb es ist natürlich
wichtig Leute mit ein zu beziehen, damit man auch dir tatsächlichen Missstände
erkennt und gemeinsam diskutiert und dann eben Lösung findet, weil nur top
down irgendwas am Reißbrett entwerfen und umsetzen verfällt natürlich
manchmal das Ziel und wichtig ist dann auch Akzeptanz und Umsetzung
dadurch auch zu stärken.
—

—

Aber sie haben keine speziellen Kenntnisse und Erfahrung.

Das stimmt. Dafür gibt’s andere Profis. Es ist ganz oft so, dass verschiedene
Perspektiven das Prozess erst überhaupt bereichern. Die Leute die eben
beruflichen Expertisen reinbringen, aber auch die Leute, die einfach durch ihr
tägliches Erleben, im Alltag, von den eigentlichen Mängeln oder auch
Ressourcen berichten können und die eben ihren ganz anderen Einblick auf
das Thema haben aber teilweise auch vielleicht besser Bescheid wissen.
Beispielsweise, in der Schule, in der Bildung einfach aus der eigene Erfahrung
heraus, warum das und das nicht funktioniert. Das ist schon sehr wertvoll.
—

—

Wer sind die Mitglieder des Quartiersrats?

Das ist natürlich ein wichtiger Punkt, der in vielen Quartieren Probleme
bereitet insofern, dass es nicht die Bewohnerschaft repräsentativ widerspiegelt.
Bei uns in Quartiersrat haben wir aktuell 16 Mitglieder. Vor 1 Jahr hatten wir
noch 20. 4 sind mittlerweile ausgetreten einfach wegen Umzug oder weil sie
viele andere Dingen zu erledigen hatten und nicht regelmäßig teilnehmen
konnten. Wir haben eine Mindestanzahl, die ist bei 15 für unser Gebiet, weil wir
ein sehr kleines Gebiet sind, wir haben 6 000 Einwohner. Und dabei muss die
Zahl der Einwohner die Mehrheit haben, mit mindestens eine Stimme. Und
maximal darf es 25 sein. Es ist aber auch nicht sehr realistisch für unser Gebiet.
Wir haben über 60%, also knapp zwei Drittel von Türkische Bevölkerung. Und
im Quartiersrat ist ein türkische Man vertreten und eine Frau, die ist allerdings
als starker Partner für die Wohnungsbaugesellschaft DGWO vertreten. Aber die
Einwohner Vertreter spiegeln nicht unbedingt den Durchschnitt der
—
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Quartiersbevölkerung, was hat man ganz oft. Und das Quartiersrat ist eher
weiblich geprägt, und das sind meistens Frauen zwischen 20 und 40 und ein
Paar engagierte Ältere dabei und das sind Deutsche mit deutsch Hintergrund
—

Versuchen Sie diese Situation zu verändern?

Es ist immer unser Ziel und auch Herausforderung noch mehr mit den
verschiedenen Communities in Kontakt zu kommen. Wir haben natürlich
Kontakt, haben jeweils Multiplikatoren, über die gehen dann beispielsweise
Infostreuen, aber es ist eben ganz oft so, dass QM an sich wird einfach von
vielen als sehr bürokratisches Gebilde wahrgenommen und es geht auch für
Quartiersratsitzung, weil es eben nach diesem deutschen bürokratischen
Schema verläuft, man hat die Tagesordnungspunkte, man muss regelmäßig
teilnehmen, wenn man Mitglied ist. Als erstes wird am meistens das Protokoll
vom letzten Mal besprochen. Das sind einfach so sehr viele Regularien,
natürlich versuchen wir trotzdem diese angenehmer und interessanter zu
machen. Aber sowas schreckt natürlich viele ab. Und wir haben auch sehr
diskussionsfreudige Menschen, was super ist, weil dann kommt man viel ins
Gespräch, aber manchmal diskutiert man auch stundenlang und über das
Grundsätzliche. Und ich glaube, dass die neuen Leute, die dann dazu kommen,
die werden durch sowas natürlich leichter abgeschreckt. Daher ist unsere
Aufgabe als Quartiersmanager so etwas gut zu moderieren, dass alle Leute
willkommen fühlen und mitarbeiten möchten und eigentlich braucht es aber
auch noch niedrigschwelligere Angebote zum Mitmachen. Dass man sagt, dass
„Ok, das sind diese Gremiensitzungen einmal im Monat abends“. Sondern das
es auch unregelmäßige Teilnahme möglich ist, dass man mal gehen kann und
mal nicht. Da haben wir verschiedene Wege um einfach Kontakte zu knüpfen
und dadurch, dass die Leute mal spontan reinkommen können. Da hatten wir
beispielsweise ein Kiezrundgang zum Thema „Gärten“ und da hatte ich ZB
Sommerangebote zu 3-4 öffentliche Gärten hier im Kiez. Daran haben natürlich
die Akteure teilgenommen und die anderen, die für Thema interessiert sind.
Und das ist ganz schöner Anlass ins Gespräch zu kommen, die Leute zeigen
selber ihre Aktivitäten, gleich Interesse tauschen darüber aus. Darüber haben
wir auch E-Mail Verteile an allen Interessierten. Aber es gibt auch das Problem
mit E-Mail Verteile. Einige Leite kommuniziert nicht so gern per E-Mail. Es geht
ganz viel über den direkten persönlichen Kontakt. Und Sprache ist auch immer
so ein Faktor, weil nicht alle sprechen so gut Deutsch.
—

—

Wie erfahren die Bewohner von ihrer Arbeit?

Wir fangen mit dieser E-Mail Verteile an, dann 1,2,3 thematische
Unterverteile, z. B. im Garten. Oder Akteure aus dem Bildungsbereich, wobei
sie eher Professionelle sind von den Kitas, von den Kindergärten, Schulen und
Vereine, die im Bildungsbereich aktiv sind. Die versorgen wir so mit Infos. Dann
haben wir das Schaufenster, das sehr gut genutzt wird. Davor stehen immer die
Leute, da hängen wir immer alles Aktuelles hin. Dann haben wir in der
Einrichtung, selber verteilen wir unsere Flyer und im Rahmen von öffentlicher
Aktionen versuchen wir auch im öffentlichen Raum präsent zu sein. Aber dieser
—
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Fluss von Information ist definitiv ein Problem. Wir haben leider keine
Kiezzeitung, beispielsweise, hatten einige, aber nicht mehr förderfähig, können
wir nicht mehr finanzieren. Wenn wir auch jetzt ein Projekt finanzieren zum
Thema „Verbesserung des Informationsflusses“, was nicht nur Info über unsere
Arbeit betrifft, sondern auch zu Angeboten, Einrichtungen, was machen
Projekte, wo finde ich die Unterstützung, auch weil wir nicht so viele Angebote
haben. Das ist das Problem. Einige Leite wissen gar nicht mehr und Andere
sind gar nicht informiert und das versuchen wir gerade anzugehen.
—

Was ist die Motivation der Leute?

