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I foregaende kapitel »Tre bostadsomraden: Olika typer av governance» fokuserade jag pa de
typer av partnerskap som utvecklats till f6ljd av den s k. trygghetsvagen i samhdillet. I detta
andra kapitel inom disciplinen arkitektur/planering undersoker jag temat invanarnas
medverkan i partnerkap for trygghet. I vilken utstriackning dr invanare involverade i
partnerskapen? Pa vilka sitt dr de inblandade? Finns det grupper som istillet dr exkluderade?
Och varfor &r dessa fragor viktig att belysa ur ett arkitektur- och planeringsperspektiv?

Bakgrund

I en kritisk granskning av stadsférnyelse, har planeringsforskaren Murray Stewart och
Marilyn Taylor hidvdat att aven med en lang tradition av medverkande hyresgister, saknar
hyresgisterna fortfarande till stor del kontroll dver den lokala servicen. De fann dessa
omstidndigheter problematiska, speciellt i skenet av att nya omradesbaserade
partnerskapsinitiativ ofta leder till nya sitt att hantera lokal administration. De kritiserar ocksa
att det i diskussionen om »empowerment» ofta saknas analys av maktforhallanden (Stewart &
Taylor 1995). Taylor diskuterar ocksa hur lokala strategier for att tackla problem med social
exkludering kan forhalla sig till styrande organ pa alla nivéer i samhéllet. Hon framhaller
behovet av en mer sofistikerad forstaelse for maktaspekter, vilket forutsitter en grundlig
granskning av skillnaden mellan representativ och deltagande demokrati (Taylor 2000; 2003).

Denna fraga har diskuterats dven i Sverige. Statsvetaren Ingemar Elander fokuserar pa
partnerskapet som planeringsideal och som dominerande styrningsmetod 1 Europa under det
senaste artiondet — bland annat som ett resultat av Agenda 21-6verenskommelsen och
Habitat II-agendan. Eftersom han &r starkt kritiskt till denna utvecklig presenterar han tre
normativa slutsatser. For det forsta skall partnerskap, eller andra typer av governance, aldrig
ersitta regering och liknande institutioner — detta maste 6vervakas av representativa organ.
For det andra bor partnerskap aldrig fa mojlighet att utestéinga redan utsatta grupper. For det
tredje maste transnationella partnerskap som uppstatt som ett resultat av t.ex. Agenda 21 eller
Habitat IT kompletteras av traditionella politiska strukturer. Dessutom maste det alltid finnas



en levande diskussion om vem som skall delta, och vem som &r ansvarig, i ett sadant
arbetssitt (Elander 2002).

Hur forhaller sig dé deltagandeplanering med invanarna som aktorer, och sirskilt med tanke
pa exkluderade grupper, till omradet arkitektur och planering? Faktiskt finns det en ambition i
Sverige att vidga vyerna kring arbetet med utformning av bostadsomraden till att inkludera
dven etniska och ekonomiska integrationsfragor (SOU 2003). Denna strdvan r ett resultat av
att Sverige mot slutet av nittiotalet var klassat som det mest segregerade av alla OECD-
lander, sa tillvida att de mest utsatta bostadsomradena i Sverige dven hade den storsta delen
av invandrarna (Regeringens proposition 1998). Den svenska regeringens forslag att bredda
planeringsfragorna till att dven inkludera etniska och socioekonomiska aspekter dr en
nyckelfraga i min forskning: Hur kan arkitekter och planerare i sina yrkesroller bidra till en
sadan utveckling och vilka dr forutsdttningarna for detta?

De allvarliga problemen med social exkludering och stigmatisering av vissa fororter i Sverige,
liksom i manga andra lénder, har gjort denna fraga mer och mer akut. Det handlar som bekant
inte bara om 6kade klassklyftor, utan den ekonomiska segregationen sammanfaller 4ven med
etnisk segregation samt med plats — d.v.s. manga omraden dar invandrare och flyktingar bor
ar stigmatiserade. For arkitekter och planerare ér detta av speciellt intresse, eftersom en stor
del av miljonprogrammet enligt branschorganisationer maste renoveras inom fem ar
(40%=350 000 ldgenheter) och en lika stor del till inom tio ar, av energiméssiga skil och som
en f6ljd av naturligt underhallsbehov (Industrifakta 2008). I samband med renoveringar
genomfors ofta stora planeringsprojekt for infrastrukturen i omradet, eftersom den
funktionella stadsplanen fran 1960- och 70-talen manga génger anses vara orsaken till savil
sociala som andra problem. Samtidigt rader stor bostadsbrist i storstdderna i Sverige, vilket
Okar behovet av fortitning, savil i stadskdrnor som i fororter. Dérfor finns det anledning att
tro att det snart kommer en byggboom i miljonprogramsomraden som vi maste vara beredda
att mota.

Ur ett globalt perspektiv dr tankegangar kring mangkultur i relation till arkitektur och
planering inte ett nytt koncept. Till exempel har planeringsforskarenLeonie Sandercock
papekat att sociala, rumsliga och fysiska aspekter inte integreras i ordinarie
planeringsprocesser (1998) och med exempel fran en rad andra linder presenterat optimistiska
argument for en ny, banbrytande planeringsprocess som tar hansyn bade till etik och mangfald
(2003).

Innan jag fortsétter diskussionen kring kulturella aspekter och invénarnas deltagande i
planering, granskar jag det empiriska materialet 1 detta projekt samt det teoretiska ramverk
som legat till grund for analysen. Efter det kommer svar pa den fraga som fokuseras i detta
kapitel: I vilken utstrackning var invdnarna varit involverade i partnerskapen? Som beskrevs i
foregaende kapitel (11), utférdes denna del av undersokningen av de tre fororterna i form av
fallstudier (Flyvbjerg 1998; Stake 2006) med fokus pa aktiviteter som partnerskapen varit



delaktiga i. Analysen baseras pa information fran flera olika kéllor och datamingden &r
densamma som i forra kapitlet.

Teoretiskt ramverk for analys

De teorier om governance som anvints vid analysen (se t.ex. Healey 1997; Woltjer 2000;
Elander 2002) ir i stort sett desamma som i foregdende kapitel. Hér presenteras
kompletterande material som anvénts for att analysera former for invanarnas medverkan och
analys av social exkludering.

I samband med att statsvetarenIngemar Elander diskuterar olika modeller av partnerskap — de
som framjar kommersiella intressen; de som uppritthaller myndigheters paverkan; de som
later vissa invanargrupper paverka beslutsfattande; och slutligen de som strévar efter att
inkludera mélen om hallbar utveckling — foreslar han ett antal forskningsfragor att beakta vid
studier av partnerskap (Elander 1999: 334):

* Vilka aktdrer ingar i partnerskapet och vilka intressen representerar de?

* Vilka mal och strategier formuleras i partnerskapet?

* Hur forhaller sig dessa mél och strategier till de mél och strategier som formulerats av
riksdag, kommunfullméktige och andra demokratiska organ?

* [ vilken utstrackning &r grupper av medborgare som inte kan raknas till samhéllets
eliter representerade i1 partnerskapet?

* Vilka argument for deltagande i partnerskapet fors fram av de olika aktorerna?

* Vad astadkoms av partnerskapet i form av synergieffekter, tillvaratagande av olika
gruppers intressen etc?

* Innehaller partnerskapet ndgra mekanismer for att utkrdvande av demokratisk ansvar?

Dessa fragor har varit i fokus vid analysen av invanarnas roll i de undersokta partnerskapen i
de tre stadsdelarna. Nedan presenteras en kort beskrivning av invanarnas deltagande i
partnerskap och annan samverkan i de tre stadsdelarna. Vidare diskuteras vilken form av
invanardeltagande som har funnits.

Invanarnas deltagande i Biskopsgirdens partnerskap

I Biskopsgarden var invanarna direkt involverade i »Nya bostédder i Biskopsgarden». Det var
ett kort projekt som pagick under en tremanadersperiod, dir tjugo avlonade vuxna och
ungefér hundra av ldrarna handplockade skolbarn deltog. Syftet var att de boende skulle ge
stadsbyggnadskontoret forslag till platser att fortéita pa, sa att de kunde ingd i dessprogram for
nya bostdder i Biskopsgarden. Deltagarna hade friheten att presentera slutresultatet som de
sjdlva ville.



Jag konsulterades av stadsdelsforvaltningen och fungerade som projektledare for
vuxengruppen, vilket innebér att det vid studierna av detta partnerskap fanns inslag av
aktionsforskning vid empiriinsamlingen (Stenberg 2009). Stadsdelsforvaltningen gjorde en
offentlig utlysning om boendes mojligheter att delta i1 projektet och alla som anmilde intresse
for att fa vara med antogs. Dessutom handplockade stadsdelsforvaltningen fler deltagare sa att
gruppen etniskt, alders- och konsmassigt skulle bli mer representativ for stadsdelen. Dock var
gruppen inte vald av medborgarna och representerade dérfor inte stadsdelens boende 1 formell
bemairkelse. Noteras bor vidare att 4ven om stadsdelsforvaltningen tog hinsyn till
demokratiska aspekter nédr gruppen sattes samman, var inga invanare medlemmar i sjilva
partnerskapet, d.v.s. de deltog inte i arbetet med att engagera projektledare och andra
invanare.

Ett intressant resultat &r att det inte fanns nagon samstdmmighet i invanargruppen kring
etniskt eller ekonomisk boendeintegration, eller nér det géller att virna om utstdtta grupper
som missbrukare. Vissa argumenterade for integrering, medan andra gjorde sitt bista for att
Overtyga de Ovriga att acceptera en »not-in-my-backyard»-strategi. Noterbart &r att inte heller
den aktor fran stadsdelsforvaltningen som var aktiv i partnerskapet, trots sin formella plikt att
svara for samtliga invanares intressen, lade sig i denna diskussion om social exkludering.

I detta partnerskap fanns vildefinierade motiv for invanardeltagande. Dessa formulerades av
stadsdelsforvaltningen, som understrok att den hade regeringens och kommunens uppdrag att
utveckla deltagandedemokrati som ett led i strivan efter en hallbar utveckling och att
information fran och deltagande av invanarna var nodvindig for att kunna styra i rétt riktning.
Detta understoddes dven av stadsbyggnadskontoret, men hir var det priméra att fa
information fran invanarna. Det »ldarandeperspektiv» som lyftes fram av bada dessa aktorer
var alltsa att kommunen behover kunskap fran invanarna for att sedan sjdlv, pa sin egen
kammare, kunna gora ett program den sjélv tyckte var bra for stadsdelen. Dock var
stadsbyggnadskontorets tjanstemin inte beredda att inga i en larandeprocess i syfte att
fordndra sin roll som professionella, alltsa att borja arbeta pa ett annat sitt i ndra samverkan
med boende. Stadsdelsforvaltningen framforde ytterligare ett argument: medborgarna maste i
framtiden delta mer aktivt i offentligt socialt arbete, annars kommer inte samhdllet att klara av
kostnaderna for den allt dldre populationen — eftersom skattetrycket inte kan okas ytterligare.
Om inte invanarna ges storre makt, kommer de inte att ga med pa ett sadant dkat deltagande.
Det maste finnas en »vinna-vinna» situation (Woltjer 2000), enligt detta resonemang.

