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Panel 47 – Renewing participation practices in Urban governance.
Participatory democracy in local cultural policy: 

Grassroots versus top-down dynamics. 

In the current reconfiguration of local powers, the metropolitan territories – and notably the institutions designed to manage them – remain affected by what can be called a “democratic deficit” (Bassand, 2007: 28). Besides, this metropolitan action takes shape in a more inter-scale territoriality than an institutional one. The issue of the readability of metropolitan policies proves to be all the more important as the democratic requirement have evolved during these last years, especially around the deliberative imperative (Blondiaux and Sintomer, 2002). The latter can, regarding some of its ends, be in line with the idea of participative democracy, with the same principle to “complete the institutional arsenal of representative democracy with places where the roll-out of this large democratic deliberation is possible, where this participation of the highest number in the discussion of collective choices is promoted” (Blondiaux, 2007: 120). As Lise Monneraud emphasises in the case of the French metropolitan institution: “in front of this well-shared diagnosis of the insufficient recognition of the metropolitan scale as a scale of dialog, so as a real political stakeholder of the city, the issue is to implement a process of visualizing and appropriation from the inhabitants” (Monneraud, 2009: 118). It refers thus to the challenge of the transparency of metropolitan public action, between institutional uncertainty and the birth of new mechanisms.

Meanwhile, the local cultural action, especially in France, has partly been built to address the purpose of proximity. In the same time, it was eluding partially the necessity of participation, as it mainly focused on a progressive trend of professionalisation (Saez, 1990), partly neglecting the endogenous paths of development (Urfalino, 2004) to keep the track of the ministry for Culture. In that manner, if the cultural sector is not part of the areas more directly involved in a process of institutionalization of participation, as it became compulsory or highly suggested on the tryptic of “collective risks, big projects and local democracy” (Gaudin, 2010: 46), participation is more and more integrated into the challenges of the cultural sector
 despite some inherent discrepancy. Participation is indeed at the crossroads of key issues in the development of cultural policy and especially at the junction of a state-driven cultural policy – embodied in France by Malraux, the first Minister for Culture – and the field of popular education and sociocultural area (Saez, 2014). If, on the other hand, a more cross-sector and horizontal conception of culture remained around the popular education movement. Nevertheless, the opposition is not that strict. The involvement of the population is never missing, but its position is just defined differently. If, in the action of the ministry the work of art and the creator are the main point, the population is only the target of the benefits procured by the work of art, without asking forms of art outreach in any way. On the other hand, popular education is meant to be rooted in a “self-referential popular culture” (Saez, 2008: 22), coming from an assumption of an immanent culture. Necessarily, during this process of definition and implementation of a cultural public policy, the issue of participation is considered in various ways. The action led by the Ministry of Culture has certainly evolved from a cultural democratization policy to a cultural democracy one. The former was looking both for the spread of the “the great work of art of humanity” and to stipulate that “it is the work of art and its creator who become the new heroes” (Saez, 2001: 203), and in that way was relegating the population to the single role of audience. The latter covers the recognition of the cultures coming from the population, which lacked credit within the institutions organizing the aesthetic consecration. However, the material and symbolic relegation of the popular education movements (Urfalino, 2004; Mignon, 2007), left open the issue of the citizen participation in the public policies of culture. The concern for the reach of the outlying audience in the field of cultural policies thus attests to the existence of barriers between the designers and the recipients of a public policy
, while the involvement of associations in the governance of cultural institutions has declined markedly with the turning-point of professionalisation (Saez, 1990).