Es gibt einige, die sich seit vielen Jahren engagieren, die seit 8-10 Jahren im
Quartiersrat mit dabei. Die haben einfach tatsächlich das Interesse den Kiez
voranzubringen, sie wollen das machen, wollen alle Möglichkeiten der
Beteiligung nutzen. Ich denke, das ist die Hauptmotivation. Es gibt immer mal
wieder die Leute, die sich davon Förderung für eigene Projekte erhoffen. Das
steht oft als Trugschluss heraus, weil wer Mitglied des QR ist, kann nicht selber
Projekt beantragen. Und wenn es auch die Diskussion über dieses Thema geht,
wenn es Konkretisierung eines Projektes geht und wenn klar ist, dass die oder
derjenige sich darauf bewerben möchte, dann sollte die oder er nicht daran
teilnehmen. Jetzt eine ist ausgetreten... sie hatte gute Projektideen ist aber
zurzeit so, dass sie nicht förderfähig. Deswegen hat sie ausgetreten, weil sie
nur daran Interesse hatte und wollte nicht weitermachen. Schade. Sie hatte
tatsächlich türkische Hintergrund.
—

Wollen die Leute nur Probleme aus einige Erfahrung lösen oder denken
sie auch von anderen? Kann man sagen, dass z. B. die Interessen von
türkische Bewohner sind nicht verteidigt?
—

Klar sitzt jeder mit seiner eigener Perspektive da drin. Aber auch da gibt es
unterschiedliche Perspektiven, auch Leute, die trotzdem breiteren Blick haben.
Wir haben aus der türkische Community Leute drinsitzen. Und natürlich mit dem
Quartiersrat diskutieren wir die Bedarfe und die Schwerpunkte für Projekte
festlegen. Aber die Bedarfserhebung findet nicht nur im QR statt. Das machen
natürlich auch wir, wir tauschen uns mit den Einrichtungen aus. Letzte Monate
war sehr intensive Phase der Bedarfserhebung, wo wir die Bewohnerbefragung
gemacht haben. Alle zwei Jahre machen wir das. Wir befragen nicht nur direkt
die Einwohner, sondern auch im Netzwerk Frage erheben und diskutieren, mit
einzelnen Einrichtungen direkt um wie es aus ihrem Blickwinkel die Bedarfe zu
erfahren. Das passiert natürlich auch, dass alles fließt zusammen ein.
—

Es gibt 5 Handlungsfelder und in diesem Jahr ist das so, dass im Juni das
Integriertes Handlungskonzept fortgeschrieben wird. Wir müssen es
aktualisieren und einreichen. Und das ist immer die Basis für alle Projekte, die
gefördert werden sollen. Das heißt man muss alles vorarbeiten, muss alle
Bedarfe erfassen und konkrete Vorschläge machen, die müssen dort schriftlich
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fixiert sein. Und dann können sie gefördert werden. Wir haben alle mögliche
Bedarfe gesammelt, im QR präsentiert und dann kommen die Ergänzungen von
Mitglieder.
—

Wie oft wechseln die Mitglieder des QR?

Wir haben jede 2 Jahre eine Wahl, aber es gibt die Leute die sich schon
mehrere Jahre engagieren, einige Neue kommen dazu. Man hat im Verlauf
diese 2 Jahre einen gewissen Verlust, einfach, weil die Leute am Anfang sich
begeistern und möchten sich engagieren und danach nicht. Oder sie umziehen
oder schaffen es nicht mehr weiter.
—

—

Welche Bedarfe haben die Leute in ihrem Kiez?

Es gibt ganz verschiedene Sachen. Einige sind alltagsnäher, die andere
vielleicht ferner. Was im Rand der Bewohnerbefragung immer wieder kommt ist
solche Themen wie Sicherheitsgefühl im öffentlichem Raum, wir haben hier
Dialer und Drogenszene auch. Großes Thema ist immer Sauberkeit, dass es
nicht so viel Müll und Hundekot auf der Straße. Das ist ein ganz ganz großer
Punkt. Dann eben Informationsfluss verbessern, wie erfährt man von was. Dann
haben wir im Bildungsbereich relativ viel, das ist jetzt nicht so oftmals vom QR
kommt, von Einwohner. Also, von Einwohner kommt dann eben auch, die
Schulen weiter verbessern, aber geht’s eben aus unserer Sicht und der
Bildungsexperten vor allem darum, die Eltern mehr einzubeziehen mehr für den
Bildungsregierer Kinder interessieren, mehr mit den Eltern zusammen zu
arbeiten, weil es da es eine Distanz gibt. Diese schulbegleitende Lehrhöfen,
Prüfungsvorbereitung ist ganz wichtig. Und zum Thema Nachbarschaft es gibt
ein wichtiger Punkt, wir haben Bewohnertreff, der war auch finanziert von QM.
Es ist jetzt ausgelaufen und da sollen bessere Räumlichkeiten gefunden
werden und idealerweise auch ein Bewohnerbeauftragter, der das koordiniert
und die Einwohner selber unterstützt. Und grundsätzlich ganz wichtig Stärkung
der nachbarschaftlichen Beziehung, Dialog und Abbau von Vorurteilen. Wir
haben eine ganz bunte Mischung von Leute, alle möglichen Hintergrunde:
kulturell, altersmäßig, religiös. Was bereichert, aber auch viele Vorurteile
schafft. Das sind die Hauptpunkte.
—

—

Und welche Projekte gibt es um diese Probleme zu lösen?

Die grünen Kärtchen sind die Projekte, die jetzt laufen. Z.B. Ganz wichtiger
Projekt ist Zukunftswerkstatt, das gestartet im November letzten Jahres und
wird bis 2016 laufen. Das ist ganz breiter Beteiligungsprozess um auch noch
mehr Einwohner miteinzubeziehen, die dann auch zusammenzubringen mit
Mitarbeitern aus Verwaltung, mit den Einrichtungen usw. Da geht es darum
eben zusammen noch mal verschieden Themen zu stoßen, gemeinsam zu
bearbeiten die ihnen wichtig sind und Ziel ist dann auch langfristig engagierte
Gruppen zu finden. Da gibt’s ganz gute Erfahrungen aus den anderen QM und
da findet das Zukunftswerkstatt als 2tägige Workshop Ende Mai statt. Und
—
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vorher gibt es verschiedene Vorbereitungstreffen auch öffentliche Aktionen um
darauf aufmerksam zu machen und danach werden die Arbeitsgruppen und
Ergebnisse daraus weiter begleitet.
—

Wie viele Projekte realisiert man pro Jahr?

Früher gab es mehr Projekte, weil die Mittelvolume kleiner waren. Das heißt,
aus dem Gesamtbudget konnten mehr kleinere Projekte gefördert werden und
seit 2014 gibt es veränderte Rahmenbedingungen der Senatsverwaltung und
Bundesprogramm „Soziale Stadt“. Und jetzt werden vor allem über den
Projektfond mehrjährige größere Projekte gefördert. Da hat man so im Schnitt
drei neue Projekte im Jahr. Man hat immer pro Jahr ein Budget und für drei
Jahre kriegt man das Geld.
—

—

Das heißt, dass Projekte am meistens groß und seriös sind?

