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The Matrix of citizen participation: leaders, civil society and coalitionsin Turkish cities
S. Ulg BAYRAKTAR?

Since the 1990s, the literature on local polities been mainly dominated by debates
on participatory practices that aim at a bettezgnation of citizens to the government of their
communities. The multiplication of participatorypexiences all around the world in the last
decade has naturally had its reflections in thetipal science literature. Studies on such
practices have thus become one of the most posiags of scholars of our discipline.

These works can be regrouped roughly in three oatsy A first group of researches
adopts acritical stance arguing that the introduction of particypgatexperiences does not
bring about any significant change in politicaliregs, if not accentuate the existing political
inequalities among specific groups and actors. @oseé group concentrates mainly on the
description of such experiences providing detailed empiricatadon their constitution,
composition and functioning. Finally, the last gooaf studies presents these experiences in a
prescriptivemanner in an effort to illustrate how they repreésen adequate instrument to
overcome the contemporary crisis of representatigenocracy as well as its structural
deficiencies. According to this last group of saglithe higher the practice climbs up on the
ladder of participation (Arnstein, 1967) or of emmmsment (Burns, Hambleton and Hogget:
1994), the more democratic impact it brings about.

However, | can not avoid considering this rapid elegment of the literature on the
stated three main lines incomplete since the sooim@mic and political factors that
determine the positive or negative impact of sudmtigipatory practices seem to be
disregarded by most of researchers. Those who adoptitical stance towards these
institutional innovations directly condemn themhwitit considering the possibility of having
varying impact on different contexts whereas prescriptors (such as Pateman, 1970;
Barber, 1984; Nylen, 2003 albeit with some cautidfgng, 2004) defend vigorously the
democratisation capacity of participatory practicElse descriptors(Abers, 2000; Bacqué,
Rey and Sintomer (eds.), 2005) focus only on thmactire and the functioning of the
participatory mechanism, thus ignoring the impaéttlee socioeconomic and political
environment on the procés¥et, the same type of participatory mechanismractice may
bring about different democratic impacts dependinghe contextual characteristics.

Indeed, due to the general negligence of this ebndependency of participatory
mechanisms, efforts for better associating citizenthe decision-making processes mainly
represent a general mimesis of certain forms digyatory practices. Yet, the actual impact
of such democratisation initiatives based merelyimportation’ of particular mechanisms
has not been alike in most of the cases. Differemece¢he actual outcomes of the introduced
participatory mechanisms may even be observed mwithational systems. A perfect
illustration of this argument would be the Turkistical Agenda 21 Project in which similar
mechanisms led to varying political outcomes.

The Turkish LA21 Project has actually the objectivé developing sustainable
development plans at the local level. However, esirtbe principle of sustainability
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% In fact, it would be unjust to consider these atghas mere descriptors since while describing the
participatory processes, they do not remain whoiljifferent to the problems or the weaknesses
related to such mechanisms. However, they appeacts to the internal (i.e. related to engineering
issues) dimensions of the participatory efforts.
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necessitates the adoption of participatory techesgduring the preparation of plans, the
involvement of citizens appeared as one of the ragjpect of the process. Yet, as the Turkish
local governmental system has not been specificdisigned for facilitating civic
participation in decision making, the introductimihnew participatory mechanisms turned out
to be necessary. Consequently, the project hasgbhtoabout a local democratisation
dynamism through the introduction of new particgggtmechanisms such as city councils,
working groups and district organisations. The gebjwas so closely identified with this
participatory dynamism that its original environrtadist aspect was significantly shadowed.

Nevertheless, it is impossible to state that theatzatic outcomes of the project have
been similar in all of partner cities. Whereas sarhéhe local practices of the project have
been appreciated by even international organisatidme to their important democratic
impact, in some other cities the introduced medmsidid not manage to bring about any
significant political change if ever they could kakeen practically implemented. In other
words, a very significant dissimilarity regarding the democratic impact of the project has
been observed throughout the country. This vaoetyhe actual democratic outcomes of the
project can be easily observed through a compatetween two cities participating to the
national LA21 program.