The question of participation in metropolitan cultural policies is, however, significant in respect of the quest for legitimacy for local cultural policies. If the seniority of these policies is now  fully acknowledged and regularly analysed (Poirrier, Vadelorge et Rab, 1995, Bianchini and Parkinson, 1993) as the importance of the long-term practice of the municipal power in France has been stressed (Borraz, 2000), the concretisation of their autonomy can still be questioned. This autonomy should particularly be understood in the sense of the self-determination of norms of action that could be specific and that make them distinct from the national ministry. Thus, from a relationship based on cooperation (Poirrier and Rizzardo, 2009), a differentiation process should help in determining specific processes and purposes. In the context of metropolization (Le Galès, 2003; Sassen, 2005, 2006) metropolitan areas have to face several injunctions, to which the participatory scheme can respond. Regarding cultural policies first, the metropolises need to meet several kinds of expectations, requiring various levels of intervention. Firstly, one can refer to the logic of proximity mainly based on the sociocultural action and aiming at the reduction of the urban fragmentation. Secondly, we can mention the existence of a logic of professional standards, fitting the national requirements and following the movement of professionalisation. Thirdly, we can identify a logic of international cultural attractivity aimed at the international ranking (Saez, 1991). Furthermore, both the issues of culture and participation have a specific sense regarding the territorial cohesion and the creation of a metropolitan identity. Thus, if the development of inter-municipal institutions has for a long time focused on technical domains, the sense of belonging and of more sensitive aspects is considered as more and more necessary (Négrier, 2005; Négrier et alii, 2008). It would even be reasonable to believe that the metropolis with its innovation, its geographical and political structure is the accurate scale for renewing the cultural action (Saez, 2002: 93). The participatory approach in this new territorial frame benefits both the legitimacy of this metropolitan power seeking a new governance (Jouve and Lefèvre, 1999; Le Galès and Lorrain, 2003; Lefèvre, 2009) and to mix the different expectations of cultural policies and more particularly, that of citizen involvement. 


Thus, so as to cement these territories and to renew cultural policies, the metropolitan space has to face the challenge of the participatory imperative. Our research problem here will be to analyse how the cultural sector, on the metropolitan scale, deals with this participatory imperative. The arguments we are going to consider here aim to show that participatory mechanisms, as local cultural policies have evolved, are incorporated into a movement of territorialisation of public policies, positioning sector-specific public policies, and especially cultural ones, in a purpose to promote territorial development (Saez, 2005). As a result, these mechanisms are essentially implemented according to local configurations that give them specific features.


Considering otherwise that cultural policies greatly depend on the national and local context and that the public policies models vary according to these contexts, we will particularly investigate the issue of the “embedding of the participative situation”, whether it is time-based, or related to the politico-institutional frame, or knowledge-based or socio-territorial-based (Barbier and Larrue, 2011). In that manner, participative mechanisms cannot be disconnected from day-to-day policies.


As a consequence, as we cannot analyse the implementation of such mechanisms as forms of unequivocal application, our research is enshrined in a comparative perspective. From the end of the Keynesian-Fordist era, we can deduce a movement toward a territorialisation of public policies based on the differentiation of territories. These policies are no longer aimed at the national territory inserted in the world in a universal perspective but are based on local imagined territories, where yet existing and still to discover resources are mobilized to build the territory and face the other ones. Our analysis will rely in that perspective on two local configurations in France (Strasbourg) and in Germany (Stuttgart). The difference of the two contexts is first useful to decentre the analyse from a national perspective. Meanwhile having two situations to compare is a heuristic way to analyse how the mechanism are incorporated by several stakeholders. As Guillaume Gourgues can explain it, in a perspective similar to the one of Foucault, these mechanisms should be considered as instrument of government and in that manner can be taken up in various ways by the actors of the local systems (2013). As a consequence, we should not only focus on the purposes of the institution which commissioned the mechanism, even if it plays a strong role (Wahnlich, 2006). In that way, we will compare two different approaches of the participatory processes in Strasbourg (France) and Stuttgart (Germany). In the case of Strasbourg, we will deal with a “Summit of culture” (“Assises de la culture”) directly organized in 2009 by the municipal team. This was the follow-up to a commitment made by the Socialist candidate in the 2008 elections in front of the incumbent conservative team and initially intended to win back the trust of associations and cultural stakeholders. In the case of Stuttgart, we will discuss the implementation of the “Cultural Dialog” (“Kultur im Dialog”), a citizen- and cultural stakeholders- led process that started in 2009. This was set up as a response to the decision made by the city council to cut the municipal budget, including funding for cultural events and activities. In three different phases, cultural stakeholders have defended their own interests and the need to develop a real cultural project for the city.


As a consequence, we will analyse the way the participative mechanisms are interfering with the functioning of the sub-system of cultural policy. Following that principle, we will study the way the mechanisms develop considering the specificity of the sector and investigate in which way the process can reveal or not some changes regarding the framing of the sector itself. This paper is based on two field studies conducted as part of a PhD thesis on metropolitan cultural policies. It will draw on a thorough analysis of the participatory processes, using interviews with several stakeholders and the written reports drafted during and after the processes. It combines both approaches of public actors and cultural stakeholders so that we can confront the different ways of understanding these instruments. Our argument here will be organized in three different parts. In the first, we will deal with the challenge of participative mechanisms to address the issue of the preeminent position of public institutions in the management of the cultural policies. We will go on with the analysis of the confrontation of the mechanisms with the bureaucratic structure of local cultural policies. Finally, we explore the way these instruments interfere with the structuring of cultural stakeholders.