Es hängt vom Projektform ab. Wir haben z. B. Aktionsfond für kleine
Aktionen, die von Einwohner durchgeführt werden. Z.B. Aktionstag „Wir machen
unser Kiez sauber“, oder im letzten Jahr hat eine Einwohnerin mit Kinder
zusammen Schokoladentafeln hergestellt und dann diese Tafeln in
Seniorenheim geschenkt haben. Es gibt noch den Netzwerkfond, der fördert die
Projekte, die in mehreren QM laufen. Für bauliche Sachen gibt es Baufond, für
Renovierung der Schulen usw. oder aktuell wollen wir den Platz hier vorne die
Sitzmöblierung ändern, Bänker anders anordnen. Es ist auch ein langer
Wunsch der Bewohnerschaft.
—

—

Wie läuft das ganze Prozess von Projektrealisierung?

Wir reden jetzt über den Projektfond. Also, am Anfang die Bedarfserhebung
steht, die fortlaufend immer passiert in allen unseren Gesprächen, aber jetzt
schwerpunktmäßig für das neue Konzept. Die Bedarfe werden abgestimmt mit
allen wichtigen Partner, mit der Verwaltung, mit dem QR und Ämter und dann
im Integrierter Handlungs- und Entwicklungskonzept. Und da ist schon klar
welche Prioritäten für die nächste 3 Jahre gesetzt werden. Z.B Beteiligung
erhöhen und Bildung. Und dann wird im QR besprochen „ok, welche
Schwerpunkte wollen wir bearbeiten?“. Und dann entscheiden die Mitglieder,
dass sie Ausstattung in den Kindergärten verbessern wollen. Und dann wird
vom QR beschlossen „so und so Mitteln zur Verfügung gestellt werden“. Und
dann erarbeitet man die Eckpunkte für Projektwettbewerb, legt das Budget fest,
schreibt den Ausschreibungstext und der wird dann veröffentlicht auf unsere
Webseite, wir verschicken auch die Verteile. Und dann zur Frist guckt man, wie
viele Konzepte sind eingetroffen und dann wird das in die Steuerungsrunde,
das ist wo das QM-team zusammen mit einem Vertreter aus Senatsverwaltung
und Bezirksamt. Wir sitzen da drin und dort wird geschaut, ist das alles
förderfähig und dann wird geguckt welches Konzept ist das Beste, welches
erhält den Zuschlag und diese Entscheidung wird in der so genannte
Erweiterungssteuerungsrunde getroffen. Das sind wir, Senat, Bezirk, Vertreter
—
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vom QR und Fachämter aus der Verwaltung. Z.B für ehrenamtlichen
Engagement kann man Amt für Soziales mit reinnehmen, die sich mit Themen
Nachbarschaft und so befassen.
—

Wer denkt diese Konzepte aus?

—

Die eingereicht werden?

—

Ja.

Na ja, das ist oftmals Vereine, die im Bereich aktiv sind, manchmal ist das
Einzelperson oder einfach der Zusammenschluss der Personen, die sagen „ok,
wir möchten das zusammen anbieten“. Und die gehen meistens...es gibt viele
Leute, die interessieren sich für Projekte und die gehen regelmäßig alle
Wettbewerbe alle Ausschreibungen durch und sagen „ah ja, das ist in dem Feld
das ist unser Gebiet, da reichen wir Angebot ein, das würden wir gerne
machen.
—

So viel ich verstanden habe, QR verteilt nur die Probleme, die es im
Kiez gibt und dann die anderen Leute denken daran, wie kann man sie
lösen oder?
—

Na ja, es geht schon...Also, es ist nicht nur sozusagen das Thema
ehrenamtliches Engagement und für Projektwettbewerb diese Eckpunkte, wo
wir sagen „ok, das und das ist die Rahmen“, da geben wir schon was vor auch
mit dem QR. Z.B. Ich kann Ihnen mal nachher den Ausschreibungstext geben,
damit Sie sehen was festgesetzt ist. Ich kann Ihnen auch gerne einen Ablauf
geben Förderung eines Projektes, von der ersten Bedarfsdiskussion bis zur
Projektdurchführung. Da steht z. B. Drin, Ziel ist das einerseits die Bedarfe zu
erheben, wo wird das ehrenamtlichen Engagement als Unterstützung benötigt,
bei einer Einrichtung, Einzelperson usw. und welche Person möchte sich
engagieren, dass man die sozusagen erfasst und zusammenbringt. Die
Ehrenamtlichen sollen qualifiziert sein, sollen begleitet werden, das sollen
nachhaltig gesichert werden und das weitergeht. Und das ist schon vorher
definiert und dann kann sich eben jemand, der Interesse daran hat, kann sich
dazu weiter Gedanken machen und sagen „ok, aufgrund meiner Erfahrung
möchte ich das und das machen“ oder „ja, ich habe schon eine Kooperation mit
den und den Einrichtungen hier im Kiez“ legen sie Kooperationsvereinbarung
vor und sagen „mit dem und dem habe ich gesprochen und wir könnten uns es
so und so vorstellen“. So läuft das.
—

—

Ja, aber diese Person ist nicht aus dem Rat?

Ne, wenn man selber in QR ist, darf nicht selber die Projekte durchführen.
Also, die starken Partner schon. Beispielsweise die AWO ist auch hier im QR
vertreten und die führten das Projekt „Lange Tafel der Kulturen“ durch. Das
schon, aber als Einzelperson kann sie keinen Fördernehmer sein. Weil es eben
nicht die Situation sein soll: man geht rein um Geld für eigene Projekte zu
kriegen.
—
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Aber ich finde es nicht schlecht, wenn man eigene Projekte realisiert.
Warum ist das so?
—

Es kommt ein bisschen auch daran oftmals, sind ja schon relativ komplexe
Vorhaben, die auch schon Koordination und Expertise in dem Bereich
brauchen. Das heißt, es ist auch...ein Projekt, was 60 000 Euro für 3 Jahre
bereitet so eine Einzelperson... es ist ein bisschen schwierig, die vielleicht gar
nicht im Berufsfeld tätig sind. Klar, wenn es eine Person ist, die im Bereich
Projektmanagement und Bildung tätig ist und die daran Interesse hat, dann darf
sie in Diskussion von so etwas beteiligen. Aber so die Projekte sind nie
Einzelperson. Am meistens das sind Projektteams, wenn die selbständig tätig
sind ist das so ein Zusammenschluss, weil das so ein bisschen anspruchsvoller
ist. Und ich muss auch ganz ehrlich sagen, die Bürokratie, die auch damit
verbunden ist, die ganzen Anträge...da braucht man schon ein bisschen
Erfahrung und lange Atem.
—

—

Sind diese Projektteams bezahlt?