With a population of 2.1 million, Bursa is Turkeyfsth largest city, representing a
great richness in terms of historical heritageustdal capacity and agricultural production.
Being one of the early capitals of the Ottoman Eepthe city is characterised by a
predominant Ottoman heritage, which renders thg weéry attractive for the tourists.
Moreover, various industrial plants (particularlyt@motive and textile industry) implemented
along the very fertile lands of the Plain of Burseyvides the city with a significant economic
richness. Moreover, being the pioneer of Local Alger2l initiatives in Turkey, the
Metropolitan Municipality of Bursa (MMB) has beeonsidered for some time as an ideal
model for the implementation of Local Agenda 21sTurkey. With its regularly meeting
civic city council assembling the representativé€entral and local government as well as
civil organisations; nineteen working groups enaplicitizens’ participation in the
determination of local priorities of their city asell as rendering citizens capable of
contributing actively to the solution of currenbptems and district organisations establishing
neighbourhood committees with the objective of graitting local demands and needs to
upper levels of LA21 and to local government aslvesl rendering the neighbourhood
residents capable of developing projects destimedotve their specific problems, Bursa’s
LA21 experience represented a non-negligible deatmcimpact on local politics.

On the other hand, Mersin, a city of 1.6 milliomaitants at the Mediterranean coast
of the country, can be considered as the antigheSBursa not only with her very short
historical past — in 1840 it was only a little ctzdwillage- but also in terms of socioeconomic
development. In a total contrast with the rapid angressive socioeconomic development in
1970s, the city has been passing through a tromlesperiod for the last two decades.
However, our principal motif when juxtaposing Mersvith Bursa is actually her failed
attempts of introducing new participatory mechamsisand practices of the LA21 project to
which the city adhered in 1999. In spite of thenfat launching of the project and the
introduction of new participatory organs, their uadt democratic impact has been quasi
negligible, if ever even present. The city courmiffered (and still suffer) from internal
conflicts and personal confrontations that impdeedffective functioning of the mechanism.
Working groups have been quasi absent except twe,om environment and the other on
women, both of which has not ever managed to eeaansiderable activities that would
bring about a significant impact on local polititast but the least, there has been no effort of
introducing district organisations in the city.
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In this paper, | will attempt to present the backgrd of this dissimilarity observed
between the eventual democratic impact of the amparticipatory mechanisms in the
respective cities. Three different analytical patfisbe developed throughout the paper. First
of all, the personal characteristics and attitudéshe local leaders seemed to affect the
evolution and the outcomes of the participatorycpss. Secondly, the ability and the
tendency of cooperation and collective mobilisatioh the local civil society have
significantly determined the functioning as wellths eventual impact of such participatory
mechanisms. And finally, the presence of urbanitoas among the main actors of a city
appeared as a very important factor that faciktatbe democratic efficiency of new
participatory mechanisms.

| shall develop seperately all these dimension feefisoposing a common framework
where they will be combined in the matrix that djpose for analysing civic participation.

ROLE OF LOCAL LEADERSHIP IN PARTICIPATORY PROCESSES

The role of political leadership in participatorgrdocracy is the first dimension that
should be examined since, in most of the cases,intneduction of new participatory
mechanisms and practices is initiated by politiealders. It is the political orientation, the
vision and the methodology adopted by the leadimgrés that determine the actual progress
of the participatory process. Depending on theualtis of political leaders, the experience
may never take place or can be simply spoiled theroends than a democratic change.
Therefore, when analysing a particular participa&xperience, we ought to examine, in the
first place, the role played by the political leesdlmvolved in the process.

As a matter of fact, we recently observe a growitggature on local leadership (e. g.
Berg and Rao, 2005; Haus, Heinelt and Stewart, ;2G@5mis, Heinelt and Sweeting , 2006
etc.) due to the fact that local politics has beedergoing a significant change under the
influences of globalisation, public management &miks as well as democratic
requirements. We have particularly benefited froamleton’s (2002 and 2005) ‘New City
Management’ approach that emphasises the role a#l leeaders in the public service
effectiveness as well as -and perhaps more imgtyrtfam us- democratic renewal.

For our particular case, since our main focus ighenexperiences taking place at the
city level, we argue that the attitudes as welltlzess personal characteristics of the most
prominent political figure, namely the mayor, mistve been determining on the actual
impact of the initiated participatory experience.

The origin of the LA21 activities in Bursa was wlyothe mayor’s initiative who
founds a civil city council immediately after hiketion in 1994. Besides this city assembly
composed of associative actors, the Metropolitamidpality of Bursa (MMB) introduced,
in the same period, the District Consultation CenitGemt Danisma Merkezl@rwith the
objective of organising intra-local activities af@mations aiming at a better integration of
women, children, youth, elderly, disabled and te&comers to the city life.