1. Dealing with the centrality of public intervention.

Even if France can be considered as an extreme model, there exists a common feature throughout Europe about public intervention for art and culture. Admittedly Germany displays a much more diverse situation owing to its decentralized history and tradition (Burns and Van der Will, 2003). In that context, the imperative to implement participatory processes put into question this essential place of the public intervention. In that way, it means to value the expertise of other actors instead of the ones of public institutions (1.1). Meanwhile, it does not mean the disappearance of politics, remaining at stake (1.2). This situation requires so the promotion of new values of public intervention (1.3).

1.1 How to promote the knowledge of the cultural stakeholders

In the case of Stuttgart, the process was started directly by the cultural stakeholders themselves, deciding first to organize an Art-parade in Autumn 2009 to demonstrate against cuts to the cultural budget and then to set up a process of dialog. The first phase of this dialog was designed to invite some national cultural professionals to open some lines of discussion and to report their own processes of reflexion on the development of local cultural policies. In that way, the Stuttgarter stakeholders build part of their legitimacy with an outside expertise while, in front of the city council, they assess the need for a new design of the cultural policy of the city, as it has been done in some other places in Germany. This outside participation helps in setting up a kind of advocacy coalition to give legitimacy to the mechanism that is promoted (Gourgues, 2013). The coalition was extended through the role of mediation embodied by the qualified persons of the culture and media city commission – e.g. the heads of the main cultural institutions. In that way the cultural speakers of the political parties decided to promote the idea of a participative mechanism and to make it coordinated and mediated by Stuttgart’s community foundation
. With this progressive addition of actors, the issue is progressively addressed as a general concern and not as a corporatist demand to save a sector-specific budget. The problem has been socialized and publicized at each stage (Carrel, 2013). When the mayoral elections took place in 2012, the Green Party candidate gave full credit to the process that had taken place and so gave it political recognition, which was certainly a political weapon against the municipal team in place who was particularly reluctant (see below). In 2013, as the whole process was finally achieved, the city council voted unanimously in favour of the final document and the guidelines it addressed for the local cultural policy. In that way, the setting up of this cultural dialog can be considered as a form of empowerment, closed to the logic of setting-up explicit counter-power. The deliberative process appears to be a tool to increase the capacity of action of cultural actors who are repositioned in the public space.


In the case of Strasbourg, the approach is quite different. As will be seen below, the main purpose was political. Nevertheless, the public justification is based on other arguments and specifically on the need to involve citizens in the designing public policies. This is particularly strong if we consider the political discourse developed by the municipal team, designing a “policy narrative” (Radaelli, 2000) to de-politicize these participative mechanisms. As explained by one of the deputy mayors, “there was a feeling that never cease to be confirmed, being that building the city today or build the territory today cannot be done without dialog. And if we refer to all the studies that have been carried out […] one can particularly see the appetite of the inhabitants, their desire to participate in the design of the territory they live in and its transformation, all this today is a compulsory exercise” (interview). Thus, “whatever the reality or the scope of the crisis of representation, it acts nowadays as a constraint for the representatives, being summoned to take charge of the “social demand for participation” that it translates” (Blatrix, 2009: 103). Beyond the political background, the public definition of the participative mechanism is thus one of the social demands that a public institution has to deal with. Deciding to organize this participatory exercise, the municipality is displayed as anticipating this social demand and as being aware of the various streams in society that should be listened to, and not just during elections. 

Nevertheless, especially in the case of Strasbourg, it remains hard to put aside the political situation that impacts on the way the process is defined, designed and publicized. 