Die bekommen ja Geld. Wie gesagt, ehrenamtliches Engagement... ich habe
jetzt die genaue Summe nicht im Kopf... sagen wir mal 60 000 Euro insgesamt
für die 2-3 Jahre. Und klar, große Halb ist ja dann meistens Personalgeld für die
koordinierende Stelle. Das ist ja ganz oft in den Projekten, dass Personal das
größte Budget hat.
—

Sie haben gesagt, dass sie viel mit Senat und Bezirksamt
kommunizieren. Inwiefern sind sie unabhängig?
—

Unabhängig sind wir natürlich nicht, weil wir davon finanziert werden. Und wir
handeln im Auftrag der Senatsverwaltung für Stadtentwicklung. Es gibt
Bundesprogramm „Soziale Stadt“, die hat bundesweit QM eingerichtet in
sogenannten benachteiligen Gebieten. Die Mittel setzen sich aus verschiedene
Geldgeber zusammen: EU, Bund, Land etc. Es ist natürlich klar, wenn die Mittel
aus dort kommen, es ist nicht unabhängig. Man handelt im Auftrag, natürlich
versuchen wir immer in unsere Rolle quasi so als Mittler und
Netzwerknotenpunkt allen Seiten gerecht zu werden und zu vermitteln und
Interesse auch zusammenzubringen und die dann auch adäquat zu vertreten.
Das auf jeden Fall schon, aber wir sind wie gesagt Auftragnehmer der
Senatsverwaltung, auch des Bezirksamtes, deswegen gibt es ja diese
Steuerungsrunde, wo wir uns einmal im Monat absprechen.
—

—

Und wie oft sagt die Verwaltung die Projekte ab?

Na ja, das passiert schon mal, wenn aus ihrer Sicht keine Prioritäten da sind.
Da muss man dagegen argumentieren, wenn wir davon überzeugt sind, dass es
definitiv notwendig ist. Gute Argumente bringen. Und das wird im QR diskutiert,
weil da werden endlich die Mittel festgesetzt und die Themenschwerpunkte.
Aber, klar, aus ihrer Sicht gibt es natürlich auch Schwerpunkte und da
versuchen wir natürlich allen Seiten gerecht zu werden. Wir sitzen so ein
—
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bisschen zwischen zwei Stühlen: wir sind nicht die und wir sind nicht die,
müssen versuchen, dass allen recht zu machen und gut zu vermitteln, dass
man gut zusammenkommt. Und manchmal sind dann alle unzufrieden (lacht),
gehört aber auch bisschen dazu. Aber oftmals schafft man die Sachen
anzustoßen.
—

Können Sie irgendwelche Beispiele geben?

Mmm... Beispielsweise, na ja Stichwort Wünsche und Bedarfe. Genau, der
QR hatte sich ausgesprochen für nachbarschaftliche Begegnung und wollte
unbedingt so eine Art Kiezkinoevent hier durchführen auch als Gegenpunkt zum
kommerziellen Openairkino. Und wir waren schon in Gespräch mit
Kirchengemeinde und hatten das Konzept Kino in der Kirche im Kopf. Der
Kirchenvorstand hat sich zugestimmt, QR hatte sich sowieso dafür
ausgesprochen und wir waren ganz enthusiastisch. Da hat einfach
Senatsverwaltung gesagt „dafür gibt es keine Mittel, weil es einfach in
Rahmenbedingungen passt. Es ist zu viel Entertainment“. Klar, der Logik kann
man auch folgen, aber es war trotzdem Wunsch des QR und das führt zu dieser
ersten Frage zurück: „Was sind so Wünsche und Utopien?“. Also, ich wünsche
mir meinen schönen Kiez und was sind dann eben die Bedarfe auf so etwas
andere höhere Ebene, die vielleicht von den einzelnen Personen so
wahrgenommen werden aber trotzdem da sind und eingegangen werden
müssen. Und das ist genau das Beispiel, wo Verwaltung klar abgesagt hat. Und
da konnten wir schlecht gegen argumentieren.
—

—

War es irgendwann ungerecht?

Ich persönlich kann nicht so beurteilen. Ich bin hier erst seit einem Jahr. Im
letzten Jahr hatten wir Kirchenkino nicht geklappt und für diese lange Tafel der
Kulturen haben wir sehr lange kämpfen müssen, aber wir haben es geschafft
(lacht). Weil eigentlich Feste sind auch nicht so wirklich gewünscht und
förderfähig. Aber es dient ja auch anderen Zwecken: Abbruch von Vorurteilen
usw. Und wenn es von den Einrichtungen und Vereine getragen wird um die
dann auch bekannter werden, dann muss man die Umwege finden und dann ist
das förderfähig.
—

—

Wie sind Sie hier gekommen?

—

Ich habe mich beworben. Ich bin Geographin.

—

Also, es ist nicht unbedingt, dass hier nur Soziologen arbeiten?

Es gibt drei Hauptstudienrichtungen, die im QR am meistens vertreten sind:
Geographie, Stadt und Regionalplaner und Soziologie. Also Politikwissenschaft
geht auch.
—
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Appendix IV. Interview guides (Russian cases)
For a resident
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.

27.
28.
29.

Сколько вы здесь живете? Почему?
Общаетесь ли вы с соседями?
Есть ли у вас общие интересы?
Решаете ли вы совместно какие-то задачи?
С какими проблемами сталкивался в последнее время ваш район?
Расскажите историю конфликта.
На каком этапе вы включились в него?
Почему?
Кто состоял в вашей инициативной группе?
Было ли у вас распределение обязанностей?
Были ли среди вас пассивные люди? Как вы на это реагировали?
Были ли среди вас лидер(ы)?
Какими способами вы пытались решить проблему (суд, жалобы,
петиции, открытые письма, обращение в СМИ)?
Какие аргументы вы использовали?
Проводились ли публичные слушания?
С какими органами вы контактировали (город, район, муниципалитет)?
Каким был этот опыт?
Взаимодействуете ли вы с муниципальной администрацией? Если да,
то как? Если нет, то хотели бы?
Был ли у вас прежде подобный опыт проявления гражданской
инициативы?
Привел ли этот опыт к новым знакомствам, сотрудничеству или
приятельским отношениям?
Если да, продолжаете ли вы сотрудничество в решении других
вопросов?
Знаете ли вы людей, которые занимаются благоустройством района?
Какие формы управления домами практикуются в вашем районе?
Приводит ли это к возникновению каких-то инициативных групп?
Что изменилось после этого случая? Какие выводы вы сделали?
Прибегали ли вы к помощи городских общественных организаций,
консультировались ли с жителями других районов города, которые
сталкивались с похожими проблемами?
Вы хотели бы принимать участие в развитии своего района? Если да,
то каким образом?
Хотели бы вы влиять на решения, принимаемые местными властями
по вопросам развития района?
Чего вам здесь не хватает? Как бы вы хотели преобразовать свое
место жительства?
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For an expert
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.