Invéanare var dven direkt involverade som avlonade deltagare i »Lugna gatan» i
Biskopsgarden. Det tydligaste motivet for invanarnas deltagande kom fran stiftelsen sjélv,
som framhdoll att ungdomar som tidigare varit delaktiga i gdngkriminalitet har storre
mojligheter an medelalders socialarbetare att fa kontakt med och paverka ungdomar som
riskerar att hamna i kriminella gidng. Alltsa ett partnerskap som syftar till en »process av
overtalning och viljepaverkan» (Woltjer 2000). »The good guys» deltar och uppmanas att
hélla ett 6ga pé »the bad guys». Aven hir framholl man fran stadsdelsforvaltningen sida
vikten av medborgarnas deltagande i framtida offentligt socialt arbete. Genom detta



partnerskap skulle kostnaderna for att fa lugna gator bli ldgre, an om man anlitade filtarbetare
pa traditionellt vis. Anda fick man, enligt en tjinsteman i stadsdelsforvaltningen, ett minst lika
bra slutresultat. Detta sig man alltsi som en utpriiglad »vinna-vinna» situation. Aven
socialarbetare pa ldgre niva i stadsdelen sag fordelar med invanarnas deltagande men de
pekade mer pa ldarandeperspektivet. De framholl att det visat sig att ungdomar sitter inne med
mycket information om hur de offentligt anstéllda kan ga till viga, t.ex. for att bredda och
forstirka traditionella atgéarder. Dock ansag de att invanares deltagande i sa fall skulle vara ett
komplement och inte en ersittning for kommunala féltarbetare. De ansag det vara riskfyllt att
lamna Over ansvaret for filtarbete till outbildade ungdomar och poédngterade dven risken att
ungdomar frestades till kriminalitet genom att sammanforas med (fore detta) kriminella
ungdomar. Avslutningsvis ska ndmnas att invanarna som avlonades for att arbeta i »Lugna
Gatan» inte var medlemmar 1 sjélva partnerskapet.

Invanare deltog ocksa pa olika sitt i partnerskapet »Bo Bra», t.ex. genom arbete i grupper
med sdrskilda aktiviteter som utstéllningar eller méssor samt 1 schemalagda
trygghetsvandringar i bostadsomradet tillsammans med bostadsforetag. Dock deltog
invanarna inte heller hir som medlemmar i det partnerskapet. Aven i denna samverkan var
tjansteménnens uttalade argument for invanarnas medverkan att dessa skulle formedla
information — ett larandeperspektiv i fokus — men hér var det mer fraga om en dubbelriktad
process eftersom invanarna ocksa forvintades ldra sig hur anstillda pa bostadsforetagen och i
stadsdelen resonerar och lata sig paverkas att agera pa ett annat sétt, nimligen att verka for de
mal som Bo Bra satt upp for sin verksamhet. Foljaktligen kan detta partnerskap dven anses
vara en »process av overtalning och viljepaverkan».

Bo Bra var organiserat med en »ledningsgrupp» med en representant fran varje part, vilken
tog gemensamma strategiska beslut, en »styrgrupp» med operativ personal som skulle
omvandla idéer till aktiviteter, samt en »arbetsgrupp» som de facto utforde aktiviteterna. Idén
var dock att ldmna allt formellt beslutsfattande till respektive deltagande organisation — det
var upp till var och en av aktdrerna att leva upp till detta fortroende efter det att partnerskapet
enats om strategin. I viss utstrackning fungerade alltsa detta partnerskap bra med avseende pa
ansvarsfordelning, eftersom det fanns en utsedd person fran varje organisation (politiker fran
offentliga organ och beslutsfattare fran kommersiella foretag) som var ansvarig for
aktiviteterna inom Bo Bra. Men var deltagarna verkligen inforstadda med det? Och dven om
Bo Bra verkar ha varit organiserat i demokratisk anda med representanter fran
stadsdelsforvaltningen som fullvérdiga partner, togs kanske inte heller alla beslut pa ritt sitt.
Till exempel kom det speciella trygghetsprojekt som Bo Bra startade 2003 senare att »tas
over» av en konsult (samma som i de tva 6vriga omradena, se dven kap. 14) trots protester
fran stadsdelsforvaltningens representanter. Detta strategibeslut kunde tas vid sidan av de
normala procedurerna pa initiativ av ett allmédnnyttigt bostadsforetag i partnerskapet (Stenberg
2004: 164) eftersom det saknades en formell gemensam beslutsprocess i partnerskapet Bo
Bra. Senare ansag dock Bo Bra att det var bést att utat ge sken av att detta beslut tagits
gemensamt fran forsta borjan, kanske eftersom de ansag att de skulle nd hogre BATNA pa det



sittet.' Fortfarande kan man dock friga sig vem som egentligen bir ansvaret for att man lit en
konsult ta 6ver trygghetsprojektet.

Ett annat talande exempel pa oklar ansvarsplacering dr projektet »Ung och trygg». Detta
kommunala partnerskap, som inkluderade Framtiden, polisen, aklagarmyndigheten,
utbildningsforvaltningen och stadsdelsforvaltningar, och som skapades genom ett initiativ av
det kommunigda Framtiden, fanns inget medborgerligt deltagande. »Ung och tryggs»
uppdrag var att forhindra att ungdomar hamnar i gdngkriminalitet och man anlitade en fore
detta polis och sidkerhetsansvarig inom koncernen for genomforandet. Etableringen foregicks
inte av nagot beslut i kommunalfullmiktige. De politiker som var ansvariga for beslut inom
detta partnerskap representerade Framtidskoncernen. Aven om det till viss del 4r samma
personer som i kommunfullméktige, har de 1 den rollen inte samma uppdrag. Framtiden har
t.ex. inget ansvar att bevaka allménhetens intressen.

I partnerskapet »Fornyelse av Friskviderstorget» inbjods inte invanarna som partner — vare
sig de som bodde i omradet eller de som hade smabutiker runt torget. Det fanns ingen
offentligt uttaladt motivering till detta; snarare en tyst verenskommelse som ingen part fann
nagon anledning att ifrdgasitta. Invanarna blev involverade pa tva andra sétt. For det forsta
blev bade boende i omradet och butiksinnehavare inbjudna till ett mote for att informeras om
planerna samt komma med synpunkter pa dem. For det andra blev de intervjuade om sina
asikter i konsultens undersokning. Saledes kan invanarnas deltagande i detta projekt klassas
som en traditionell toppstyrd kommunikation. Detta géller dven »Det sociala
boendeprojektet» i Biskopsgarden, dér invanarna inte heller inbjods som aktorer i
partnerskapet. Dock kunde de & del av de lokala anslagen, om de organiserade sig i grupper.”
I inget av de beskrivna partnerskapen i Biskopsgarden kunde vi se att representanter fran
stadsdelsforvaltningen tog pa sig rollen att foretrdda de franvarande invanarna, eller de socialt
exkluderade. Bostadsbolagens hantering av bostadsrittsforeningarnas deltagande i Bo Bra kan
mojligen tolkas som ett sadant foretrddarskap — men inte fran myndighetshall utan fran
processledaren i Bo Bra. Vissa representanter for bostadsrittsforeningar fiallde nagra hogst
nedldtande, invandrarfientliga kommentarer pa ett méte under etableringsfasen av Bo Bra.
Aktorerna fran de involverade allmédnnyttiga bostadsforetagen, dir merparten av
hyresgésterna har utlandskt ursprung, ansag darfor att ett samarbete inte var majligt och brot
kontakten med dessa bostadsrittsforeningar. Formodligen var syftet att forhindra att Bo Bra
forknippades med strategier som 0kade den sociala exkluderingen.

1 e . . .
Processen och dess legitimering har tydliga paralleller i Gamlestaden, se kap. 14.
2 . . . . o . o
»Fornyelse av Friskvaderstorget» har, liksom manga av de partnerskap vi studerat, fortsatt efter det att vart
forskningsprojekt avslutats. I senare skeden har invanare involverats pa ett helt annat sétt men det ingar inte i

denna analys.



Invdnarnas deltagande i Gamlestaden

Om vi vinder oss till ndsta bostadsomrade hittar vi partnerskapet »Foreningen Fastighetsidgare
i Gamlegéarden» dir flera invanare var aktorer genom sina bostadsréttsforeningar, som var
fullvdrdiga medlemmar. De representerade invanare som dgde sina bostdder och hade ett
uttalat gemensamt intresse av att minska andelen »socialt boende» och kriminalitet utomhus 1
omradet. Hyresgésterna i de allménnyttiga bostdderna representerades endast av
fastighetsidgarna eftersom hyresgéstforeningarna inte erbjods till medlemskap 1 partnerskapet.
Fastighetségarnas argument for detta var att de inte ville favorisera de invanare som var
medlemmar i hyresgéstforeningen — utan att de ville representera alla sina hyresgéster i
egenskap av fastighetsédgare, eftersom detta var ett partnerskap for just dgare.
Stadsdelsforvaltningen var endast adjungerad medlem, vilket gjorde att detta partnerskap helt
saknade nagon aktor som hade till ansvar att bevaka intressen hos hela omradets befolkning.

Detta partnerskap kan ses som en kanal for vissa invanargrupper att paverka beslutsfattandet
(Elander 2002), namligen de som dgde bostadsritter. Vi bor i detta sammanhang paminna oss
att i ménniskors grundliggande behov av att kidnna ontologisk trygghet (d.v.s. formagan att
hantera hot och risker) kan individer inta olika standpunkter i olika situationer i stéllet for att
ha en fix roll. Identiteter och roller varierar stindigt 1 vardagligt socialt umgénge (Giddens
1984, 1997). Detta innebir att nér individen representerar en organisation, kan han
argumentera annorlunda kring trygghet och sékerhet dn han gor i egenskap av far/make/son 1
en familjesituation.

Enligt vad som ndmnts i tidigare kapitel, kan man se dven detta partnerskap som en process
av »overtalning och viljepaverkan» (Woltjer 2000), initierad av det allmédnnyttiga
bostadsforetaget, med privata bostadsforetag som en malgrupp, bostadsrittsinnehavarna som
en annan och de offentliganstillda i stadsdelen som en tredje. De privata bolagen dvertalades
att acceptera de »nya reglerna» som innebar att de inte kunde lata vem som helst fa kontrakt
pa en lagenhet. Bostadsrittsinnehavarna skulle finna sig i att bekosta vissa tekniska atgarder
som grindar, 1ds och portkoder for att halla »the bad guys» borta. Stadsdelsforvaltningen
skulle dvertalas att 1ata fragan om risken for Gamlestadens 6kade stigmatisering prioriteras
fore befolkningsansvaret, och att agera som om de sociala problemen férsvann om man
lyckades flytta dem bort fran det egna omradet (se vidare kap. 14)

Situationen var en annan i ett tidigare partnerskap som kallades »Gamlestadsradet». I detta
var stadsdelsforvaltningen inte bara fullvirdig medlem utan hade ocksa till stor del kontroll
over utvecklingen, och det var tydligt att iven de lokala politikerna var involverade. Anda
fordes ingen speciell talan for befolkningens intressen i detta partnerskap heller, och alla
medlemmar var eniga om malet att fa bort mycket av det »sociala boendet». Inga invanare var
aktorer 1 detta partnerskap, och inga roster for detta hojdes heller.

Eftersom stadsdelsforvaltningen var fullviardig medlem i »Gamlestadsradet», maste politiker
varit delaktiga i rorelsen att fa bort det »sociala boendet» — en process som alltsa startades



tidigt. Nar »Foreningen Fastighetsidgare i Gamlegarden» konstituerades under 2001, bildade
stadsdelsforvaltningen » Trygghetsgruppen» inom den egna organisationen — en grupp som
samarbetade under 16sa former med bl.a. »Foreningen Fastighetsdgare i Gamlegarden».
Trygghetsgruppen var alltsé inte ett partnerskap, utan snarare en del av ett samarbete mellan
stadsdelsforvaltningen, fastighetsigare, hyresgéstforeningar, park- och naturforvaltningen
samt trafikkontoret. Trygghetsgruppen kallades initialt for »Kortedalaprojektet» men
bendmningen forsvann sparlost med tiden och arbetet karaktiriserades som en vanlig
samverkansprocess utan uttalade overenskommelser om vilka parter som deltog. Syftet var att
verka fOr en ren, trygg och ménsklig stadsdel och verksamheten ledde t.ex. till ett samarbete
med moderbolaget Framtiden da invanarna klagade pa »socialt boende» som stérande i
omradet. Under 2006 utévade »Foreningen Fastighetsidgare i Gamlegarden» patryckningar pa
Framtiden, for att de skulle kopa fastigheterna och géra om dem till traditionella hyresritter —
saledes samma metod som anvints tidigare for att fa bort »socialt boende». I detta fall
framholl dock de lokala offentliganstillda som intervjuades att hyresgésterna inte flyttades
bort till andra stadsdelar utan erbjods mojlighet att hyra ldagenheter (med s.k. kommunalt
kontrakt) inom stadsdelen, men denna gang i utspridda lagenheter i stillet for koncentrerat till
vissa byggnader som tidigare varit fallet.