1.2 The importance of the political background

Thus, behind the storytelling of the city of Strasbourg, behind the process of objectification of the participative process, there is above all a political end. Indeed, after the mandate of the conservative party (UMP), it was widely acknowledged that they did not lose due to their program, but rather due to the discrepancy which developed with the inhabitants. The cultural summit – part of a more extended participatory scheme – was intended to reconquer the associational network. With this in mind, participative principles are brought into the political arena, as a political weapon, setting up a more or less artificial mechanism, with a routinized and structured process (Blondiaux, 2007) that can easily be controlled so that it can offer some political rewards. As a deputy mayor explains, “the idea to put the public dialog as the first commitment of the municipal project came from […], the violence of relationships that cultivated our predecessor; it seemed right to give a clear sign to the inhabitants and the main actors, to tell that regarding the dialog, things were going to change deeply” (interview). This tactical choice was corroborated by the appointment of a federal Socialist secretary for the function of deputy mayor in charge of urban animation and popular education. He emphasises himself that “we estimated that one of the reasons probably leading to the defeat of our predecessors was their relationship to the associational network. So there was the issue of building new connections. As a consequence, we had perhaps to attribute it to... let’s say a politician, someone not necessarily from civil society” (interview). Thus the setting up of this cultural summit cannot be separated from the political aim to reaffirm a sphere of influence in the cultural and associational sectors. As will be discussed below, the reduction of the risks and the control of the procedure are fully part of the political purposes. As a consequence, the content of the summit was dependent of this perspective. For example, the whole process did not include the metropolitan spectra while it could have offered some new approaches to local cultural policies. So the design finally drawn refers to a narrow approach, as culture remains essentially within the scope of the city’s powers and not the metropolitan area and is thus particularly useful for political gains.


In the case of a grassroots movement, as in Stuttgart, the political dimension remains starkly present. First, the movement of “Kultur im Dialog” is anchored in a political context of protest around an urban project called Stuttgart 21 centred on the reconfiguration of the railway station (Ohm-Rheinicke, 2011). As emphasized by the community foundation, “because of the Stuttgart 21, more citizens are really discussing the questions, what is important for our city and what is important for staying and living together. And art is one issue where people say “yes, we want to have this more, this is something that bring us together” and another thing that the process would not have been without Stuttgart 21, the politicians are really afraid of the protests that took place, and now, they are more willing to acknowledge or even to start a participation process” (interview). In this regard, the protest against the project of Stuttgart 21 have a ratchet effect, as an impossibility to get back to the previous way of working, as the design of a new path to follow, thus building a “path dependency” (Pierson, 2000). As a second aspect of the political dimensions of the process, we can mention the deep reluctance of both the municipal team and the cultural administration. In the first case, even the mayor was discrediting the process while the deputy mayor for culture was not in favour when it started. In the latter one, they question the legitimacy of the process and specifically of the people who participated both on political and knowledge reasons: “that were the Greens and the Socialists who particularly favoured a moderation of the process. And the community foundation happens to be in close relation with both parties and we asked the foundation to do it. As a consequence, the process was really strong, considering the number of citizens participating, as well with people who certainly are taking care of cultural activities, but who don’t have any specialized competencies or qualifications” (interview). Finally, there is a third political dimension embodied by the issue of political leadership. As an opponent to this municipal team, the Green candidate built a political discourse favouring the process, corresponding to his personal image of being an intellectual, closed to the artistic and cultural milieus and in the same time fitting the political line of the Green Party promoting such new democratic processes. This was nevertheless going further than the issue of more traditional participative mechanisms as referendums on culture are often not considered as a way to involve the citizen in the real process of decision-making (Premat, 2008).

In order to face the predominance of public intervention which defines the way to deal with political action for culture, as the processes themselves show, there is a need for new skills and abilities, so that it could exist a pluralistic approach of public policies. 

1.3 The need to develop actions considering the diversity of values.

We emphasized above how, in Stuttgart, cultural stakeholders designed their own process and so defined its meaning. Both the way it became a public problem and the coalition it created had nevertheless to face the centrality of the public administration and the way it defined the problem itself. Regarding that issue, it is worth noting that the naming of the problem and what is at stake is essential. Thus, for its part, the cultural department was just hoping that this dialog process would help it in the decision of hypothetical future cuts, designing priorities that the administration could follow. Displaying these two ways of defining the public problem, there was hardly any understanding on both sides, assessing the existence of two rationalities of the cultural policies. In the issue of the governance, these two perspectives refer to two different approaches of changes in the conduct of public policies. While the cultural administration considered that it should be the place to design new lines and organize this changes, the process is considered as “something that called into question its power or its prerogatives, its decision-making authority” (a cultural stakeholder, interview). As it can be witnessed in the way the consultative city commission for culture and media works, the political agenda is always decided by the municipal team and the cultural stakeholders are denied the right to propose. Despite the difficulty in establishing a real dialog between the administration and the cultural stakeholders, “Kultur im Dialog” was a window of opportunity to bring to the public’s attention their own value, their vision on culture. During the process, the mediation of the community foundation made it possible for people to share their values and their sense of culture, according to their different background and position in the cultural field. The issue remains for the day-to-day policy. 