Расскажите о себе и вашей организации.
Расскажите краткую историю конфликта.
На каком этапе вы включились в него?
Почему?
Каким образом вы принимаете в нем участие?
Взаимодействуете ли вы с органами власти (местными, городскими)?
Если да, то как?
Как вы взаимодействуете с местными жителями?
С какими проблемами вы сталкиваетесь?
Кто и как вам помогает?
Расскажите о прошлых опытах участия в подобных процессах.
Каковы предпосылки позитивного исхода?
Какие инструменты наиболее эффективны?
Как вы оцениваете возможности гражданского участия в политике
городского развития в Петербурге?
Какими бы вы хотели их видеть?
Знакомы ли вы с опытом гражданского участия других городов, стран?
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Appendix V. Example of an interview transcript
(Russian case)
Saint Petersburg, 10.05.2016
NB, resident of „Dachnoe” municipality
— Сколько

вы уже живете в этом районе?

Всегда. Если мне 47, 46 живу. До этого я жила на Декабристов, в
коммунальной квартире.
—

—

Вам нравится там жить?

Когда расселяли, как рассказывали мои родители, это казалось, что это
настолько далеко... потому что Декабристов - это Мариинский театр. Тогда
казалось, что выселяли на выселки. Ничего там не было, была просто
деревня. Никакой социальной структуры, ничего там не было. Но в более
сознательном возрасте я вспоминаю, что детство было счастливым,
потому что рядом был замечательный парк, лесопарк, росли грибы и
ягоды. Но он сильно пострадал.
—

—

А с соседями вы общаетесь?

Само собой, я вообще-то председатель совета дома. У нас дом не
особо большой.
—

—

А чем занимается совет дома?

Он сейчас мало чем может заниматься, на самом деле, потому что у нас
забор стоит в трех метрах от нашего дома. С одной стороны, и с другой
стороны земельный участок передан застройщику якобы под реновацию,
но на самом деле они делают уплотнительное строительство. Мы сейчас
боремся с властями и с застройщиком. С ним, правда, в меньшей степени,
потому что застройщик делает ровно столько, сколько ему позволяет
власть. По сути дела, есть такое мнение, что это аффилированная с
правительством и поэтому...
—

—

То есть совет дома – это как ТСЖ?

Нет, это то, что предусмотрено жилищным законодательством. Каждый
дом обязан у себя организовать совет дома, чтобы более напрямую
доносить до органов власти те проблемы, ну, более концентрировано, на
боле грамотном техническом уровне. Проблем, на самом деле, выше
крыши, потому что у нас коррупция в городе не только в строительном
бизнесе, но и в жилищном. Жилкомсервисы... я тоже сейчас занималась
этим вопросом, пыталась разобраться с оплатой за коммуналку. В том
числе в законодательном собрании говорят, что все фирмы
аффилированы правительством. То есть добиться от них ничего
—
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невозможно. Отмыв денег. Завышенные платы, платим за те услуги,
которые мы не получаем. Например, земельный участок домам не
принадлежит, город выделяет муниципалитетам деньги на уборку этой
муниципальной земли, но еще попутно с нас взимается в розовых
квитанциях. Добиться ничего невозможно, даже при тех положительных
ответах прокуратуры, что незаконно... добиться отмены или возврата
денег невозможно. Но за каждую сумму ходить судиться невозможно.
—

Как долго вы уже состоите в совете дома?

Советы домаб они недавно стали организовываться в нашем квартале...
ну, можно сказать, спровоцированные организации самой ЖЭС, когда
начались проблемы с уплотнительной застройкой в нашем квартале... то
ли три года назад мы его создали.
—

—

То есть кто был инициатором?

ЖЭС, жилищно-эксплуатационная служба, через которые идет оплата.
Есть ТСЖ, это когда у тебя дом в частной собственности целиком. А ЖЭС
– это когда дом принадлежит государству, и только квартиры в нем
принадлежат гражданам. По жилищному кодексу, якобы нам принадлежит
еще и… чердаки и подвалы, в моем доме такой проблемы вроде как нет,
но я знаю, что в городе есть очень много инициативных групп, которые
борются именно с тем, что власти продают эти помещения общего
пользования. В нашем случае это оказалась придомовая территория.
—

—

А как вы стали председателем совета дома?

Ну, поскольку я такая тетенька активная, а граждане у нас обычно в
нашем городе, как показывает практика, никто ничего делать не хочет. И
поэтому все с радостью делегируют эти полномочия кому угодно: «Лишь
бы не я, меня со своим телевизором оставили бы в покое».
—

—

Вы сами на это вызвались?

Не могу сказать, что я сама на это вызывалась. Я считаю, что вообще
такой общественной деятельностью должны заниматься мужчины
исключительно.
—

—

Почему?

До того, как я начала заниматься вообще уплотнительным
строительством, я занималась йогой, но постепенно это сошло нет. Если я
до этого вставала в пять утра и пела ОМ, то сейчас я в пять утра сажусь и
успеваю до семи утра написать прокурору, губернатору, вице-губернатору,
в несколько комитетов, еще и в министерство, и в Думу. Получается, что
на йогу времени не остается, потому что этот процесс... кажется, что вот
завтра это все закончится, что мы выйдем в суд, выиграем – и все
закончится. Но когда мы выиграли первый суд и отменили
—
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градостроительный план и разрешение на строительство, власти выдали
такие же повторно. Мы повторно оспорили эти документы. Мы удивились,
как это такое возможно, а они сказали: «Поскольку у вас происходит
реновация квартала, то она действует на основании проекта планировки
территории всего квартала, и мы будем выдавать эти документы до той
поры, пока будет проект планировки». Мы пошли, оспорили проект
планировки квартала. Верховный суд удовлетворил наши требования в
ноябре прошлого года, а органы власти перед этим успели выдать еще раз
такие же документы, и мы по третьему разу делаем все то же самое. Мы
не можем понять, то ли это несовершенство законодательства, то ли это
коррупционный сговор, и предполагаем, что это и то, и другое. Имеет
место быть толкование законов в свою пользу. С такой формулировкой,
что это реновация квартала, улучшение жилищных условий, и это не
может считаться уплотнительным строительством. И после этого власти
не отвечали на наши письма.
—

Скажите, пожалуйста, как вы вообще включились в этот конфликт?

Мои профессиональные знания, опыт... видя, что происходит вокруг,
просто решили изначально разобраться, что это действительно
уплотнительное строительство, что в нормативах прописано тридцать
метров между зданиями, а когда тебе строят в десяти метрах – это
вызывает удивление. Тем более, когда возле дома был пруд, и органы
власти его проигнорировали, составляя документацию, не включили его.
На месте пруда был дом. И мы думали, мы одни раз обратимся, напишем
первое письмо. Может быть, случайно так получилось... и мы встретились
с такой стеной коррупции. До десяти судов только было, по-моему, только
о том, есть этот пруд или нет. При том, что забор строительный стоит
буквально к воде, нам утверждают, что пруда нет. Маразм такой,
наглость...
—

—

То есть вы стали организатором инициативной группы?