Later on, the mayor who had already significanttaots with international circles
before being elected as the metropolitan magot to know the LA21 process and associated
his personal initiatives to this global framewoHe insisted on the absurdity to ignore what
has been going on abroad and on the need to [nofit the international experiences. He

% Apart from being closely related with the inteioaal organisations on his domain of expertise as a
technocrat, he took responsibilities in numerouterimational sport organisations such as the
International Ski Federation as well as being a bwmof the National Olympic Committee.
Therefore, he was quite interested in what wasggomout of the national borders.
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states explicitly that the projects that he undsktavere significantly influenced by his
personal experiences acquired while serving in éxecutive boards of international
organisations such as International Union for Log&athorities (IULA) and International
Council for Environmental Initiatives (ICLEY)As a matter of fact, the launching of LA21 in
Turkey first as a local initiative in Bursa, wasfatt thanks to a regional meeting of ICLEI in
Rome in 1995. Mr Saker who got to know the condephat meeting, initiated the process
even before arriving back to the city as one of dissest collaborators, the first general
secretary of LA21 in Bursa, remembers smilingly:

“It was a Sunday; | was going to Istanbul when ray phone rang. ‘Mr. Erdem Saker
wants to speak to you’, they said... ‘Hello O., haw gou?’ he said. ‘| am fine thank you,
Mr. Mayor. Welcome back’ | replied. He immediatétyited me for dinner that evening. |
said that | couldn’t because | was on the ferrynmonway to Istanbul. Coincidentally, he
was also on the ferry on the opposite directioratals Bursa. ‘Ok’ he said, “come to me on
Tuesday then, | have things to tell you.” He mamti briefly about LA21 but of course |
understood nothing. On Tuesday, we met for luncah stdrted enthusiastically telling me
about LA21 that he heard in Rome. ‘LA21, it's jdst you. We will initiate it here in
Bursa. We will be the pioneer in Turkey.” But tlsitange concept of LA21 did not mean
anytshing to me. He explained more in details. TW&1 process had indeed started like
this>.”

On the other side of our comparison, the introductf new participatory mechanisms
in Mersin took place more recently than the onéBursa, as an electoral promise of the
mayor elected in the local elections of April 1988iring his electoral campaign, the mayor
had engaged himself with the facilitation of cinsé participation in the local government
owing to 8new mechanisms such as a city councilridisorganisations, local economic
council etc.

However, although the mayor had personally engagedstablishing participatory
mechanisms during his electoral campaign, his ti@envas not quite based on a personal
conviction. According to some of our local intenbars, his engagement did not represent a
sincere ambition since even his electoral progranvae prepared by third persons:

“| was personally present in the electoral campaif§Mayor Ozcan. When his electoral

program, his electoral brochure was prepared, leensainvolved...He did not even know
what the city council, LA21 signified. He signedattwas proposed to him by othérs

It is not thus quite difficult to adhere to the @sgption that the mayor was not actually
convinced about the need for establishing new @patiory mechanisms. In several of our
interviews, it is even argued that his later hibgtto the process was because he understood
lately what the process would actually bring abdAtcording to this point of view, he
appeared willing to introduce new participatory measms only until he became aware that
this would oblige him to share his political powaard in his ‘conspiratorial worldview’, this
would mean the reinforcement of his political enesniTherefore, he has not been actually
quite aware of the new global tendency on behalbcdl democracy. The motive stimulated

4 Interview with Erdem Saker, Julyt292003 : Istanbul.

® Interview with an ex-municipal deputy, July*22003; Bursa

® “Today, the people of Mersin do not participatetie government of the city; can not let her voice
be heard. That is why | propose to govern togeblercity, to strengthen the human rights, improve
pluralism and urban rights. Let us enable the ggdtion of our people to the government and to its
control. Let us encourage their engagement ingribplems, establish a democratic, autonomous and
participatory city council. Let us found a courmflMersin that will meet annually; therefore getdg

for the city council...” (The electoral program of blaOzcan in 1999).