Meanwhile in Strasbourg – as can be the case in some other sectors – participative mechanisms are embodied in a process of normalization of grassroots democracy (Carrel and Talpin, 2012), where culture is no longer missing, if not in the reality, at least in the discourse. If “the political agenda is now deeply affected by a concern for a proximity democracy” (Gaudin, 2010: 46), this is embedded in what Vincent Guillon calls the “territorial values of cultural public action” (Guillon, 2011) and are used as essential justifications for public policies. If the process remains defined and framed by the public authority, it can be, in an incremental approach, a first step toward a more profound consideration for the public’s opinion. To compare with other domains as the urban planning (Bacqué and Gauthier, 2011) or the environmental issues (Barbier and Larrue, 2011), we can highlight this step-by-step tendency of public institutions to consider other kind of knowledge into their decision-making process. The embodiment of this diversity of resources is nevertheless mainly incorporated in a perspective of improving public management and rarely to reconsider the centrality of politicians in the decision-making process and their relationship to the inhabitants. Thus, the share of meanings inherent to the maieutics of the deliberative process aims to produce a better decision, with a more or less important pluralisation of the decision-making process, still structured by representative democracy. Participative or deliberative democracy  remains in the frame of this traditional democracy, and the public sphere “at its best operates in synergy with representation and administration to yield more desirable practices and outcomes of collective decision making and action” (Fung, 2006: 66).

2. Dealing with the bureaucratic organization.

Mainly a consequence of the centrality of public interventions, the cultural sector is also characterized by the constitution of strong administrative mechanisms so that they can deal with the priorities that have been assigned to the local institutions. This necessarily influences the implementation of the participatory process and its design (2.1) while it makes more difficult the opportunities for innovation in the development of cross-sector dynamics (2.2). Consequently, the implementation of the participatory process argues in favour of new abilities and skills to structure governance in a newly-fashioned way (2.3). 

2.1 The design of the participatory mechanisms

In relatively centralized contexts, the definition of the participatory framework is mainly the one of the institution who triggered the process. Whether it is intended as a weapon in the political struggle or a tool for institutional communication, the participatory mechanism has to be determined so that it can conquer the public space. Constituted by several scenes, the public space has to be reached with the same diversity. The multifaceted Cultural Summit held in 2009, one year after the municipal elections in Strasbourg, was designed for a pluralistic participation by the city administration.  While the drafting of summary sheets by the cultural administration itself falls into a very low level of participation
 – being only a form of public information – the setting up of several workshops included in the axes defined by the municipality were a deeper form of interaction, although this continued to take the form of audience members/workshop participants voicing their opinions. Lastly the more flexible mechanism of street-level debates (“café-culture”) was an opportunity to leave room for citizens to propose topics for debate. It was however not a chance to “debate on the debate” (Gourgues, 2013). The paradoxical situation of strong control and the partial volatility of the latter mechanism transformed it into a not very readable process, partly marginalized from the other part of the process. Moreover, regarding the content of the process itself, it was said from the beginning that there should not be any evolution of the budget of the cultural administration. In that way, the issue of the cultural financing was out of the debate, while it meant that there should be innovation in cultural policy, new ways of working or projects with exactly the same amount of money. If this also meant the safeguarding of the financial means of action, symbolically, this announcement of a static budget was considered by cultural stakeholders as the desire of the administration to retain control over cultural action, leaving only room to discuss the balance struck between support to major institutions and independent stakeholders. Ultimately, the public administration controlled the entire process from start to finish
.


From the protest repertoire with the 2009 art parade to a cultural meeting with outside experts and to the setting-up of a dialogical mechanism in 2011, this succession of processes was intended to constitute deliberative empowerment. In a context where civil society has been granted more recognition, where there already exists a city commission including cultural stakeholders – even if it does not work enough to enable the actors to set up the agenda – the symbolic and strong decision to reduce the cultural budget triggered a process that was widely independent from the bureaucracy. In that way, the working groups that were created during this process around several topics
 were the opportunity for cultural stakeholders to express their collective preferences in a mid-term perspective in the frame of a long-winded process. The final report submitted to the mayor in 2013 can be considered as a common core of proposals, needing to be approved by the city council; that happened during the summer of 2013. By so doing, the cultural stakeholders themselves designed the framework of the debate and its purposes, mainly to face the cultural department’s working methods and definition of cultural action. Thus, while the employees of the cultural department were participating in the workshops during the first phase of the process, they were less and less present during the second one, while the main heads of the department tried to make it stop. Finally the newly elected mayor, when he received the final report of the process, publicly disavowed his administration, acknowledging the necessity and the quality of the work done during the process. In so doing, the new mayor tried to face the centrality of his bureaucracy and give a more plural dimension to the decision-making process.