Не знаю, там была еще девушка молодая... началось как переписка с
органами власти, мы стали коллективные письма слать. Я вообще-то
никаким написанием писем до этого не занималась, ну, практически. А
когда стали составлять письма, я информацию первую просто в Интернете
запрашивала. И я копировала образцы обращений и редактировала.
Потому что вообще не понимала изначально, как этим заниматься. Мы
искали каких-то людей, которые в городе позиционировали себя как
градозащитники...
—

—

То есть вы сразу начали обращаться к кому-то за помощью?

Конечно, к органам власти, в ЗАКС, уже раньше наш депутат Сергей
Никишин, который возглавляет комиссию землепользования и застройки в
нашем городе и считается профессионалом в этой отрасли... до этого наш
квартал принадлежал ему, и вдруг накануне этой реновации наш квартал
—
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переадресован депутату Милонову, который имеет весьма сомнительную
репутацию в городе. И теперь все утверждают, что Милонов отказывает
некоторые услуги продвижения компании Воин-В. Недавно слушался закон
о зеленых насаждениях, и именно Милонов исключал из нашего квартала
зоны зеленых насаждений гектарами просто. То есть налицо
коррупционная составляющая.
—

Из кого состоит ваша инициативная группа?

Если смотреть ту группу, которая на тот период была создана в
Интернете, там сейчас больше чем 1000 человек. Но реально людей,
которые этим занимаются, человек десять-двадцать от силы. Это так по
всему городу...
—

—

Как вы между собой взаимодействуете?

Обычно мы собираемся больше даже не с членами этой группы, а
больше... это вот как раз Николай Лаврентьев… это те люди, которые не
являются юристами, но много лет занимаются градостроительными
вопросами... Это узконаправленные знания.
—

—

А есть среди вас какое-то распределение обязанностей?

Люди, как правило, писать письма никто не может и не хочет. Мало того,
что люди у нас катастрофически не хотят думать, включать мозг люди
просто не хотят. Им кажется, что это как-то просто должно получиться. Вот
мы сейчас попросим, и оно само случится. Люди живут каким-то своим
советским прошлым, либо, наоборот, кто-то настолько не верит власти,
настолько не доверяет... вот у меня соседи, которые имеют такое же
образование, что и я, они отказались заниматься чем-либо... просто
немножко подергавшись и узнав атмосферу, они сказали, что "(имя), там
крышует мафия, бандиты, мы заниматься этим не будем". Сейчас есть
люди... тот же Милонов в Смольном заявил Баланюк ликвидировать. И
мне об этом сообщили, я писала письма. Просто на совещании в
Смольном. Они считают, что... и такую информацию распространяют
между жителями квартала... поднимая недовольство среди жителей
пятиэтажек, не давая им реальных знаний о положении вещей. О чем мы
как раз вчера в Смольном говорили, я просила, чтобы в СМИ хотя бы
освещали, хотя бы в печатных изданиях, есть же бесплатные газеты
городские... чтобы реальные сведения о программе, которая проводится,
социальная программа, передали в руки застройщику и инвестору.
—

А проводились ли публичные слушания? С вами обсуждался
проект реновации?
—

Дело в том, что, когда эти слушания проводились, в тот момент я еще не
принимала участие в этих действиях, только мои соседи приходили и
подписи собирали. Моя подпись там есть. Жителями соседних домов был
составлен перечень тех проблем, которые нас ожидают, при том, что не
—

100

WP 2016-03

Working Papers
Centre for German and European Studies

учли отсутствие социальной инфраструктуры, что пруд предполагалось
засыпать и строить на пруду... все те проблемы, которые жители на двух
листах изложили, все это сейчас мы видим. И сам Смольный все это видит
и не знает, что делать.
—

То есть ваше мнение все-таки выслушали...

Но они не учитываются, это ситуация не только у нас, но вообще в
нашем городе у всех такая проблема, потому что я знакома с разными
инициативными группами города, такая проблема у всех. По закону, ты
можешь подать заявление, но, как правило, город реагирует только на
любые, даже самые фантастические, предложения инвесторов. Доходит
до того, что в Верховном суде представители КГА заявили, что никто не
жаловался и замечаний не давал. Такие нелепости.
—

—

Какие методы вы используете в борьбе с застройщиком?

Все методы уже изложили и систематизировали... это и «Живой город»,
и «Красивый Петербург», и группа «ЭРА». В основном это пикетирование,
если до этого можно было, закон позволял собирать митинги. Но сейчас
законодательство ужесточилось, и у людей все меньше возможностей хоть
как-то противостоять. Потому что люди боятся... реально боятся власти,
считают, что неадекватные меры пресечения элементарно за то, что люди
защищают свою собственность. У нас нет никаких политических
требований, мы защищаем свои дома от разрушения, за то, что нам бьют
сваи, и по стенам идут трещины. Реально жилой фонд социальной
программой "улучшение жилищных условий" доводят до состояния
несоответствия всем нормативам.
—

—

Но все-таки что вы делали: ходили в суд...

Суды – да, народные сходы, то есть на сегодняшний день
законодательство позволяет людям без плакатов собраться в одном месте
и обсудить свои проблемы, это без громкоговорителей. Это
пикетирование... люди выходили из ситуации такие образом: через
пятьдесят метров можно друг от друга стоять в одиночку с плакатом. То
есть люди разбивали по пятьдесят метров Невский проспект и
пикетировали таким образом. Также пикетировали прокуратуру с
одиночными пикетами, Смольный...
—

—

В федеральные органы власти вы обращаетесь?

Конечно, в Москву, это Министерство, у нас есть в городе комитет по
охране памятников и его управление Министерства культуры находится в
Петербурге. Туда мы периодически обращаемся, также к представителю
президента. Или напрямую в приемную Путина, что совсем... я вот с
сомнением отношусь к этой приемной Путина в Москве, я туда даже
ездила. И очень разочарована, потому что, по сути дела, у меня был
единственный вопрос: "Почему у нас не исполняются решения судов", - и
—
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представитель там уже это был главный специалист, он только увидел
решения судов, он меня выставил за дверь, сказав, что у них решения
судов не оспариваются. Со мной даже не стали разговаривать. И ответ
был настолько глупым и некомпетентным... я считаю, ее нужно вообще
закрывать и людям мозг не морочить. Потому что все, что они делают, это
направляют запрос в СПб. Им отвечают любую ерунду.
—

Какие методы наиболее...?