De flesta av de beskrivna partnerskapen hade ingen formell dppen beslutsprocess. Endast de
tre ideella sammanslutningarna hade en sddan demokratisk struktur. Men inte heller i dessa
fall var de formella beslutsprocesserna hos de involverade aktorerna transparent. Till exempel
var »Foreningen Fastighetsdgare i Gamlestaden» en ideell organisation med ett tydligt mal —
att gora grannskapet mer attraktivt ur fastighetsédgarnas synvinkel, bl.a. genom att gora sig av
med »socialt boende». Man skulle kunna forestilla sig att en sadan agenda hos en
kommersiell organisation i ett demokratiskt system skulle kunna ge upphov till en livlig
debatt inom myndigheter med ansvar for medborgarnas intressen infor beslut om social
exkludering. Men detta verkar inte ha skett — varken involverade politiker eller
offentliganstéllda synes ha framfort nagon kritik mot att malséttningen innebar social
exkludering. Det tyder pa att insyn och genomskinlighet inte kommer per automatik med med
de lagar och regler som finns idag géllande partnerskap.

Invinardeltagande i Gardsten

Som beskrevs kapitel 11 kan de flesta aktiviteter i Gardsten inte anses vara partnerskap enligt
Elandersdefinitioner (Elander 2002; baserat pa Bailey et al. 1995; och Rhodes 1997). Anda ir
det viktigt att inkludera sadana samarbeten i en analys som denna, eftersom de, som Elander
(2002) och Hetting (2003) papekat, kan misstas for partnerskap och dirmed automatiskt ses
som nagot positivt, da partnerskap ofta betraktas som en nodvind komponent i stravandena
efter visionen om hallbar utveckling.

Det mest omfattande invanardeltagandet i Gardsten var alltsa inte i ett partnerskap, utan i
styrelsen for Gardstensbostéder, ett allménnyttigt bostadsforetag dir hyresgéster var i
majoritet: fem av sex styrelsemedlemmar bodde i omradet (se dven kapitel X). Vidare har



invanare deltagit pa olika sitt i specifika projekt. I traditionella insatser, sésom Shine-
projektet, vilket erholl extra finansiering fran EU for att omforma vissa hus till ekologiska
miljoer, deltog manga hyresgéster i vissa beslut. Ett argument for detta, framfort av
bostadsforetaget, var att de som ett led i den allmédnna uppmaningen till 6kat demokratiskt
deltagande ville att hyresgédsterna skulle vara med redan fran borjan i processen for att
formedla hur de ville att deras hem skulle fordndras. Det fanns dock dven ingredienser av
»Overtalning och att paverka viljan» (Woltjer 2000) eftersom bostadsforetaget dven lyfte fram
att overgangen till en mer ekologisk livsstil krdver att mdnniskor omprovar sin vardagliga
livsforing. Exempelvis medforde individuell métning av vatten- och virmeforbrukning, att de
hyresgéster som hade hog forbrukning dndrade sitt sétt att leva — eller betalade mer.

Trygghetsgruppen i Gardsten var inte heller ett partnerskap, utan snarare en atgird av det
allminnyttiga bostadsforetaget som anstillde en grupp ménniskor, som bodde i omradet som
en social resurs for hyresgister som kénde sig otrygga. Trygghetsgruppen kunde t.ex. folja
med dem nir de skulle ga hem fran busshallplatsen sent pa kvillen.

De tva partnerskapen for trygghet i Gardsten — »Trygghetsradet i Gardsten» samt
»Brottsforebyggande radet for trygghet och hilsa i Gunnared» — deltog inga invanare direkt. I
det senare var stadsdelsforvaltningen medlem, majligen ocksa i det forra, men det blev inte
helt klargjort i intervjuer om sa var fallet. Medborgarnas intressen kan anses som mycket
skralt bevakade i dessa partnerskap. Stadsdelsforvaltningen beskrev detta i ganska harda
ordalag som att det allménnyttiga bostadsforetaget dikterade villkoren for utvecklingen och
att stadsdelsforvaltningen inte hade mojlighet att paverka — savida den inte gick med pa att
bidra till finansieringen. Och dven om den gjorde det i vissa fall, var det svart att fa nagot
inflytande pa det faktiska skeendet. Anledningen var det kommunala uppdraget till
bostadsforetaget att arbeta med okonventionella metoder i fornyelsen av Gardsten. De
offentliganstillda i Gunnared kénde att deras hénder var bakbundna, da de inte kunde ga emot
sina 6verordnade som satt denna agenda. Fragan dr vem som bevakar medborgarnas intressen
1 denna typ av samverkan.

I »Trygghetsgruppen» som drevs av bostadsforetaget, deltog invanare genom att de var
anstéllda av foretaget. Bostadsforetagets skél for denna satsning var att det skulle 6ka
hyresgisternas kénsla av trygghet. Men Trygghetsgruppen hade dven en kontrollerande
funktion d& man rapporterade om storningar i ligenheterna och andrahandsuthyrning utan
tillstand, information som skulle anvéndas av bostadsforetaget vid rittstvister om sa skulle
behovas. I ytterligare ett av bostadsforetagets projekt, »Jobbcentrum», deltog invanarna i syfte
att hitta ett arbete, ibland inom bostadsomradet (stddning, byggnadsarbete, tridgardsarbete
etc.) och ibland utanfor. Dessa projekt var inte partnerskap. Fran ett medborgarperspektiv kan
det finnas bade for- och nackdelar med sadana aktiviteter beroende pa hur de uppfattas av de
boende.

Ett partnerskap i Gardsten, i vilket invanare deltog, var »Seglingskurser». Detta var ett
partnerskap mellan det allmé@nnyttiga bostadsforetaget, ett seglingsséllskap vilket vanligtvis



attraherar ungdomar fran de rikare stadsdelarna i Goteborg, samt Goteborgs Rotaryklubb.
Enligt bostadsforetaget var huvudsyftet att forhindra att ungdomar hamnade i kriminell
verksamhet. Vidare hade man fokus pa att skydda det egna omradet; det skulle bli mer
attraktivt i Gardsten. Pa ett sitt kan detta partnerskap beskrivas som en »process av samarbete
och ldrande» (Woltjer 2000), eftersom de involverade aktorerna sikerligen larde sig mycket
av varandra om socialt utanforskap och stigmatisering. Men om man i stillet ser pa det i ljuset
av syftet var det snarare en process av »Gvertalning och viljepaverkan», eller, enligt Woltjers
terminologi, retorik for att paverka folks attityder och upptradande eller, som rittssociologen
Thomas Mathiesen (1989) kunde ha benamnt det, en dold disciplinering av ménniskor. De
som skulle fordndras var ungdomarna. Det allménnyttiga bostadsforetaget hade faktisk alltid
hédvdat att samverkansaktiviteter inom deras speciella politiska uppdrag inte bara géllde den
fysiska miljon utan dven sociala strukturer. Darfor kan man sdga, med Giddens, att de bade
utnyttjade sina allokativa resurser (paverkan fysisk miljo) och sina auktoritativa resurser
(paverka ménniskor). Uttryckt med Giddens terminologi reproduceras ocksa det sociala
systemet genom samverkan mellan minskligt agerande och samhillets struktur. Séledes
uppstar strukturer genom regler relaterade till resurser. Sadana regler &r ofta diffusa, dolda
och informella bestimmelser som utvecklats 1 vardagslivet. De flesta dr informella. Det som
ar intressant hér dr att finna de regler som formats av det allménnyttiga bostadsforetaget samt
att belysa hur dessa, tillsammans med resurserna, har reproducerat det sociala systemet.

Forutom att det sociala systemet reproduceras inom partnerskapet, dr det beroende av
legitimering fran allmdnna myndigheter — och, som nidmnts tidigare, verkar »partnerskaps-
eran» vara ett sitt att erhdlla en sadan legitimitet. De regler som faststilldes for
»Seglingskursen» innebar att vissa ungdomar exkluderades fran att delta i kurserna. Framfor
allt av sdkerhetsskal fick icke simkunniga inte vara med (i stéllet for att uppmuntras att lira
sig simma). Diskussioner angdende vad som var bra eller daligt inom projektet var starkt
relaterade till stigmatiseringseffekter i bostadsomrddet. Siktet var tydligt instéllt pa att gora
det mer attraktivt. Darfor var det inte de stokigaste ungdomarna som valdes ut, utan de som
antogs gora bist intryck. Detta forhallningssitt forsvarades med att »vi vill inte belona >the
bad guys«». Detta dr kanske en naturlig f6ljd av partnerskapets sammanséttning, da man inte
hade med négra representanter fran stadsdelsforvaltningen. Ingen stillde fragan: »Hur kan vi,
med tanke pa géngkriminaliteten, pa bésta sitt forhindra att just denna individ hamnar i en
forvirrad situation?».

Det allménnyttiga bostadsforetaget har instiftat fler regler som lett till social exkludering.
Policyn for uthyrning i omradet tillét inte hyresgdsterna att sjialva bestimma hur manga som
skulle bo i ligenheten utan fastslog ett maximum av tva personer (barn inkluderat) i en etta,
tre personer i en tvaa, , fyra personer i en trea, sex personer i en fyra samt atta personer i en
femma. Denna regel orsakade stora problem for familjer med manga barn eller nér ett storre
antal sléktingar ville bo tillsammans, eftersom det rader brist pa stora hyresldgenheter i
Goteborg. Speciellt somalier och romer har ofta stora familjer och anses vara de mest socialt
utestingda fran det svenska samhillet. Regeln mojliggjordes av det speciella politiska
uppdraget till det allménnyttiga bostadsforetaget. Faktum &r att denna regel reproducerades i
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det kommunala sociala systemet: Ar 2008 beslét kommunalstyrelsen att denna regel ska gilla
for alla allménnyttiga bostdder 1 Goteborg. Motiveringen var att det skulle hjélpa familjer att
»sdga nej» till slaktingar som anlédnder som flyktingar till Sverige och vill bo i deras hem.
Dock kvarstar problemet med brist pa stora ldgenheter i Goteborg.

En annan regel som det allmédnnyttiga bostadsforetaget forsokte instifta skulle ge dem makt
att vrika familjer med ungdomar som fillts for brottslighet i omradet. Det allmédnnyttiga
bostadsforetaget ansdg gillande lag otillracklig i detta avseende. De fokuserade pa problemet
att brottsoffer inte skulle kénna sig sidkra om de stotte pa forovare i omradet. Forslaget
overklagades till allt hogre instanser — en process som tar flera ar och som inte har lett till
ndgon fordandring sa hir langt — och under tiden har det inneburit en stor press pa vissa
familjer som ként ett stort tryck att flytta, och vissa har flyttat frin omradet. I ndgra fall var
ungdomarna det handlade om myndiga men foréldrar, syskon och andra sléktingar skulle dnda
bestraffas genom att tvingas flytta. I ett fall, for att undvika att bli utkastade, mantalsskrev ett
fordldrapar sin son pa dotterns adress i Biskopsgarden. Detta dr ytterligare ett exempel pa att
fokus pa det egna bostadsomradet inte tar hiansyn till 6vergripande familjemissiga eller
sociala perspektiv. Ingen stéllde sig fragan: »Hur kan vi, med tanke pa social exkludering, pa
basta sitt forhindra att just denna familj hamnar i en forvirrad situation?». »Saledes har
»allménhetens bista<, dtminstone delvis, jamstéllts med det mer egocentriskt goda hos
bostadsforetaget och hos staden» (Borelius & Wennerstrém 2009).