2.2 The difficult attempt to develop cross-sector approaches

Designed to give a new and broader perspective on decision-making, the participatory mechanism is supposed to rely on a variety of approaches and so to go beyond the way the cultural administration usually deals with culture. In both cases, there was a clear idea to give another dynamic to the cultural policy. This means to build bridges within public institutions and to favor dialog between different conceptions of cultural policies while the cultural sphere has, for several decades, been defined by cultural administrations (Urfalino, 2004) which have seldom initiated substantive public dialog.


The participatory mechanisms are relatively successful on this issue. In the case of Strasbourg, the municipality decided to set up a project team made of employees from four different departments within the administration, so that it could help concretise the cross-sector approach and the deputy mayor’s idea for a cultural policy at the core of the municipal policies. Meanwhile, in Stuttgart, especially during the first phase of the workshops, employees of the urban development and economic development departments were much involved in the debates to help bringing new dimensions to the cultural policy.


Nevertheless in the case of Strasbourg, the cross-sector dimension was partly biased for two reasons. Firstly, this strategy was also designed for political reasons, e.g., to avoid working fully with the cultural department that was strongly connected to the deputy mayor for culture from the previous municipal team. Secondly, designing this process meant having to take a close look at the way the cultural administration is working. As a consequence of these two reasons, the cross-sector dimension and the opening towards new dynamics hardly happened in the core of the cultural bureaucracy, e.g., the cultural department, but were more promoted by other departments. Thus, at the end of the process, when it was decided to give the work back to the cultural department, it took a while for it to take responsibility for this subject and stuck to many of its old ways of working, still being considered by a deputy mayor as a “bunker”. This left little room for cross-sector dimensions within the cultural department. In Stuttgart, within and besides the process of dialog, the cultural department embodied the same reluctance toward an evolution in its field of intervention. As emphasized by one of the qualified members of the city commission for culture and media, in the cultural department “they want culture to be culture and to be separate from all other departments and they do not care about it, that culture is social-relevant, if it’s relevant for creative industries, it’s not their concern” (interview).
2.3 The need for new structures of governance

As we analysed in the first part, participatory processes address important issues for the field of cultural policy, issues that are left partly un-answered. These processes require some new skills and abilities. To deal with the challenge of the centrality of the public administration in the setting-up of the lines of public policies for culture and the self-centred management of this policy, the two cases we have been investigating argue in favour of establishing forums for discussion where the cultural policies can be developed together. These forums should be established between formal public institutions and those bodies operated by cultural stakeholders. 


In Stuttgart, there could be opportunities to make concrete such spaces on the basis of the city commission, if there is an evolution on the way the political agenda is set-up. As a consultative body, not dependent from the administration, bringing together politicians and cultural stakeholders, the reconfiguration of such a commission could also be the place to address concerns that remain unresolved from “Kultur im Dialog”. At the end of the process, there were indeed two questions where the disagreement lingered, two points which represent a deep criticism from the cultural stakeholders towards the cultural department, that were firstly the communication system between the cultural department and the cultural actors so that they could claim better consideration, and secondly the process of setting objectives for subsidized structures. Around these two concerns, we can indeed notice the global challenge to deal with the bureaucracy whereas a commission that could evolve toward the model of an arts council (Chavez-Aguayo, 2012; Lüüs, 2012) may open new opportunities. 


In Strasbourg, at the beginning of 2013, there was an attempt to set up a follow-up for the Cultural Summit around the sector of the performing arts. This was considered by the municipality as an opportunity to ensure the settlement of disputes, while, according to the municipal team, it was another occasion to express respect towards cultural stakeholders as discussion partners. Nevertheless, this process does not affect the balance between the counterparts. The process still led and designed by the administration lacked either a forum for discussion or any involvement on the part of “artisans of public participation” (Carrel, 2013).