" Interview with a local journalist, June 26th, 2Q0dersin.
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by international developments is thus only decweatit enables the mayor to develop a
discursive strategy that aims at giving to his miajfg a democratic, globally-connected and
innovative image. In other words, it representsniyaa rhetorical resource for the mayor of
Mersin, a resource than can be further used farathds then a democratic image...

The rhetorical character of mayor’s participatofips became obvious when it was
time to operationalise the introduced mechanismenehe approval of the constitution was
not free of quarrels and conflicts. In 2000, thenidipality decided to integrate the platform
to the LA21 process to which the city had adhepeth the meanwhile. For this purpose, the
structure of the Council had been reformed to suclomplicated system that it would most
probably slow down the functioning of the coundilit could have functioned at all. In fact,
the elections for the general secretariat in 2001hér complicated the functioning of the
organ.

Against the present general secretary who was d@ered to be too influenced by the
mayor, the vice-president of the Chamber of Commened Industry of Mersin (MTSO),
posed his candidacy for the post and was electedeldction was a cold shower for the
mayor since the former had been an opposing catedidalmost all the preceding elections
and would most probably run in the following lo&éctions. Considering this as a strong
threat to his position, the mayor cut progressiaiythe municipal resources mobilized on
behalf of MCC to prevent the recently elected gehgecretary from gaining political power
by using the reputation of MCC. The municipalityl diot first of all allocate the budget of
LA21 to the general secretariat although it wadunhed in the annual budget. Since the
utilisation of the offices and the material reserver LA21 were also disabled for the new
direction, they opened an entirely separate offinanced both by the general secretary
himself and other local organisations.

In such circumstances, the democratic impact oQwencil on the local politics would
only be insignificant. This conjuncture of immotyliif not of ‘cold war’, continued until the
mayor found an excuse for disqualifying the gensegiretary in January 2003. Meanwhile,
the general assembly could be brought together @mtg in the summer of 2002. However,
even this meeting of the Council had been far flaaming at the better integration of the
citizens to the government of their city since #saheld with the objective of letting the
governor present his project of re-defining thedeos of the metropolitan municipality.
Assembling the council on such a theme was prolilensence even though it was not
expressed explicitly, the real motive behind thedifiwation of municipal borders was
interpreted as an effort to limit the political pemof the Kurdish community in the city.
Concentrated mainly in one of the district munittgs, the community was thus able to
influence significantly the results of the munidigéections. It was argued that by modifying
the municipal borders, the governor aimed at difutihe community’s political power by
including some other neighbourhoods in their coumsticy. It was obviously unacceptable to
see the city council instrumentalised for suchszmiininative project totally contradictory to
its essential principles. The session did not ally kind of deliberation: the governor
presented his project, the mayors (7 minutes foh)and the representatives of the political
parties (3 minutes for each) expressed their opsi@nd the session was closed.
Consequently, the only session between April 206d Zanuary 2003 was seen as part of a
political manipulation plan; needless to say, elyaitte opposite of the Council’'s founding
principles.

The final straw that transformed the ‘cold war’weé&n the metropolitan mayor and the
elected general secretary of LA21 into an actualfromtation came on January 822003
during the fourth session of the Council. The ageofithe meeting consisted only one item
“The approaching war on Irak and its consequencedersin and Turkey.” In fact, even
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without the incidents that we shall discuss belsuch a session of the platform would be
problematic since there seemed to be no intentidacditating the participation of citizens in
the local affairs. Instead, three university sctolavere invited to discuss the eventual
consequences of the approaching war. However, thex® a surprise waiting for the
participants of the council. The president of timéversity had vetoed the names determined
by the executive committteand proposed three other scholars for discusdiegidsue.
Without notifying any other members of the comnaitéhe general secretary had accepted
the president’s proposition.

Naturally, such afait-a-complit in a platform that was supposed to promote the
participatory democracy in the city was inadmissibAs anyone would expect, the session
was opened by very severe critics towards the gésecretary by the other members of the
executive committee as well as the other membetseCouncil. One of the vice-general
secretaries resigned immediately from his posifind left the meeting to protest the decision
taken solely by the general secretary. Following $hssion during which protests increased
due to the poor quality of the presentations gibgrihe orators, a media-war was launched.
The resigned vice-general secretary accused opelygeneral secretary for using the
Council for his own political ambitions. Respondit@ythese accusations, the latter blamed
the metropolitan mayor for attempting to manipulde council and held him responsible for
the immobilisation of the platform. The mayor, ii$ lurn, qualified the general secretary’s
behaviours as a political show aiming at the praomoof his political candidacy and gathered
the assembly of presidents to call for an extra@gi session of the general assembly to
renew the electiofis In fact, these elections never took place duthéoambiguities in the
constitution that allowed only the general secsetarappeal for an extraordinary session and
that did not envisage a system of recalling for ¢hected posts. Consequently, the City
Council of Mersin had been brought to an absoloteability due to these severe conflicts
among the principal actors of the local politics.