Som néamnts tidigare var det mest omfattande invanardeltagandet i omradet i
Gardstensbostiders styrelse, diar majoriteten av medlemmarna var hyresgister. De beslut som
jag redogjort for ovan togs alltsa av en styrelse dér invanarna var i majoritet. Enligt en av
invanarna som satt i styrelsen, kom forslaget till nya vrakningsrekvisit fran bostadsforetagets
VD och ledde inte till nagon speciell diskussion i styrelsen. Intervjupersonen sade att
invanarna i styrelsen tidigare hade uppmuntrats av sin ordférande (som dven var VD i
moderbolaget Framtiden) att mellan styrelsemdten diskutera problematiken sinsemellan for
att fritt kunna uttrycka sina innersta kénslor, och att diskutera speciellt kénsliga fragor dven
med andra hyresgéster. Men detta hade endast skett tva till tre ganger och fragan om vréikning
av familjer med straffade ungdomar hade enligt intervjupersonen inte tagits upp alls utanfor
styrelsemotet.

Ett sétt att forsta detta skulle kanske kunna vara att invanarna i styrelsen helt enkelt speglade
asikterna hos folk i allménhet: »not in my backyard«. Ett annat sétt att se det dr som ett
utmirkt exempel pa hur ménniskor intar olika roller i olika situationer, pa grund av det
ménskliga behovet av att kidnna ontologisk trygghet, d.v.s. en kénsla av att man kan lita pa
omgivningen och att det finns en mgjlighet att hantera hot och risker.

Giddens koncept nér det géller makt att paverka omgivningen, omfattar inte bara auktoritativa
resurser (som paverkar ménniskor) utan dven allokativa resurser (som paverkar den materiella
omgivningen). Gardsten dr kanske det mest slaende exemplet pa hur sociala och fysiska
atgirder gick hand i hand under reproduktionen av det sociala systemet. For det forsta
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transformerades omradet till att bli ekologiskt i och med Shine-projektet, dér
energibesparingar gjorde tydliga avtryck i den fysiska miljon. For det andra byggdes de Ostra
delarna av Gardsten om till en mer glamords omgivning, med stora terrasser, vilket var en
fysisk atgdrd som understoddes av en ny regel som stipulerade att de stora ldgenheterna
endast fick hyras ut genom nyinflyttning till omradet — i hopp om att attrahera svenskfodda
med fast anstéllning. Detta beslut togs av styrelsen dédr majoriteten alltsa bestod av invanare i
omradet. Det var till och med sa att det i uthyrningspolicyn understroks att intressenter med
professionella erfarenheter som kunde vara till nytta for Gardstens utveckling skulle ges
fortur. Detta var en mycket udda regel som ingen i de centrala eller vistra delarna av
Goteborg nagonsin hort talas om forut — varfor skulle ett bostadsforetag bry sig om vilket
yrke hyresgésterna hade? For det tredje revs en del av byggnaderna i omradet sa att man
sedan kunde bygga upp mindre kedjehus som séldes pa den 6ppna marknaden — formodligen
dven det for att attrahera »svensk» medel- och dverklass. Dessa olika atgérder
ackompanjerades av ett stort massmedialt padrag i syfte att stivja stigmatiseringen av
omradet.

I det hdar ssmmanhanget kan det vara intressant att nimna att fornyelsen av Gardsten har
vunnit flera pris for sitt arbetssitt. I en ekonomisk rapport, vilken hade stort inflytande pa t.ex.
arkitekter och planerare med sérskilt intresse for hallbar utveckling, hdvdades att de
omfattande investeringarna var starkt motiverade ur ett samhillsekonomiskt perspektiv dven
om de finansiella ramarna ur ett affdrsperspektiv inte var tillfredsstédllande (Lind & Lundstrom
2008). Dock behandlades inte den sociala exkluderingen, sa som den beskrivs i t.ex. detta
kapitel, 1 denna analys och det dr ddrmed inte mojligt att komma fram till huruvida férnyelsen
var i linje med visionen om héllbar utveckling eller inte.

Summering av invinardeltagande

Det kan vara svart att verkligen tringa in i denna empiriska genomgéang, om man inte kianner
till kontexten och namnen pa de olika partnerskapen. For att belysa materialet ytterligare har
jag sammanstéllt i en matris, med fokus pa det syfte for invanarnas deltagande som uttalats i
intervjuer och 1 andra delar av det empiriska materialet (Fig. 1). I figuren har syftet med
partnerskapet, eller andra former av samverkan, delats upp i olika typer:

Typer av invdnardeltagande

Informerande: Involverade som informatdr till myndigheter eller bostadsforetag
Social utformning: Involverade i utformningen av den sociala miljon

Fysisk utformning: Involverade i utformningen av den fysiska miljon

Disciplinerad: Utsitts for disciplinerande dtgérder

Disciplinerande: Utsdtter andra invanare for disciplinerande atgérder

Ingen: Inget specifikt invanardeltagande annat &@n traditionella toppstyrda funktioner
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Gardstens trygghetsrad X

Seglingskurser X X X

Figur 1. Syftet med invanardeltagande i aktiviteter initierade av partnerskap eller andra samarbeten i
de tre stadsdelarna.

Som framgar av denna matris har det forekommit en hel del invanardeltagande i de aktiviteter
som initierats av partnerskapen. Det dr dock sa att hur invanare deltar i partnerskapen till stor
del handlar om hur de lokalt anstdillda aktorerna resonerar. Generellt hojs fa roster bland
dessa for att invanarna skall vara med i sjélva beslutsfattandet i partnerskapen och de var
oftast inte heller delaktiga i formuleringar av policy. Om man konstruerar en motsvarande
matris, ddr man markerar endast de projekt dédr invanarna var delaktiga i beslutsfattandet som
fullvdrdiga medlemmar av partnerskapen/samverkan, framgar att ett sadant deltagande inte
varit speciellt omfattande (Fig. 2). Ett motiv att undvika ett sadant inflytande for invanarna
skulle kunna vara att det vore riskfyllt ur ett demokratiskt perspektiv, men det uttrycktes inte
av nagon. Det &r kanske inte sa konstigt eftersom det kan vara en svart for en aktor med
kommersiella intressen i beslutsfattande position att argumentera mot invanarnas deltagande.
Da skulle man ju pa samma grund dven kunna ifragasitta att kommersiella intressen far vara
med och bestimma. Nér en stadsdelsforvaltning var involverad 1 beslut valde den inte heller
alltid att ta pa sig rollen att foretrdda invdnarna — atminstone inte alla, och kanske i synnerhet
inte de mest socialt exkluderade. Dér fanns en tendens, som kanske Giddens skulle ha uttryckt
det, mot en sa kraftig strdivan mot ontologisk trygghet att forsvar av invanarnas intressen till
viss del forsummades.
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Figur 2. Syftet med invanardeltagande i beslutsfattande, som fullvardiga medlemmar i det aktuella
partnerskapet eller annat samarbete i de tre stadsdelarna.

Inflytande eller disciplinering

Med hinvisning till dessa figurer verkar det ganska viktigt att beakta syftet med
invanardeltagande i planering inom partnerskap och andra former av governance, inte minst
ur ett medborgarperspektiv. Ar det vilkiint att syftet s ofta ir att disciplinera invinarna direkt
eller indirekt? Vet man om och hur forhaller man sig till det faktum att invanardeltagande
sdllan innefattar beslutsfattandet inom partnerskapen? Och om det finns fragetecken kring
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relationen till representativ demokrati i en sadan utvecklingsprocess, varfor later man aktorer
som representerar kommersiella intressen delta i beslutsfattandet?

Diskussion om invinardeltagande i partnerskap

Varfor dr da denna kunskap 6ver huvud taget intressant for disciplinen arkitektur och
planering? Inom forskningen &r det ként sedan tidigare att partnerskap riskerar bidra till social
exkludering, sdrskilt av vissa oonskade grupper (se t.ex. Davies 2005). Andra framhéller att
partnerskap kan leda till en forstirkt exkludering baserat pa etnisk bakgrund (Allen & Cars
2001). A andra sidan hivdas att lokala aktorers strategier for 6kad social blandning, faktiskt
tviartom kan orsaka social exkludering av hemldsa (Busch-Geertsema 2007). Det finns dven
forskare som bedyrar att om social exkludering skall kunna minskas generellt, maste redan
drabbade grupper medvetet och aktivt delta i governance-processerna (Tett 2005).

Om man relaterar denna debatt till rollen hos bostadsforetagen i omradet, vilket dr ett centralt
tema 1 detta kapitel, har forskning visat vikten av att vara medveten om disciplineringsidéerna
ndr man analyserar lokalt utvecklingsarbete i partnerskapsform. Som planeringsforskaren
Flint och Nixon uttrycker det: »Regeringens stillningstagande manifesteras i en uppsjo av nya
mekanismer for att uppna 6nskad medborgerlig lydnad och for att disciplinera ociviliserat
beteende. Manga av dessa mekanismer dr befésta genom reglementen kring boende» (Flint &
Nixon 2006: 952, min dversittning).

Eftersom arkitekter och planerare ofta dr inblandade som konsulter i stadsutveckling — d.v.s.
som aktorer 1 governance-processer — kan vi foljaktligen inte ducka for ansvaret att lanka
sadana sociala aspekter som diskuterats ovan till t.ex. fysiska, tekniska och estetiska aspekter.
Planeringsforskaren Vivien Lowndes och Helen Sullivan hdvdar att »allménhetens deltagande
aktivt maste designas in 1 lokala partnerskap, inte bara antas infinna sig» (2004: 67, min
overséttning). Samtidigt pétalar statsvetaren Jonathan Davies att »ddr demokratin
undermineras av partnerskapets teknokrati borde samhéllsaktivister avhalla sig fran
deltagande och istdllet organisera ett aktivt motstand» (2007: 210). Arkitekter och planerare
maéste relatera till sddana insikter och skaffa sig kunskap om detta filt for att vara forberedda
for en roll i governance-planeringens process. Aven om det inte pa nagot sitt ir klarlagt om,
eller pd vilket sitt, invanare bor delta i planeringsprocesser, forutsitts sadant deltagande (av
invanare och/eller andra aktdrer) i storre eller mindre omfattning. Vi méste alltsa agera dven
om det finns minga oklarheter.

Problematiken vidgas ytterligare ndr man relaterar till rumsliga aspekter. Forskare har kallat
planerare naiva nir de anammar tanken att brott kan forebyggas genom utformning av miljon.
Samma kritik har framforts mot partnerskap som linkar samman planerare och polis for att
forebygga brottslighet. Man menar att dylika atgirder leder till »gated communities», d.v.s. pa
olika sitt inhdgnade och bevakade bostadsomraden (Morton & Kitchen 2005; Davey et al.
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2005). Vidare har kriminologen Elen Midtveit har avhandlat skillnader och likheter mellan
s.k. harda och mjuka atgérder, dir de forra innebér grindar, 14s och portkoder, medan mjuka
atgirder dr mer abstrakta och relaterar till sociala fragor (Midtveit 2005). Anledningen till att
Midtveit intresserade sig for detta, var den allménna uppfattningen att mjuka atgéirder &r battre
for samhillet, efter som de inte komplicerar tillvaron for »the good guys».

En mjuk atgdrd som Midtveit tagit upp i sin forskning — anvéndandet av operamusik —
praktiserades faktiskt i Gamlestaden. Tanken var att stokiga ungdomar som samlades i grupp
utanfor det lokala medborgarkontoret och stérde den allménna ordningen, skulle dra sig
undan pa grund av operamusik som spelades pa hog volym. Ungdomarna reagerade valdsamt
nér denna atgérd sattes in och krossade fonster i huset, i synnerhet fonsterrutor pa
ungdomsmottagningen som lag pa bottenvaningen. Efter detta tappade ungdomarna allt
fortroende for institutionerna dér, d.v.s. ungdomsmottagningen och biblioteket, 4ven om dessa
inte varit inblandade 1 strategin med operamusik. Beslutet hade tagits av partnerskapet
bestdende av fyrtiotre fastighetsidgare i Gamlestaden. Stadsdelsforvaltningen var dock i
egenskap av adjungerande medlem i partnerskapet informerad om atgérden.