3. Dealing with the organization of the cultural sector

In the same time, these participatory mechanisms have to deal with the cultural system, organized around well-defined artistic fields and marked by major institutions (3.1), with a self-centred definition that leave few rooms for citizen participation (3.2). The participative processes nevertheless point out some requirements so that the cultural sector could develop new lines of actions (3.3).
3.1 The preeminence of both artistic fields and institutions representations

In Stuttgart, the process first faced this prominence of the institutions in the cultural system. As discussed above, the starting point of the process was the cuts to the cultural budget. This decision impacted on the institutions in the first place, and indirectly on the artists themselves. That is why the process was first initiated by the institutions who framed the debates and the cultural needs for the city. Secondly it had also to deal with the distinction according to the artistic domains and the segmentation of the different branches of the cultural system. On both issues, the process was a chance to make the situation evolve. First, after the mobilization of the institutions, the artists joined the process and participated, with a few differences according to their artistic practices. Then this lengthy process was an opportunity to improve the knowledge of one another, to share experiences from different artistic practices. Several cultural sectors were not interacting with each other, although this finally happened during the workshops. It was furthermore a chance to aggregate the multiple visions of these actors and compose collective preferences. By so doing, it was a real maieutic process where people could share with each other their own identity to build a collective one. With this process, the issue of the financing of culture was rapidly overwhelmed by larger concerns about the place, the recognition and the role of culture in the local development. In that way, it overcame the cultural sector and its own different branches. This evolution of a more pluralistic sector remained however only a first step. There were some strong remnants of this artistic division during the process. We can emphasize in particular that the new interactions between artists concerned above all the inner organization of artistic fields. This was particularly the case of the visual artists, who could get to know themselves and, as a consequence, felt less visible than more structured sectors, so that they decided to create a collective of independent visual artists (FUKS) to get a structure to represent themselves in front of the other sectors and in public. So the dialog was an opportunity for a double movement of de-structuring and restructuring of the cultural sectors.


In the case of Strasbourg, the cultural summit, during the workshops and the working groups, was a chance to make cultural stakeholders discuss some of the challenges to be faced and to exchange on their practices. Nevertheless, one of the points that were frequently reiterated was the discrepancy between the independent artists and the institutions, especially regarding the allocation of resources. It thus brought to light the important dilemmas of local cultural policies about the way their support is established and the margin for innovation in a system that have been described as the “game of the catalog” (Friedberg and Urfalino, 1984) where the municipalities aggregate the institutions they support so that they can have a broad spectrum of cultural activities. As a consequence of the limited local finance, it rapidly creates a process of institutionalization with few opportunities for new actors. The cultural summit was so notably a chance to express grievances for the smaller cultural structures. In the same time, this summit bolstered the discussions between players on the existence of places and habits to de-compartmentalize the cultural action.

3.2 The difficulties in developing a grassroots movement

As we told earlier, the top-down approach of the process that took place in Strasbourg was first an obstacle to the extension of participation. That made it necessarily scarce and above all, mainly concentrated on the cultural stakeholders. It created a strong feeling of togetherness around the ethos and habitus of the cultural actors with few possibilities to express views and opinion transcending this self-segregation. The deputy mayor for urban entertainment expressed this difficulty to bring new values on the cultural action as he stated “during a debate I was participating to, this had deeply polarized the audience, I told that, according to me, culture was not an intellectual leisure for a privileged social elite. So I got all the cultural professionals who told “you cannot tell such a thing, we need some elitism, we need quality to express ourselves”” (interview). In view of this, we can especially emphasize the dovetailing of cultural and sociocultural activities. The lack of recognition of the latter, as seen in the above quote, shows the result of different paths of institutionalization of public policies, where sociocultural action rooted in a grassroots politicized movement, often aimed at solving social issues (Dubois and Laborier, 2003) does not fit the standard of quality and elitism of the cultural policy. In that regard, this cultural summit was also an opportunity for the cultural actors to reaffirm their own identity, their self-representation, fruit of a long-term process of public policy categorization.


In Stuttgart, as we have explained, because the process started from a mobilization to fight against a public decision, it kept the mark of the need for recognition and for self-representation, so that it makes the cultural actor and the cultural activities visible. Despite the mediation of the community foundation and the openness to wider topics than culture itself, the participation was particularly centred on cultural stakeholders or people having cultural activities. Thus, on the 200 people who followed the process during the two years, the cultural department employee  responsible for co-ordinating it for the municipality acknowledges the presence of “five or maybe maximum ten people [who] are pretty normal citizens. Most of people were involved in culture processes” (interview). By so doing, the process mainly concentrated on insiders – and more specifically on the heads of the institutions that are part of the city commission – marginalizing outsiders and specifically the layman, focusing on people bearing professional interests (Gourgues, 2013). Even if the purpose was to bring the cultural issue to the public space, it partly failed to make it really public. By so doing, this process falls within the idea that deliberative processes are not necessarily participatory processes, as it can often be translated through a dialog between few people, not offering opportunities to make it fully plural (Blondiaux, 2007). The need for intermediary spaces of dialog, for rooms for exchanges between professionals can in this way be an incentive for discussions not on the scene but behind the curtain.
3.3 The development of new lines of interests.