Ну, вот последнее время что у нас наиболее часто практикуется, ну, вот,
например, пикетирование: либо орган власти, либо Смольный. У нас за это
время сменилось три вице-губернатора, курирующих строительную
отрасль. Метельского мы пикетировали, стояли с плакатами "Долой
Метельского", года два мы стояли против Оганесяна, и, слава богу, его уже
тоже больше нет. Сейчас, я считаю, достаточно грамотный и знающий
человек стоит, Албин. Но даже если бы он и хотел решить какие-то
вопросы, я думаю, что один человек в нашем городе проблему не решает.
Органы власти, я считаю, это организованное общество, сама система
власти в городе… это муниципалитеты в нашем случае, как мы полагаем,
буквально вчера увидели статью на Фонтанке о том, что Сагалаев уже
десять лет возглавляет МО, является бандитом. Все недовольны... эта
горизонталь власти ничего не делает, только отмывает деньги, потом
районная администрация то же самое: никаких полномочий, никаких
возможностей. По сути дела, какая-то прослойка, которая сидит на наших
налогах. Либо одну, либо вторую надо просто убирать как
паразитирующие организации совершенно бесполезные. У нас они вчера
пришли, и своим мнением районная администрация отменяла решение
судов, то есть это вообще фантастически. У нас судебная система
считается высшая система. Отменить решение суда может суд, а у нас
приходят чиновники мелкого уровня и заявляют, что решение суда больше
не действует. Мы будем задавать вопросы на прямую линию Путина, когда
это закончится. А потом у нас комитеты, в городе их сорок, я полагаю, что
их тоже нужно как-то сокращать, как минимум вполовину. Потому что
каждый занимается пришиванием одной пуговицы. И в целом никто
вообще систему не видит, никто не знает, что делает сосед.
—

—

Что из ваших действий было наиболее эффективным?

Пикетирование, если не считать решения судов, которые обязаны
исполнять, но у нас органы власти занимаются тем, что-либо самовольно
трактуют их в свою пользу, либо сводят на нет. Мы надеемся сейчас
достучаться до президента, потому что за такие вещи по рукам нужно
давать однозначно. Одиночные пикеты, митинги даже не знаю в какой
степени... ну, СМИ обязательно как бы, даже если это одиночный пикет.
Даже сама прокуратура говорит: "Делайте ситуацию публичной", - потому
что, если эта переписка идет между органами власти и тобой, будут
отвечать такую... ерунду, что потом просто прекращают общаться. Еще
—
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можно через законодательное собрание переписываться, просить
депутатов, которые как бы лучше всего не являются депутатами "Единой
России", чтобы они от своего имени...
—

А кто из политиков вам помогал?

Чаще всего это депутаты ЗАКСа, обращаемся в либо комитет
землепользования и застройки, партия "Справедливая Россия" и "Яблоко".
А то, что на федеральном уровне, сейчас мы тоже активно обращаемся...
Здесь инициативные группы все по городу делятся информацией, какие
депутаты более быстро и качественно делают запросы и от которых можно
ожидать... Ну, на сегодняшний день уже приходим к тому пониманию, что
надо как-то менять законы, чтобы сами граждане могли напрямую
обращаться и в Думу, и в ЗАКС с законодательными инициативами,
потому что те инициативы, которые у нас сейчас выдвигают депутаты, они
просто немыслимы. Как, например, Милонов.
—

—

А я так и не поняла, кто из жителей вас поддерживает?

Из жителей, как правило, очень мало людей, которые что-то пишут. У
меня был ряд людей по один-два человека от дома, просто люди не
вовлекаются в эти процессы, как я сказала, либо считают это бесполезным
заведомо, ну, либо просто люди... не то что неграмотны, но не умеют
составлять заявления и не хотят в этом разбираться. Я тоже не умела, но
у меня было желание, я в этом разобралась. У меня были юристы из
соседнего дома, ну, пожилые люди на пенсии, они тоже вели довольно
активную переписку и в суды выходили, но они были по определенным
участкам проиграны, и они очень усомнились вообще в возможности чтолибо в нашем государстве чего-то добиться, и люди в общем-то
профессионалы отказались от дальнейших действий. Из соседних домов у
меня были граждане, у которых маленькие дети, и когда пошли угрозы от
того же Милонова. Были какие-то расправы осенью... люди отказались,
сказали, что не будут... потому что хотят жить, и вообще у них дети. Еще
не все готовы на такую продолжительную работу. Многие говорят, нам
легче пойти и сломать забор, нежели вести переписку там, тем более как у
нас она продолжается уже четыре года. Но власть меняет законы под
себя, поэтому я все больше убеждаюсь в том, что в нашем городе решить
что-то очень сложно. Сейчас также говорят, что так поменяли выборное
законодательство, что процентов 80 будет от Единой России, и тогда
вообще будет блокирована любая инициатива. Мы вообще в ужасе.
—

—

А вас что побудило ввязаться в это?

Никто не думал, что это будет так долго. А потом как-то уже по принципу
"бросить жалко – тяжело нести", то есть уже столько сил вложено...
—
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То есть с муниципальной властью вы никак не взаимодействуете?

Есть определенные жители, как раз председатель совета соседних
домов. Они некую переписку ведут с Сагалаевым, с МО Дачное, что-то
можно от него иногда... ну, ограду вокруг дома с него стребовать, но не
более того. То есть совершенно бесполезный орган власти. Люди написав
одно-два заявления, они просто поражены и говорят, это бесполезно.
Очень большой процент населения, особенно мужского населения.
Женщины еще более... если мы сейчас смотрим статистику по
инициативным группам города, это в основном женщины после сорока до
пятидесяти, мужчин практически по пальцам сосчитать можно.
—

—

Вы общаетесь еще с другими ИГ?

Конечно, обязательно. Хотим устроить скоро совместную акцию в
защиту зон зеленых насаждений, чтобы каждый на своем объекте провел,
на своем объекте. Ранее мы неоднократно так же проводили пикеты у
администрации, писали совместные заявления в органы власти, чтобы
было видно, что мы действуем в едином ключе, что это не просто какомуто кварталу не нравится, что это действительно общегородская проблема.
—

А жители вашего района каким-то образом принимают участие в его
развитии? Благоустройством?
—

У нас есть рядом парк федерального значения, то там также
инициативные группы города устраивают субботники довольно
часто. Потому что туда приезжают люди со всего города, устраивают там
пикники, мусорят, бомжи там селятся... Я лично писала два года в органы
власти. В основном есть такие инициативные группы, которые называются
"Мусора нет", "Красивый Петербург"...
—

Но это городские, а в вашем районе жители занимаются чем-то
подобным?
—

В моем доме точно нет, и в соседних домах тоже нет, и, насколько я
знаю ситуацию в городе, она везде почти одинаковая. Мне совет дома
даже не собрать, вешаешь объявление о внутридомовой проблеме,
переплата за отопление и даже на это люди... ну, приходят одни и те же, с
которыми ты и так каждый день общаешься по телефону. Это члены твоей
ИГ, которые и так всегда с тобой.
—

—

То есть в принципе конфликт не сплотил жителей?