Midtveit havdar att det i praktiken inte dr ndgon skillnad mellan harda och mjuka atgérder.
Bada har samma syfte, nimligen att skydda oss mot nagot eller att férhindra att nagon tar sig
in i omradet. Den enda skillnaden &r av etisk natur: Mjuka atgérder skapar ingen reflektion
bland invanarna nir det giller social exkludering och ddrmed ingen dialog kring det faktum
att vissa omraden &dr 6ppna for vissa men utestdnger andra. Man reagerar inte for det man inte
ser med blotta 6gat. Man kan fraga sig om det inte, i och med detta, r littare att ta beslut om
mjuka dtgérder eftersom politiker har en tendens att inte vilja ta beslut som skapar protester
eller debatt. Arkitekter, planerare och andra designers ér viktiga aktorer vid beslut om val
mellan mjuka och harda atgirder, eftersom de blir inblandade atminstone i diskussioner kring
hérda atgérder.

En annan atgird som tas upp i detta kapitel dar »Seglingskurser i Gardsten». Varfor erbjod ett
allménnyttigt bostadsforetag, 1 samarbete med ett privat segelséllskap och en sammanslutning
av personer 1 ledande positioner som Rotaryklubben, gratis seglingskurser till ungdomar?
Svaret som bostadsforetaget gav var att genom att ge ungdomarna en bonus om de skotte sig,
skulle bostadsforetaget kunna paverka ungdomarna till att bry sig mer om grannskapet och
genom detta stirka dem sa att de kunde std emot inbjudan fran kriminella géng.
»Seglingskurserna» resulterade i manga positiva saker. Exempelvis fick ungdomar mojlighet
till en aktivitet utanfor sitt socialt utstotta bostadsomrade samt umgénge med ungdomar fran
andra omraden. Dock var den fostrande aspekten ocksa nérvarande (Mathiesen 1989). Denna
var kanske dnnu tydligare nér »Jobbcentrum» erbjod ungdomar betalt arbete under sommaren
eller andra lov. I detta fall engagerades dven stokiga ungdomar, varvid det fostrande
tankesdttet var dn mer uttalat. Naturligtvis uppskattades detta av ungdomarna, eftersom det
gav dem mojlighet till betald sysselséttning i ett omrade dér hélften av invanarna var
arbetslosa. Anda var det faktiskt en &tgird som iscensatts av ett allméinnyttigt bostadsforetag i
syfte att paverka ungdomarnas beteende. Som Midtveit papekade dr det kanske inte uppenbart
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for alla varfor en sadan atgérd sitts in, eller vilka de sociala konsekvenserna for samhallet
blir.

Det finns forskare som vidhaller att partnerskap dr myndigheternas strategi for att aterta
kontrollen 6ver sa kallade utsatta och stigmatiserade bostadsomraden, dir deras dolda agenda
ar aterdecentralisering (Taylor 2007). Med tanke pa att Sverige var det mest segregerade av
alla OECD-ldnder mot slutet av 1990-talet fanns det verkligen anledning fér myndigheterna
att agera pa ett sadant sitt. Teorierna om aterdecentralisering &dr kanske ocksa en anledning till
myndigheternas entrdgna omradesfokusering, &ven om forskning visar att ett sadant
tillvagagangssitt inte dr &ndamalsenligt (Burgers & Franken 2003)? En sadan strategi skulle
vara forstaelig om man dven tog hénsyn till den allménna trenden att férsoka kombinera
stadsutveckling med ekonomisk tillvixt. Vissa forskare hdvdar att etnisk och ekonomisk
boendesegregering utgor ett hot mot den profil som storstidder striavar efter for att attrahera
formogna familjer och hogteknologiska industrier. Som ett reslutat av detta stravar samhéllet
idag efter integration och social mangfald (Musterd 2006).

Om marknadsstodda statusforvandlingsprojekt i1 trygghetens eller hogteknologins namn (Raco
2003) leder faktiskt inte leder till att samhallet atertar makten 6ver den lokala utvecklingen,
utan kommersiella intressen tillits styra, hamnar vi i en paradoxal situation. Aven om
regeringen har en dold agenda att aterdecentralisera i syfte att kombinera stadsutveckling med
ekonomisk tillvéxt (d.v.s. bekdmpa segregationen), kan den marknadsstodda utvecklingen i
trygghetens namn leda till raka motsatsen: social exkludering pa etnisk och ekonomisk grund.
Som arkitekter och planerare maste vi, innan nista bygg-bom, bli tillrdckligt kunniga inom
detta fdlt, for att mer medvetet kunna analysera och diskutera dessa fragestillningar — och
ddrmed bittre bidra till hallbar utveckling.

Sammanfattning

Detta kapitel har behandlat invanarnas deltagande i partnerskap for trygghet. Malet har varit
att komma fram till i vilken utstrdckning invanarna varit involverade i partnerskapen.
Analysen visar att det har funnits en hel del invanardeltagande i de aktiviteter som initierats
av partnerskapen. Diaremot har invanarna inte varit delaktiga i beslutsfattande speciellt ofta. I
stillet har disciplinering varit ett mer framtridande tema: invanarna blev ofta antingen
fostrade av aktorer 1 partnerskapen, eller deltog i fostrandet av andra som bodde 1
grannskapet. Det framgar ocksa tydligt att flera av partnerskapen upprittade speciella
strategier eller regler for att stinga ute vissa oonskade grupper. Arkitekter och planerare maste
relatera till insikter som dessa och skaffa sig kunskaper for att bittre forberedas pa sin roll i
governance-processer — som praktiserande planerare, som tillféalliga konsulter, och som
utvidrderande och analyserande forskare.
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Partnerships for Safety:
Urban Development or Social Exclusion?

Jenny Stenberg, Chalmers Architecture, jenny.stenberg @chalmers.se

Abstract

This article investigates the theme of citizen participation in safety partnerships in Sweden. The aim has been
to determine the extent to which citizens have been involved in the collaborations. The results show that there
has existed a great deal of citizen participation in the activities the collaborations have initiated. Yet, they also
show that citizens were not often involved in decision-making. Instead, the character of discipline has been
more salient; citizens were either disciplined by actors in the collaborations or themselves took part in disciplin-
ing others living in the neighbourhoods. It is also significant that several of the collaborations initiated certain
strategies or rules for the exclusion of unwanted groups. To summarize, this article discusses why architects
and planners need to relate to such insights and gain knowledge to be prepared for taking on our role in gov-

ernance planning processes.

Introduction

This is the second of two related articles on a »safety wave« in Sweden that involves many
public actors at different levels of society, joining up to influence a development in a desired
direction. Municipal housing companies are one of the local actors that are often involved in
such work, in collaboration with local authorities, the police, private housing companies, et-
cetera. The first article — Three Neighbourhoods: Different Types of Governance — focused on
the types of partnerships that have been developed as a result of the social change, and this
second article further investigates the theme of citizen participation in safety partnerships. To
what extent are citizens involved in the partnerships? And why is this question important to
consider for the discipline of architecture and planning?

Background

In a critical review of estate regeneration, planning researchers Murray Stewart and Marilyn
Taylor have argued that even with a long tradition of tenant participation, tenants still largely
lack control over the way local services are delivered. They found these circumstances prob-
lematic, especially in the light of new area-based partnership initiatives, which actually im-
pose new approaches to local administration. They also stressed that there is actually a lack of



discussion on power aspects in the literature on empowerment (Stewart and Taylor 1995).
Further, Taylor discussed the potential of neighbourhood management strategies for tackling
social exclusion and the implications for local communities and government at all levels of
society. She also maintained that there is certainly a need for a more sophisticated understand-
ing of not only power, but also the concept of community — attributing the shortcomings part-
ly to the current lack of scrutinization of the relationship between representative and participa-
tory democracy (Taylor 2000; 2003).

These issues have been discussed in Sweden as well. For instance, political scientist Ingemar
Elander focused upon the partnership approach, which he described as having become the
prevailing mode of governing in Europe during the past decade — among other things as a
result of the Agenda 21 agreement and the Habitat II Agenda. As he was quite critical of such
a development, Elander suggested three normative conclusions. First, partnerships, as well as
other kinds of governance, should not replace government — this must be monitored by repre-
sentative bodies. Second, they should not be able to exclude already marginalized groups.
Third, transnational partnerships arising as a result of, e.g., Agenda 21 and Habitat IT must be
complemented with traditional political structures, and there must always be a lively discus-
sion of who should participate and who is accountable in such work (Elander 2002).

How, then, do planning with citizen participation in general and awareness of marginalized
groups specifically relate to the field of architecture and planning? Actually, there is an ambi-
tion in Sweden to broaden the scope of physical planning procedures to include ethnic and
economic integration issues (SOU 2003). This ambition resulted from the fact that Sweden,
during the latter part of the 1990s, was rated as the most segregated of the OECD countries,
insofar as the most exposed housing areas in Sweden also had the highest share of immigrants
(Swedish Government 1998). The Swedish governmental proposition to broaden physical
planning procedures to include ethnic and economic integration issues in order to promote
sustainable development is a key issue in this complex of problems: How can architects and
planners, in their professional roles, contribute to such a development, and what are the pre-
requisites that will allow such a development to take place?

Considering the severe problems of the social exclusion and stigmatization' of certain subur-
ban metropolitan areas in Sweden, as in many other countries, this question has become in-
creasingly urgent — especially since a large part of the buildings in these areas in Sweden need
to be refurbished within five years (40%=350,000 apartments), and as many again within ten

" As was pointed out in the first article, municipal housing in Sweden is not to be confused with social housing as
the term is used in Europe. In Sweden, the municipal housing companies have previously been largely responsi-
ble for social housing, but this role is rapidly changing as municipal housing companies — referring to the market
economy — argue that they should act in the same way as private housing companies do (Sahlin 2001). This de-
velopment has resulted in a general shortage of apartments for people with social problems in the municipality of
Gothenburg. Simultaneously, the increasing problem of the stigmatization of certain city districts in Sweden has
led to a situation in which housing companies, often collaborating in local partnerships with the authorities, ex-
plicitly strive for a decrease in the share of apartments for people with social problems, as the presence of such
individuals adds to the level of stigmatization.



years. With the refurbishment of apartments also often come large infrastructure planning
projects, as the functional road plans of the 1960s and 70s are now often considered to cause
social and other problems.

Simultaneously, we in Sweden suffer from a severe lack of residences in metropolitan cities,
which increases the pressure for densification projects in central as well as suburban parts of
the major cities. Thus, there is reason to believe that quite soon a new building boom will take
place, which we need to be prepared to meet.

From a global perspective, consideration about relating architecture and planning more to
multicultural considerations is not a new concept. Planning researcher Leonie Sandercock,
e.g., has pointed out the absence of amalgamating social, spatial and physical aspects in ordi-
nary planning procedures (1998) and, based on examples in a number of countries, has pre-
sented quite optimistic arguments for the development of a groundbreaking planning process
dealing with equality and diversity (2003).

Before further discussion of citizen participation in planning, we will turn to the empirical
material and consider the question: To what extent were citizens involved in the partnerships?

Method and empirical material

As was described more thoroughly in the first article — Three Neighbourhoods: Different
Types of Governance —investigations of three suburban areas were carried out as case studies
(Flyvbjerg 1998; Stake 2006), and a combined power and discourse analysis has been used
(Fairclough 1992; Jgrgensen and Phillips 2002). The analysis is based on information from
multiple sources and the total number of interviews was 45, of which 32 were conducted with
41 employees and 13 with 64 citizens. The empirical material was analysed with help from
computer-assisted qualitative data analysis software.