Despite these troubles to set up a broader mechanism, the processes have pointed out some new values being essential for further developments of cultural policies and that could trigger a much more global approach to cultural action, beyond the scope of the artistic dimension and of the centrality of institutions. This was mainly translated through the stress on some cross-sector dimensions, as the cultural diversity that has been a major topic in the public policy of Stuttgart (Magdowski, 2006a, 2006b). It became so during the process one of the challenge to be addressed by the cultural policy. In Strasbourg, this topic has also been heavily promoted during the Cultural Summit, even if it was often connected to the defence of the regional culture and identity. This concern is both a means to connect culture to other issues, as the one of foreigner integration or the one of the expression of the cultural identity of each citizen and a means to reconnect the cultural stakeholders to other actors and especially the associational network usually dealing with these issues.


Meanwhile, both the challenge of the financing of culture and the one of including new forms of artistic creation made the processes investigate the new field of creative economy. By so doing, it means the opening of a strong symbolic barrier that defines the cultural field. Even if the tendency toward an economization of culture dates back to the early 1980’s (Dubois, 2001), the integration of culture to this new frame means a loss of centrality of the artistic dimension in the public policy to think more about the process of creation, whoever is responsible for it. The creative economy is also an opportunity to create closer connections to economic actors and so to embody a cross-sector logic of action. In both cases, it also connects with an urban dimension and the need for new spaces to concretise this dynamic. This process can hence be an option for the regeneration of urban neglected areas and as a consequence becomes also socio-relevant. By so doing, the concerns carried out by the cultural actors on creative economy is promoting a more global approach and asking for a public intervention that can help creating these synergies.

Conclusion

If we can question the accuracy of a participatory imperative, there is surely a local development requirement for new ways of dealing with public policies. As a consequence, the participatory mechanisms are means to innovate, to rest on new values of public action, to develop new schemes of governance with new kinds of relationship between stakeholders. The dilemma remains on the way these mechanisms – surely relying on the context where they are born (Carrel, 2013) – influence this context in return. The consequence for day-to-day policy is in that sense not sufficiently important. The influence of the mechanisms also depends on the sectorial structure they depend of. 


In analysing one specific sector here, our purpose was to show how the construction of a sectorial sub-system, the way the actors interact within this framework matter for the implementation of the processes. Moreover, addressing this issue in the case of the cultural domain also remind us that the participatory scheme is extended through a form of what the neo-institutionalists theorists called a spill-over effect. Thus, it extends progressively from core domains that have mainly been built as a public category of intervention around technical aspects, such as urban planning, to more political ones, such as culture. In that regard, the setting up of participatory processes in cultural matters remains outside the compulsory areas for now. This certainly also helps the local actors to design the processes in more flexible ways, giving rooms for plural ways of adopting the processes. Finally, this blurring of self-defined processes reduces their capacity to push for deep changes and increase the anchoring of the process in the inherent dynamic of the sub-system. In our case, the participatory processes are particularly connected to the tendency of local cultural policy to be integrated into a territorial framework more than a sectorial one. The tendencies we have pointed out about cross-sector dynamics, integration into a framework of local economic development advocate for such a connection from the process to its sectorial dynamic.
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�	 The issue of participation became by the way one of the key-words of the cultural action of the European Union today, as it can be exemplified with the importance it took in the flagship program of the European capital of cultures (Lefebvre, 2007, Giroud and Veschambre, 2012) in a design to promote a “european civil society” (Saurugger, 2006). 


�	 See notably on that topic: Donnat and Tolila (eds.), 2003.


�	 It has been founded on a city Hall initiative so that it can bring together all the activities that are organized by private foundation in Stuttgart, in various domains as culture, sport, social work.


�	 Even more considering that these sheets were only edited when the final overview of the process was publicized. 


�	 This control dimension started upstream and remained even afterward, as the process started more than one year after the elections while the synthesis awaited from the process has only been edited in 2012, the administration being so the one who designed the material realm as the time dimension of the process, deciding when it starts and ends. 


�	 Regarding the following issues: “cultural and knowledge formation”, “cultural diversity and plurality as a chance”, “the spaces for arts and cultures – opportunities for the development of the city”, “the artists in the city”, “communication and mediation”, “self-perception and requirements for a city’s cultural policy” (Bürgerstiftung, 2012)





19