Наверное, все-таки сплотил. Все друг друга в домах, как правило, уже
знают, знают кто чем занимается, и когда сейчас у нас уже возникла
жесткая ситуация, когда начался такой захват и уже прямой конфликт с
застройщиком, то у нас в основном откликнулись пенсионеры наши старые
совсем пожилые люди, выходят и пикетируют в течение всего дня. Нам во
многом даже помогли инициативные группы города, которые приехали и
—
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организовали нам такие дежурства. То есть они научили людей, в течение
десяти дней стояли вместе с нашими жителями, учили составлять списки
дежурных. Но в основном все равно добиться от людей желания
разобраться в вопросе и вести переписку даже на минимальном уровне
очень низкое...
—

Как вы думаете, почему так?

Сложно сказать, я так подозреваю, что все считают, что у них нет
времени. Он считает, что время есть у кого угодно, но только не у него.
Хотя я людям уже много раз объясняла: у всех есть телефон. Я выхожу из
дома, у меня рядом парк федерального значения, в нем паркуются
машины. Я фотографирую и отправляю в комитет по охране памятников и
буквально можно написать три предложения. Пока я еду десять минут в
транспорте, я успеваю написать в КГИОП: "В сотый раз вам сообщаю, что
парк незаконно используют под парковку". Там не надо писать огромные
письма.
—

—

Вы собираетесь дальше проявлять гражданскую инициативу?

Думаю, что просто взять и в один момент кончить... за четыре года такой
опыт приобрели бесценный, никогда раньше не интересовался
устройством государственной власти, именно какие существуют органы и
структура, вертикаль власти, вообще мне и в голову не приходило никогда
оспаривать действия либо прокуратуры, либо полиции мне казалось это
вообще невозможно. Но вот общаясь столько лет с градозащитниками, я
перестала боятся обращаться, составлять эти заявления, и поняла, что
надо не просто писать... Говорят, что на Западе достаточно просто в
муниципалитет, что тебя не устраивает, как устроен твой двор, где
находится помойка, а где дорога, то органы власти разобьются в лепешку
и будут пытаться решить твои проблемы. Тем более если это вообще
противоречит законодательству. А у нас как бы совершенно по-другому.
Конечно, когда я столько информации узнала. Бросить это в один
момент... ну, и злость, злость к органам власти. Они существуют на наши
налоги, нас обманывают и обкрадывают... когда ты понимаешь, что чужая
рука в твоем кармане.
—

А каким образом вы хотели бы принимать участие в развитии
города, района?
—

Надо менять законы, я вижу только в этом как бы... во-первых, должна
быть ответственность конкретного чиновника за его действия. Должны
быть наказания, если судом установлен факт, что незаконно выданы
разрешения и подлоги внесены в закон, виновный человек или группа этих
чиновников должны быть наказаны. Иначе этому вообще конца нет.
—

Вы хотели бы взаимодействовать как-то с органами власти, с
муниципалитетом?
—
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Ну, поскольку у меня неприятие именно этого муниципалитета, я считаю
его бандитской организацией, то на таком уровне я с ними общаться не
могу. Но теоретически... я затрудняюсь сказать, потому что надо убрать
либо районную, либо муниципальную власть, потому что они друг друга
дублируют. То есть одно нужно убрать, а с оставшимся можно будет вести
переписку и чего-то добиваться. Я вообще не обращаюсь в районную
администрацию, потому что это бесполезно. Нужно сразу идти на уровень
ЗАКСа, либо уже вице-губернатор. Потому что у нас ситуация вопиющая, и
на уровне районной администрации, тем более муниципалитета, ее не
решить. Когда мы обращались в МО, нам там сказали: «У нас нет никаких
полномочий». А когда мы посмотрели в прошлом году, сколько денег
выделяется нашему МО на какие-то наши нужды, это несколько
миллионов. Встает вопрос, а куда же они делись. И оказывается, что они
какие-то аффилированные фирмы создают, куда устраивают своих
родственников.
—

Как вы считаете, нужно ли привлекать жителей к решению
городских проблем?
—

Конечно. Сегодня нет возможности чего-то добиться от органов власти,
кроме как коллективно. И почему мы вынуждены обращаться в разные
районы города к друг другу, инициативные группы. У нас много горячих
точек, и в каждой точке по пять-десять человек. Люди объединяются и из
разных районов друг другу помогают, а остальные просто сибаритствуют,
все говорят: «Мы очень заняты». Как ни придешь к ним подпись собирать,
все телевизор смотрят. Просто поражает такая тупость людей.
—

А как вы думаете, чем жители могли бы быть полезны в городском
развитии?
—

Каждый житель как раз, в этом-то, наверное, и смысл, и на Западе так
происходит... человек видит, что его не устраивает, и, как правило, люди
очень болезненно реагируют на изменения. Сегодня мне на работе
рассказывали, что у кого-то под домом сделали парковку и провели к ней
дорогу, и все этим недовольны, но дальше этого недовольства дело
никуда не идет. Люди почему-то не считают, что это от них зависит, хотя,
во-первых, если, например, ситуация... вот мы пошли вчера в Смольный
докладывать о нашей проблеме. Чиновник высшего уровня, от которого
зависит решение нашей проблемы, получает информацию от своих
подчиненных, либо в специально утрированном виде недостоверные
сведения. И донести до него эти достоверные сведения можем только мы,
о том, что у нас такие проблемы и что чиновники низшего звена его просто
обманывают. Только жители сами могут выявлять... если бы у нас тут
была какая-нибудь Западная Европа, там таких проблем нет, а у нас тут
даже СМИ блокируют. У нас 23 квартала в городе проходят реновацию,
информации об этом вообще нет никакой.
—
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Appendix VI. Observations
Observation of NM-meeting of NM Mariannenplatz (O1)
A lot of newly-elected members. At the beginning of the meeting, managers
give each of them a floor, asking the question “Which topics do concern you?”,
but a lot of people are reluctant to express their thoughts.
Present people: 5 men, 8 women, a black woman, two women with
headscarves, quite many young people.
The coordinator from the administration is also present.
The atmosphere is unconstrained and friendly
The room has a lot of colourful posters, pictures and drawings, which resemble
methods of work with children.
There are obvious leaders who talk much more than others.
There is a discussion between members of QR and managers, the latter try to
convince residents.
Voting. Residents complain that there is little time to decide, but they are forced
to decide because otherwise money wont be available anymore. They also
claim that his pressure influences their decision.
Managers play a big role in the discussion and strictly moderate the meeting.
Observation of NM-meeting of NM Magdeburger Platz (O2)
Overwhelmingly elderly people are present
The topic of the meeting is elimination of neighbourhood management and
participants discuss opportunities of further financing of the neighbourhood
newspaper. In particular, it is planned to use advertisement as main source of
financing. A separate topic is also apartment burglary, several cases of which
occurred on the street with most expensive apartments.
Managers almost do not talk, the greatest role in discussion belongs to
residents. The discussion is very clear and well-structured, participants talk with
big awareness of neighbourhood issues.
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