Three suburban housing areas in Gothenburg, neighbourhoods where municipal housing com-
panies were the largest landlords and where local partnerships on safety and security had been
developed, were studied and compared. All three areas had a history of stigmatization prob-
lems and the safety partnerships were one of the measures implemented to challenge social
problems: »Biskopsgarden«, with about 8,300 rental apartments; »Gamlestaden«, with ap-
proximately 4,000 apartments in the area; and »Gardsten«, with 2,700 rental apartments. The-
se three residential neighbourhoods represented three distinct landlord structures, three differ-
ent kinds of partnerships for increased safety and security, yet all of them exerted an intensive
safety effort in which the municipal housing companies played a leading role.

As was shown in the first article, the communicative procedures were quite often described as
promoting business capital, i.e. they were collaborations giving business actors privileged
access to public policy. It was also apparent that there was an obvious lack of processes for
collaboration and learning. Conclusively, it was argued that there was an inconsistency from a



democratic point of view as most collaborations lacked partners who served to guard the pop-
ulation’s interests.

The role of the collaborations not defined as partnerships in our study was also discussed.
Were they perhaps, drawing on Ingemar Elander (2002) and Nils Hetting (2003), likely to be
mistaken for partnerships — thus ending up as a legitimized way of striving for the goals in
documents such as the Rio Declaration, Agenda 21 and the Habitat IT Agenda — goals often
described as requiring a governance approach? And if they were, how would this influence
the analysis of the urban development projects?

These concluding remarks were the starting point for this second article, in which the focus is
on the role of the citizens involved — or not involved — in the partnerships.

Theoretical framework for the analysis

The governance theories used in the analysis (see, e.g., Healey 1997; Woltjer 2000; Elander
2002) were thoroughly described in the first article. Here, the focus will be on the parts of the
theories that were used mainly for analysing citizen participation and social exclusion.

When the political scientist Elander discussed different models of partnerships — those that
promoted business capital; those that maintained the influence of public authorities; those that
let certain citizen groups influence policy-making; and finally those that strived for the sus-
tainable development goals to be included — he proposed a number of research questions to
pose when studying partnerships (Elander 2002: 200):

*  What actors are involved and which interests do they represent?

*  Which goals and strategies are formulated?

* How do these goals and strategies relate to strategies formulated by municipal or other
democratic institutions?

* To what extent are groups represented that are not considered to be the society’s elite?

*  Which arguments for participation are emphasized by the actors?

*  What is achieved in the form of synergy effects, i.e. what safeguarding interests of dif-
ferent groups are present?

* Does the partnership contain any mechanisms for requiring accountability?

These questions have had a vital value in analysing the role of the citizens in the studied part-
nerships and collaborations. Further, Giddens’ theories of structuration (1984), on which Hea-
ley based her governance theories, have had an essential role: He said that people, instead of
having a fixed role, assume different positions in distinctive situations. Identity and role are
incessantly constructed and reconstructed in everyday social life. The reason for this is the
basic human need to feel ontological security, i.e. to trust the surroundings; to be able to con-
trol threats and risks.



The structuration theory also stresses that structures consist of »rules« and »resourses«. Rules
are the informal and formal regulations in everyday life, and resourses are the ability to
change things. Relating rules and resourses to each other is what forms structures. Then again,
structures influence how people act — which makes it a never-ending flow of interplay be-
tween human agency and social structure. This is how the reproduction of social systems
takes place.

Description of the collaborations

Here, a brief description of citizen participation in collaborations and related social exclusion
issues in the three different city districts will be presented. Further on, the kind of citizen par-
ticipation that took place will be discussed.

Citizen participation in Biskopsgdrden

In Biskopsgarden, citizens were directly involved in the Densification Project. It was a short
project carried out for a period of three months that engaged twenty salaried adults and about
hundred handpicked children in the schools (Stenberg submitted). Both children and adults
signed up to be involved and all were accepted; additionally, civil servants handpicked more
adult participants so that the group would more closely resemble the average makeup of the
district. Participants had the freedom to present the results as they wished. Still, even if demo-
cratic aspects were considered when the citizen group was formed, there no citizens partici-
pated as actors in the partnership itself, i.e. among the actors enrolling the project leaders and
the citizens. Additionally, the citizens, although they were chosen based on the average
makeup of this multicultural district, did not plead in unison for internal ethnic and class-
based housing integration in the city district, or for the inclusion of excluded groups such as
alcoholics or other addicts; some did, while others tried their best to convince everyone to
accept a united »not in my backyard« strategy. Note that even though this partnership in-
volved an actor from the city district administration with formal population responsibilities,
the actor did not interfere in this discussion.

In this partnership, there were quite well formulated arguments for citizen participation. Near-
ly all of these arguments came from the city district administration, stressing the governmen-
tal assignment to implement participatory democracy as part of the striving for sustainable
development. The argument presented was that information from and participation of citizens
is needed to head in the right direction. This was also maintained by the city planning office,
however they stressed rather that it was vital to have a transfer of information, mainly from
the citizens to them. Thus, this was the learning perspective stressed by both actors. The city
district administration also maintained another argument: the civic society must participate
more in public social work in the future; otherwise society will not be able to feed its ageing
population — as they assume the tax burden cannot increase anymore. Therefore, citizens must
also be given more power; otherwise they will not consent to participate. The win-win per-
spective needs to be prevalent, they argued.



Citizens were also directly involved as salaried participants in Easy Street in Biskopsgarden.
The most extensive argumentation for citizen participation came from the Easy Street funding
itself, maintaining that youths who had previously been involved in gang criminality have a
higher potential than middle-aged social workers of getting in contact with and getting
through to other youths in the same risky situation. Also here, the city district administration
maintained the argument that the civic society must participate more in public social work in
the future. Hence, with Easy Street they were able to pay less than they did for their tradition-
al field workers and still, as they argued, get more or less the same result: a pronounced win-
win perspective (Woltjer 2000). Local social workers also argued for citizen participation, but
held the learning perspective higher. They stressed that youths have actually proven to be
great informers of how civil servants can proceed with such work, by strengthening and
broadening traditional local measures. This did not seem to interest decision and policy-
makers in this district, who further emphasized that it was risky to hand over the responsibil-
ity of the fieldwork to undereducated youths. They also stressed the danger of actually entic-
ing youths to become criminals, by introducing them into (former) criminal circles.

Citizens have also participated in different ways in the Live Well partnership, e.g. in working
groups carrying out certain activities and in the regular safety walks in the neighbourhood.
However, citizens did not participate as actors in the partnership itself here either. Here, too,
the argument for citizen participation was the transfer of information — the learning perspec-
tive highlighted — however, here a double-loop learning process was perhaps more empha-
sized: the citizens were also to learn how employees of housing companies and civil servants
think. Hence, this may be considered to be quite close to a process of persuasion and will
shaping (Woltjer 2000): The good guys participate and are encouraged to keep an eye on the
bad guys.

Live Well was organized with a »director group« made up of one person from each organiza-
tion, making joint strategic decisions for the future; a »steering group« with operative person-
nel transforming the ideas into activities; and »working groups« carrying out the actual pro-
jects.

However, the idea was to leave all formal decision-making to each of the participating organi-
zations — it was the responsibility of each actor to answer to this trust after the partnership
agreed upon their strategies. This meant that to some extent this partnership worked well as
regards accountability, as there were appointed persons from each organization (politicians in
the municipal institutions and managing directors in business companies) who were held re-
sponsible for the activities of Live Well. However, were they actually informed? Additionally,
even if Live Well seemed to be organized in a quite democratic way, with representatives
from the city district administration as full partners, decisions may not always have been tak-
en in a proper way. For example, in 2003 when Live Well started a special safety and security
project, it was actually later »taken over« by a consultant (the same one as in the other two
areas) despite protests from the representatives of the city district administration. This strategy
was formed outside their normal procedure at the initiative of one of the municipal housing



companies within the partnership (Stenberg 2004: 164), and was the result of the lack of a
joint formal procedure for decision-making in Live Well. Afterwards, Live Well actually
thought it best to outwardly pretend that this decision had actually been a joint action all the
time, perhaps a result of their realizing a higher BATNA in this way. Yet, one can wonder
who in fact can be held responsible for the decision to let the consultant take over the safety
and security project.

Another telling example concerning accountability is the Young and Safe project. This munic-
ipal partnership — which included the Framtiden group, the police, the prosecution authority,
the education administration and the city district administrations — was formed at the initiative
of Framtiden, the mother organization for all municipal housing companies in Gothenburg,
owned by the city. Their mission was to prevent youths from ending up in gang criminality
and to this end they engaged a former police officer to carry out the project. No previous deci-
sion had been made in the municipal executive committee before Young and Safe started.
Hence, the politicians to be held responsible for measures made by this partnership were those
in the Framtiden group. Even if they to some extent are the same persons as on the municipal
executive committee, these two institutions do not have the same commission or responsibili-
ties. The Framtiden group, e.g., lacks responsibility to serve to guard the population’s inter-
ests.

In the Square Project, citizens were not invited to be actors in the partnership — neither the
area’s inhabitants nor the small shop owners at the square. There was actually no official ar-
gumentation for why this was; it was rather a quiet agreement no one seemed to deem neces-
sary to discuss. The citizens were involved in two ways: First, as invited guests to a meeting
to be informed about the plans and offer opinions (both inhabitants and small shop owners);
second, by being interviewed about their views in the consultant’s investigation. Thus, the
citizen participation in this project must be considered traditional top-down communication.
This also pertains to the Special Social Project in Biskopsgéarden, in which citizens were not
invited to be actors in the partnership. However, if they organized socially, they were offered
the possibility to take over the use of some of the local funding. There was no citizen partici-
pation in Young and Safe in Biskopsgérden either, and there were also no arguments for it.

In none of these partnerships did we see representatives of the city district administration ac-
tually assuming the role of representing the absent citizens, or the most socially excluded.
However, one may perhaps consider the absence of tenant-owner associations as actors in
Live Well as such a measure — although not taken by the officials but by the process leader of
Live Well. As a matter of fact, some tenant-owner associations expressed quite patronizing
statements about foreigners during a meeting when Live Well was constituted. Therefore,
actors from the involved municipal housing companies, having a majority of tenants from
abroad, did not consider a collaboration possible and refrained from further contact. Presuma-
bly, this measure was meant to prevent strategies of social exclusion from taking place in the
name of Live Well.



Citizen participation in Gamlestaden

Turning to the next districts, in the Property Management Collaboration in Gamlestaden plen-
ty of citizens were actors in the partnership, as many tenant-owner associations were full
members. They represented the citizens with private ownership, and the explicit common in-
terest in the partnership was to reduce the number of apartments in social housing and the
amount of outdoor crime. Tenants in the municipal housing company were represented by
their owners only, as their tenants’ association was not invited to be a member of the partner-
ship. The argument presented for this was by the owners was that that they did not want to
favour just those who were members in the association, but rather wanted all their tenants to
be represented — by the owners, as it was a partnership for property owners. The city district
administration was only a call-in member, which left this partnership without any actor served
to guard the population’s interests.

This partnership may, however, also be considered a channel for certain citizen groups to in-
fluence policy-making (Elander 2002), as a large amount of the actors were tenant-owner as-
sociations, which have residents on their boards. However, here we must bear in mind Gid-
dens’ structuration theories (1984): Because of the basic human need to feel ontological secu-
rity (i.e. the ability to handle surrounding threats and risks), people may, instead of having a
fixed role, assume different positions in distinctive situations. Identity and role are constantly
constructed and reconstructed in everyday social life. This means that when citizens are repre-
senting a certain organization they may talk about safety and security in a different way than
they do when acting as, e.g., father/husband/son and discussing certain issues with family,
friends and relatives. This is why researchers have stressed the importance of distinguishing
system from lifeworld when discussing the participation of citizens.