The role played by the mayor of the city in thevgirg tension among local actors was
crucial since he has founded his political poweridentity politics. Even if he did not
propose a well-prepared political program, he madatp achieve a significant popular
mobilisation in the city thanks to his ethnic ongin most of our interviews, the question on
the metropolitan mayor was firstly replied by refieg to his Arab origin:

“Macit Ozcan is Arab. That is a wonderful capitad him as he admits explicitly. There are
native Arabs, Alevi Arabs in Mersin who make thelectoral choices in referring to the
logic of minority. The entourage and the actuatteial base of Macit are from this Arab
community and he invests this capital successftibyis from Karatas, thus does not have
any connection with Mersin. He settled here nolosg ago, but he managed to establish

that electoral basis by making use of clientekitions. He acts according to the demands
of that communatarian ba¥ig

Mr. Ozcan has managed thus to create a signifialitical loyalty by accentuating his
ethnical origins. He has also achieved to keepdbmmunitarian influence alive by making
an efficient use of patronage relations. Rumourpaditical corruption have turned out to be
extremely widespread in the city since his elecasnthe metropolitan mayor. He has been
considered as a specialist of making use of legps @nd/or of very complicated bureaucratic

® In fact, the political tension between these thseleolars and the direction of the university was n
secret to anyone.

° The fact that this decision was the third offiaicision of the organ demonstrates to what extend
MCC was unfunctional.

19 |nterview with a local journalist, June 26th, 2Q0d@ersin.
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techniques on behalf of personal profits. In thisywhe has been supposed to create an
immense personal fortune of which a proportion bhaen distributed among his political
collaborators or followers. Several projects ofamrlandscape improvement have particularly
roused general suspicions on the accountabilitysomandate.

What took place in Bursa was in total contradictigth the experience of Mersin when
the attitudes of respective mayors are examinect iayor of Bursa, Mr. Saker was
appreciated by those who did not politically synmise with him. Mr. Saker has been always
identified with his openness to communication aatbération:

“He was a despotic manager, very despotic. | maanntriguing character, | would like
you to know him. Someone who had worked for 35 y@athe same public institution and
during 25 years of this period as a regional dimecstarts suddenly governing a
municipality, an institution in which democraticiqiples are essential. He could not
distinguish the difference in these institutiotgugh he could do the following: to fight on
an issue, but to cooperate on another...| have rewepathized politically with him, but
he is a very good friend of mine. | fought too mweith him, but it is a pleasure even to
fight with Erdem Saker... We could not hit eacheottbut we hit the table with our fists to
show our anger. Nevertheless, each time, we leftrttom hand in hand and we could
cooperate with pleasure on another issue. He was apch relatiors.”

Similar quotations might have been multiplied, I¢ idea is clear: Mr. Erdem is
unanimously respected because on the one hand ketesmined and confident, even
sometimes authoritarian; on the other hand opabtomunication and discussion, and ready
to defend his arguments against his opponents.oOfse, it would be an exaggeration to
claim that all the decisions of his mandate weralenan a veritable democratic manner.
However, even the local opposition acknowledgedabethat he was always ready to discuss
the issues on the agenda rather than making thei@lecbehind closed doors:

“We had criticized Mr Saker a lot; he always gawesponse to us. We could at least share
a common language; we could ultimately agree oromneon position. Somehow he
seemed much more sincere t&(is

On the same issue, one of our interviewees addsacoessible he was:

“Everbody could reach Mr. Saker Erdem because hg warelation with the public
throughout his professional career. He had a palitpast which had taught him how to
keep in touch with the peopfe’

. As the quotations reveal well, Mr. Saker is hyglybpreciated in his manner of dealing
with local actors independent from whether or natoamon consensus is formed. Such a
guality of interpersonal relations presents a weriyable personal resource that enhances Mr.
Saker’s leadership capabilities.