As was mentioned in the first article, one may also consider this partnership as a process of
persuasion and will shaping (Woltjer 2000) initiated by the municipal housing company, with
the private housing companies being one target, the citizens within the tenant-owner associa-
tions another, and the civil servants within the city district a third. The private company was
persuaded to accept the »new rules«, that they could not let their apartments to just anyone.
The tenant-owners were to accept and finance certain so-called hard measures such as gates,
locks and entry code numbers to keep the »bad guys« out. The city district administration was
to subordinate their population responsibilities interests to these increased stigmatization ef-
fects, and act as if social problems did not exist if they were pushed outside of the district.

The situation was different in the partnership called the Gamlestaden Council. There, the city
district administration was not only a full member but to a great extent also had control over
the development, and it was obvious that the local politicians were involved as well. Still,
population responsibilities interests were not particularly argued for in this partnership either,
and the members shared the goal of getting rid of social housing. No citizens were actors in
the partnership, and it was not argued for.



Another work group within the Gamlestaden Council initiated the process of excluding social
housing from the district. As is obvious, local politicians were thus part of this process of so-
cial exclusion that had started earlier, even though the city district administration was not a
full member of the Property Management Collaboration partnership. After this latter partner-
ship was formed in 2001, the city district administration created the »Safety Group«
(Trygghetsgruppen) within its own organization. The Safety Group was not a partnership in
itself, but rather part of a collaboration between the city district administration, property own-
ers, unions of tenants, the parks and landscape administration, and the traffic and public
transport administration. The partnership was initially labelled the »Kortedala Project« but
later the name virtually vanished and the work was described as an ordinary collaborative
process with no printed agreement regarding which partners were included. The partnership
aimed at a clean, safe and humane city district and led to, e.g., a collaboration with the Fram-
tiden group (the mother organization of all municipal housing companies in Gothenburg)
when citizens complained about disturbances from social housing. In 2006 the partners put
pressure on the Framtiden group to buy the buildings and convert them into a traditional prop-
erty with rented apartments — accordingly, the same procedure to get rid of social housing as
used earlier. However, this time the interviewed local civil servants maintained that the ten-
ants were not moving to other city districts in the municipality, but were offered the oppor-
tunity to rent apartments (so-called municipal contracts) within the city district — this time
more spread out instead of placing them in the same building as was done before.

This problem of accountability can apply to many of the partnerships described. Most of them
had no joint formal, transparent decision-making procedure. Only three, the non-profit asso-
ciations, had such a democratic structure. However, even in those cases the relationship be-
tween the partnership and the formal decision-making procedures of the involved actors was
not transparent. For example, the Property Management Collaboration in Gamlestaden was a
non-profile organization and its aim was quite clear — to make the neighbourhood more safe
and attractive from the point of view of the property owners, among other things by getting
rid of social housing. One would imagine that in a democratic system such an objective of a
business organization would presumably cause quite a bit of discussion within the public au-
thorities with population responsibilities interests. The discussion presumably took place be-
fore decisions regarding social exclusion were made. Still, as it seems, the work of the Proper-
ty Management Collaboration was carried out to a great extent without discussion or public
debate by involved politicians and civil servants. Hence, transparency for partnerships does
not seem come routinely with the legal choices available today.

Citizen participation in Gdrdsten

As was described in the first article, most of the activities in Gardsten cannot be considered
partnerships if certain definitions are followed (Elander 2002; drawing on Bailey et al. 1995;
and Rhodes 1997). Still, it was stressed that these collaborations may be interesting to include
in analyses like this, since they actually might, drawing on Elander (2002) and Hetting (2003),
be mistaken for partnerships and possibly seem to be a legitimized way to approach sustaina-



ble development goals, which include, e.g., citizen participation and the inclusion of margin-
alized groups.

Accordingly, the most extensive instance of citizen participation in Gardsten was not a part-
nership but the municipal housing company having a majority of tenants on its board: five of
six board members were people living in the area. Further, citizens have participated in differ-
ent ways in distinctive projects. In traditional measures such as the »Shine Project« — a meas-
ure receiving extra funding from the EU — they transformed some of the buildings into an
ecologically sound environment and largely involved the tenants. An argument from the hous-
ing company was that tenants were to be involved in the first place to provide the company
information on how to carry out the transformation of their homes. Yet, there also existed an
aim of persuasion and will shaping (Woltjer 2000), as they also stressed that turning the build-
ings into a place to live a more ecological lifestyle requires people changing their opinions
about how to do certain things in everyday life.

The »Safety Group in Gardsten« (Trygghetsgruppen) was not a partnership either, but rather a
measure carried out by the municipal housing company. On a regular basis they employed a
group of people living in the area to be available to all tenants when they felt unsafe —e.g.,
when walking from the bus stop to their residence late at night.

The two partnerships for safety and security in Gardsten — the Gardsten Safety Council and
the Council for Crime Prevention, Safety and Health in Gunnared — did not include any direct
citizen participation. The former possibly had an actor from the city district administration as
member, and the latter certainly did. Still, the outcome of having this population responsibili-
ties interest in the partnership(s) may be considered quite poor. The city district administra-
tion described this in quite hard terms: the municipal housing company dictated the develop-
ment, and the city district administration had no power to interfere — as long as they did not
agree to co-finance the strategies — and even if they occasionally did to some extent, it was
hard for the city district administration to influence matters. The reason for this was the spe-
cial assignment from municipal politicians. The local civil servants felt that their hands were
tied, as they could not act against their superiors. In light of this development it would per-
haps not be so strange for local civil servants and politicians to also impose citizen participa-
tion in partnerships like these two examples. Who would otherwise protect the population
responsibilities interest?

In another collaboration, the Safety Group run by the housing company, citizens participated
as employees and the argument from the housing company for this was that it could increase
tenants’ feeling of safety and security. Yet, the Safety Group also had a control function: they
reported disturbances and illegal second-hand letting of apartments, documentation to be used
in court if necessary. In an additional housing company project, the Job Centre, citizens par-
ticipated mainly to find employment, sometimes implying a job within the housing area
(cleaning, construction or garden work, etc.) and sometimes outside it. These projects were
not partnerships. However, from a civic perspective there may nevertheless be pros and cons
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to these activities, as it might make a difference, e.g., if the Safety Group consisted of people
tenants already knew or if it only contained people with professional charisma only.

One partnership in Gardsten in which citizens participated has been labelled the »Sailing
Courses«. This was a partnership between the municipal housing company, the sailing associ-
ation most often giving courses to more affluent youths, and the Rotary Foundation of
Gothenburg. As was presented by the housing company, their main purpose was to prevent
youths from ending up in criminality. Further, the area-based focus implied that it was their
own area they were protecting in the first place; it was to be more attractive. In a way, this
partnership may be considered a process of collaboration and learning (Woltjer 2000) as the
involved actors certainly learned a great deal from each other concerning issues such as social
exclusion and stigmatization. However, if the activities are analysed in light of the purpose,
this partnership may rather be described as a process of persuasion and will shaping; or, using
the words of Woltjer, a rhetoric to influence peoples’ attitudes and behaviour; or, as legal so-
ciologist Thomas Mathiesen might put it, a hidden disciplining of people (1989). The ones
needing to be changed were the youths. The municipal housing company had actually always
described their joint activities within their special political assignment as working not only
with the physical environment but also with social structure. Hence, using Giddens’ language:
they aimed at using both their allocative resources (influencing the physical environment) and
their authoritative resourses (influencing people). Further, as Giddens put it, the reproduction
of social systems takes place through an interplay between human agency and social structure.
Thus, there are certain rules to be related to resources; this is what leads to the creation of
structures. Rules are often vague, hidden regulations that come up in everyday life. Most are
informal, not having been formalized. What is interesting here is to look for the rules that
have been formed by the municipal housing company, and shed light on how these rules, to-
gether with the resourses, have reproduced the social system.

This reproduction of social system not only takes place in partnerships but is perhaps depend-
ent on legitimation from public authorities — and, as mentioned earlier, the »partnership era«
seems to be a helpful way of receiving such a legitimation. Turning back to the Sailing Cours-
es, the rules developed there socially excluded certain youths from the courses. First, for secu-
rity reasons, those who could not swim were excluded (instead of being encouraged to learn
to swim). Further, considerations about good and bad choices within the project were largely
related to the stigmatization effects of the area. The obvious aim was to make the housing
area more attractive. As a result, it was not the most troublesome youths who would be se-
lected if there were many applications, but rather those who would make a nice impression.
This choice was defended by maintaining that »we do not want to reward the bad guys«. This
is of course a natural consequence of the composition of the partnership, not including repre-
sentatives of the local or municipal authorities. At no point were there imposing questions
such as »how can we, reflecting on gang criminality, best prevent this guy from ending up in a
worse situation?«.
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The municipal housing company has also designed other rules of importance for social exclu-
sion. The letting policy in the area, e.g., did not allow tenants choose the number of people
who could live together. A maximum was introduced: two persons (including children) could
live in one room plus kitchen; three persons in two rooms plus kitchen; four persons in three
rooms plus kitchen; six persons in four rooms plus kitchen; and eight persons in five rooms
plus kitchen. This rule was a considerable problem for families with many children or when
large numbers of relatives wanted to live together, as there was a great lack of large apart-
ments in Gothenburg. Especially Somalians and Roma people had large families — these two
groups are considered the most socially excluded from society in Sweden. This rule was im-
plemented not as the result of a certain partnership, but rather of the special political assign-
ment the municipal housing company had — legitimized by the municipal executive commit-
tee. Actually, this rule was later reproduced in the municipal social system: In 2008 the mu-
nicipal executive committee decided that this was to become a common rule for all municipal
housing companies within the municipality. The motivation presented was that the rule came
to help families »say no« to relatives coming as refugees to Sweden and wanting to live in
their homes. The problem with the municipal lack of large apartments was not yet addressed,
however.

Another rule the municipal housing company tried to implement would allow them to evict
families with youths convicted of crime in the neighbourhood. Hence, the municipal housing
company felt that the legal system did not provide sufficient consequence. They prioritized
the perspective of the victim presumably feeling unsafe when running into the actual person
in the area. This rule was appealed to higher and higher authorities — a process that takes years
and which has seen no success thus far —-meanwhile, there were families that felt considerable
pressure to leave the area. And some of them did. In some cases the youths were grown and
could not get an apartment elsewhere — still, the parents, siblings and other relatives were to
be punished and should move out. There was one instance in which the parents, to avoid be-
ing thrown out, registered their son in the apartment of their daughter, who lived in another
stigmatized area — actually Biskopsgarden. This too is an example of how an area-based focus
does not take into account the overall perspective from the point of view of the family or soci-
ety. No one asked questions such as »how can we, reflecting on social exclusion, best prevent
this family from ending up in a worse situation?«. »Thus, >the public good« has, at least in
part, been equated with the more self-interested good of the municipal housing company and
that of the City« (Borelius and Wennerstrom accepted).

As was said earlier, the most wide-ranging citizen participation in Gardsten was the municipal
housing company having a majority of tenants on its board. This implied that the decisions
discussed earlier — the new rules — were actually taken by a board containing a majority of
citizens: the letting policy specifying a maximum number of members in each flat size; the
claim that the municipal housing company had the right to evict families with youths convict-
ed of having committed crime in the area. When the latter proposed rule was discussed with
one of the citizens on the board, the interviewee said that it was a proposal by the director of
the housing company and it did not generate much discussion on the board. Actually, the per-
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son said that the citizens had earlier been encouraged, by the director and the chairman of the
board (the head of the Framtiden group), to have discussions on their own between the board
meetings, in order to truly feel free to express their opinions on delicate matters and to discuss
certain things with other tenants. »How many times a year has this happened?«, we asked.
The answer was only two or three times, and the delicate matter of evicting families with con-
victed youths had not been discussed in this venue.

One way of putting this could be that the citizens on the board actually simply reflected what
most people want: not in my backyard. Another way could be to see this as a significant ex-
ample of how people assume different positions in distinctive situations because of the basic
human need for ontological security, i.e. the need to feel that the surroundings may be trusted
and that there is a possibility to handle threats and risks. In a way, it seems as if some of Gid-
dens’ and Habermas’ theories are actually counterproductive: Could the basic human need to
feel ontological security be the reason Habermas’ resistance movements never seem to take
place?

In this context it may also be interesting to remember Giddens’ concept of the »capacity to
influence the environment, referring not only to authoritative resourses (influencing people)
but also to allocative resourses (influencing the physical environment). The reproduction of
social systems thus takes place by relating rules not only to authoritative resourses, but also to
allocative resourses. Gardsten is perhaps the most obvious example of how social and physi-
cal measures went hand in hand when the reproduction of social systems took place. First, the
Shine Project area was transformed into an ecologically sound environment. Second, they
rebuilt the eastern part of Gardsten into a more glamorous environment, with large terraces.
This was a physical measure accompanied by a rule stating that only outsiders were allowed
to hire these large apartments — hoping to attract Swedish-born people with employment. This
rule was decided upon by the board containing a majority of citizens. Actually, in their letting
policy they also stressed that people with professional experience with the potential to con-
tribute to the development of Gardsten would be given preference. This was a very strange
rule that people had never heard of in the central or western part of Gothenburg — why would
a housing company care about the profession of its tenants? Third, they demolished one part
of the area and built small-scale semi-detached houses that were sold on the open market —
presumably also attracting a »Swedish« middle-class or higher. Further, these measures were
accompanied by a large mass media action aiming at combat stigmatization of the neighbour-
hood.

In this context it may be interesting to mention that the renewal of Gardsten has been reward-
ed several times for its holistic approach. An economic report with considerable impact on,
e.g., architects and planners with a special interest in the implementation of measures aimed at
sustainable development, maintained that the extensive investment was motivated from a pub-
lic economy perspective, even though the business economic frames were not satisfactory
(Lind and Lundstrom 2008). However, as the social exclusion aspects described above were

-13-



not part of the analysis, it is not possible to know whether or not the renewal was actually in
line with the vision.

Summing up on participation

The scope of this empirical review might be quite hard to grasp if one is not familiar with the
context and all the names of the collaborations. To shed more light on the material, the pur-
poses of citizen participation in the activities the collaborations resulted in are shown in a ma-
trix (Fig. 1). The purposes of the collaborations have been divided into various types related
to the purpose of citizen participation — i.e., as they are described into interviews as being in
use.
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Types of citizen participation

Informing: Functioning as informant to authorities or housing companies
Shaping social: Being involved in shaping the social environment

Shaping physical: Being involved in shaping the physical environment
Disciplined: Being subjected to disciplinary activities

Disciplining: Being involved in disciplinary activities directed at other citizens
None: No specific citizen participation besides traditional top-down functions

BISKOPSGARDEN

Live Well informing shaping disciplining
social
Densification informing shaping
Project physical
Easy Street informing shaping disciplined disciplining
social
Square Project none
Special Social shaping shaping disciplined disciplining
Project social physical
Young and Safe none
GAMLESTADEN
Property Man- shaping shaping disciplined disciplining
agement Collabo- social physical
ration
Gamlestaden none
Council
Safety Group and none

Kortedala Project

GARDSTEN
Shine Project informing shaping shaping disciplined disciplining
social physical
Safety Group shaping disciplining
social
Job Centre shaping disciplined
social
Tenant Board informing shaping shaping disciplining
social physical
Council for Crime none
Prevention, Safe-
ty and Health
Gardsten Safety none
Council
Sailing Courses shaping disciplined disciplining
social

Fig. 1. Purpose of citizen participation in activities initiated by partnership or other collaboration in the
three city districts.
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As is obvious in this matrix, there has been a great deal of citizen participation in the activities
the collaborations have initiated. Still, when listening to the involved actors’ different inter-
ests in and arguments for participating in partnerships, it was to a great extent a story of how
locally employed actors think. Generally, there were not many actors arguing for citizen par-
ticipation in decision-making in the collaborations. Citizens were in fact quite often not repre-
sented at all; there was often a lack of involved actors in decision or policy-making positions
being citizens themselves. Taking a look at a corresponding matrix, with fields marked only if
citizens were part of the decision-making as full members of the partnership/collaboration, we
see that such citizen participation has not been extensive (Fig. 2). Of course, it may have been
taken for granted that such citizen participation would be risky from a democratic point of
view, but this was actually not argued by anyone. This is not strange, really, as it must be
quite hard to argue against citizen participation, if actors representing business capital are
allowed to make decisions. Furthermore, when public authorities were involved in decision or
policy-making, they did not always choose the role of actually representing citizens — at least
not all citizens; certainly not the most socially excluded ones such as Somalians or Roma
people. There was a tendency, as Giddens might put it, of such a heavy striving towards onto-
logical security that citizen representation was somewhat neglected.
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BISKOPSGARDEN

Live Well none
Densification none
Project

Easy Street none
Square Project none
Special Social none
Project

Young and Safe none
GAMLESTADEN

Property Man- shaping shaping

agement Collabo- social physical

ration

Gamlestaden none
Council

Safety Group and none

Kortedala Project

GARDSTEN
Shine Project none
Safety Group shaping disciplining

social
Job Centre none
Tenant Board informing shaping shaping disciplining

social physical
Council for Crime none
Prevention, Safe-
ty and Health
Gardsten Safety none
Council
Sailing Courses none

Fig. 2. Purpose of citizen participation in decision-making as a full member of the actual partnership or
other collaboration in the city districts.

Influencing or disciplining

With these two matrixes in mind, it seems quite important to consider the purposes of citizen
participation in partnership planning and other governance processes. Is it, not least from a
civic perspective, actually recognized that the purposes of disciplining or being disciplined are
so widespread? Is it known and accepted that citizen participation very seldom includes taking
part in decision-making within the partnerships? And if there are democratic considerations
about such a development, why then are actors representing business capital allowed to be
there making decisions?
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Discussion of the results

After all, why would this knowledge be at all interesting for the field of architecture and plan-
ning? Actually, several researchers have discussed partnerships in relation to social exclusion
(see e.g. Davies 2005), stressing the obvious risk of such collaboration leading to the exclu-
sion of certain unwanted groups. Others have maintained that partnerships may contribute to a
reinforcement of social exclusion on ethnic grounds (Allen and Cars 2001). Yet, it has also
been argued that local actors striving for a social mix can actually result in the exclusion of
people who are homeless (Busch-Geertsema 2007). There are also researchers who stress that
if social exclusion is going to be reduced in general, already marginalized groups must be
consciously involved in governance processes (Tett 2005).

Relating this debate also to the role of housing companies in neighbourhoods, as is a central
theme in this article, research has shown the importance of being aware of the disciplining
idea when analysing local development work in the form of partnership. As planning re-
searchers Flint and Nixon put it: »The government’s response is manifested in a plethora of
new mechanisms for defining required civil conduct and disciplining incivility, many of
which are enacted through access to and use of housing« (2006: 952).

Consequently, as architects and planners are most often involved in governance processes for
urban development today, we cannot escape the responsibility of linking social aspects to,
e.g., physical, technical, aesthetic or democratic aspects. Planning researchers Vivien
Lowndes and Helen Sullivan strongly stress that »public participation needs to be designed-in
to local partnerships, not assumed-in« (2004: 67). Further, political scientist Davies has con-
cluded that »where democracy is undermined by the partnership technocracy, community
activists should eschew participation for organized resistance« (2007: 210). Architects and
planners need to relate to such insights and gain knowledge to be prepared for assuming our
role in governance planning processes. Even if there are not at all any clear research results
regarding whether and how citizen participation in planning should be carried out, contempo-
rary planning procedures already imply more or less participation (of citizens and/or other
actors) in governance processes. We need to act even if there are many uncertainties.

Moreover, the problem broadens when also relating to spatial aspects. Researchers have criti-
cized designers for being naive when adapting to »crime prevention through environmental
design« and when partnerships are developed connecting the field of planning and the police
to prevent crime — stressing that such measures may lead to, e.g., a process of gated communi-
ties (Morton and Kitchen 2005; Davey et al. 2005). Further, criminologist Elen Midtveit has
discussed the differences and similarities between so-called hard and soft measures (2005).
Hard measures include gates, locks and entry code numbers, while soft measures are more
invisible and are related to social issues. The reason Midtveit took an interest in this was the
widespread idea that soft measures are better for society, as they are not in the way of the
»good guys«.
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Actually, one of the soft measures she discussed — using opera music — was put into practice
in Gamlestaden. The idea was to intimidate a group of youths by playing opera music at high
volumes outside the local citizen house, where they gathered in the evenings and disturbed
people. The youths were furious when this was done, and broke the glass in many of the citi-
zen house’s windows, especially those of the youth health centre located on the ground floor.
After this they lost all faith in the institutions there, the youth health centre and the library,
even though these institutions were not involved in the opera music strategy — that decision
had been made by the partnership, run by forty-three landlords. However, the city district ad-
ministration was actually well informed about the measure, as it was a call-in member of the
partnership.

Midtveit states that there is actually no difference between the aims of hard and soft measures.
Both have the same objective to protect us against someone or to prevent someone from ac-
cessing an area. The only difference is the ethical dilemma: the soft measures actually prevent
citizens from reflecting on social exclusion, hindering the public from thinking and discussing
how urban areas are open for some and closed to others; they do not reflect upon that which
they cannot see. One may also consider that decision-making is perhaps facilitated when soft
measures are used, as politicians tend to avoid decisions that could cause protest and debate.
Architects, planners and other designers may be important actors in decisions about the choice
between soft and hard measures, as we can be involved at least when hard measures are dis-
cussed.

Another soft measure described in this article was the Sailing Courses in Gardsten. Why did a
municipal housing company, in collaboration with a non-governmental sailing organization
and a worldwide organization of business and professional leaders such as Rotary, offer free
sailing courses to youths? The answer from the housing company was: By giving them some-
thing extra if they behaved well, they wanted to influence the youths to care for the neigh-
bourhood and presumably, they said, this would strengthen them so they could resist invita-
tions from criminal gangs. The sailing courses did have many positive outcomes, e.g. the
youths were invited to do something new outside their socially excluded housing area and
associated with youths from other city districts in the courses. Still, the nurturing mindset was
certainly present (Mathiesen 1989). This was perhaps even more obvious when the Job Centre
offered youths salaried work during the summer and other holidays. Here they engaged trou-
blesome youths as well, and the nurturing mindset was explicit. This measure was naturally
very appreciated by the youths, as having the possibility for paid work was very popular in a
housing area where about half the population was unemployed. Still, this was actually a soft
measure carried out by a municipal housing company aimed at influencing the behaviour of
the youths. As Midtveit pointed out, it may not be obvious to everyone why such a measure
exists or what the social consequences for society will be.

Some researchers maintain that partnerships can be considered a governmental strategy for

regaining control over so-called exposed and stigmatized housing areas, thus a hidden agenda
of re-decentralization (Taylor 2007). Considering that Sweden was the most segregated of the
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OECD countries during the latter part of the 1990s, there was certainly reason for the gov-
ernment to act. The theories on re-decentralization may actually be the reason governments
persist in area-based initiatives, even though research shows that such approaches are actually
not appropriate (Burgers and Franken 2003). Yet, such a strategy would be understandable if
one also considered common municipal efforts to combine urban renewal with economic de-
velopment. Some researchers stress that housing segregation in terms of ethnicity and poverty
is a threat to the new profile metropolitan cities strive for, which is to attract affluent families
and successful high-tech industries. As a result, contemporary planning and administration
include striving for integration and a social mix (Musterd 2000).

At the same time, however, if market-led gentrification projects in the name of safety or high-
tech (Raco 2003) lead to certain social consequences, we will find ourselves in the paradox
that even if the government has a hidden agenda of re-decentralization aimed at combining
urban renewal with economic development, i.e. combating segregation, the market-led devel-
opment in the name of safety and security may cause precisely what they struggle against:
social exclusion on ethnic and economic grounds. As architects and planners we need to —
before the expected next building boom — be knowledgeable enough to analyse and discuss
these issues, in order to contribute to a sustainable development.
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