Another aspect of Saker's mandate was the impaetdme gave to his political
autonomy vis-a-vis private interest groups as asllactors of traditional politics, his home
party included. By launching original participatgyactices, Mr. Saker not only managed to
associate citizens to the local government and demsocratised local politics, but also used
these new political instruments to resist to thei@aaristic demands coming from various
organised interest groups. For instance, he relatessuccessful resistance to a very
influential multinational company and to the locahamber of industry to these new
mechanisms:

! Interview with the president of a local associatiduly 18th, 2003 ; Bursa.
12 Interview with the ex-president of the Bar of Barduly 24th, 2003 ; Bursa.
13 Interview with a local journalist, June 29th, 2Q@ursa.
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“Let me tell you something. One day, one of thesmofluential business groups came to
me. They were willing to set up an automotive plarthe city. | objected to this idea since
according to our strategic plan, there was no rtftrfor the conventional industry in the

city. They were extremely angry. They even attechpoechange my opinion by asking the
intermediation of some of my party members. Moreptlee Bursa Chamber of Commerce
and Industry was also annoyed because | did nath&ikopinion before giving a response
to those entrepreneurs. Then, | reminded themtthtegic plan. | asked them whether we
had not discussed it all together, whether or nbiadl the approval of the Chamber.
Afterwards they kept silent. Here you are the atages of participatidi.”

The plan mentioned by the mayor is in fact a perdsadence of the actual impact of
the LA21 experience in Bursa. It is a metropolievelopment plan of the city and her
surroundings on the scale of 1/100,000 and forydae 2020. The plan was deliberated in the
seventh session of the city council assembled galty for this purpose on April'§ 1996.

Even if the participatory process undertaken fa& 2020 strategic plan of Bursa had
gone beyond a singular session of the City Cougiggn the number of stages that it had
gone through, in the collective memory it is idG@atd with the most concrete democratic
impact of the latter on the local politics. Theidetations on the plan in the Council were
cited by almost all of our interviewees in the cag the most illustrating example of
participatory democracy in the city. Acknowledgitige fact that it had not indeed enabled a
participation of the totality of the local poputati they seem content with at least the public
transparency of the process. Local actors thusglyassociated themselves with the process
and therefore, the plan is still cited as the mé&Bursa (or “our strategic plan”) instead of a
routine decision of the municipality. It has bedrosgly defended against all attempts of
violation be it by the central government, the atés sector, or the succeeding local
governments.

The initial political autonomy from party politio#hen combined with the political
legitimacy issued from the deliberative procesdmsously reinforced Saker’s position vis-a-
vis other political and business actors. His effayh behalf of the public interest were not
thus degenerated by interventions from outsidentb@icipality. Therefore, he managed to
pursue urban politics determined by thorough deditiens with municipal agents as well as
external experts. In short, he could continue refgrto a technocratic rationality based on
cost-benefit estimations rather than getting paedyin fragile political equilibriums founded
upon particularistic interests. Nevertheless, tbshnocratic tendency did not represent an
authoritarian rule since apart from establishing deliberative tradition within his
administration, he also managed to assure publipat for his policies and activities
through participatory mechanisms.

Consequently, we argue that the contradiction wetards to leadership styles of the
mayors is useful in understanding the dissimilaicomes of the LA21 in the respective cities.
Participatory mechanisms that are introduced byptiogect were perceived by Mr. Saker as
adequate tools of pursuing his policies as webwggporting his political autonomy vis-a-vis
both the partisan apparatus and the interest gr@aupshe other hand, the project introduced
by Mr. Ozcan without quite being aware of its ingplions and impact, was undermined by
himself fearing that it would weaken his politiaafluence as a local patron of clientelist
networks. The impact of local leaders on the intiin of such participatory mechanisms is
thus obvious.

ASSOCIATIVE ENVIRONMENT AS A DETERMINANT IN THE
PARTICIPATORY PROCESS

 Interview with Erdem Saker, July 292003 ; Istanbul.
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Independent from how or by whom introduced, a pgrdiory experience would
represent nothing if the local community is not @amed with and involved in the process.
However, citizens’ interest in such bodies can mttaken for granted in all circumstances
and the degree of such involvement varies amonderdift societal environments.
Furthermore, even in cases where a general tendsinciyic involvement is observed, the
success of participatory experiences can not bentédr granted because citizens’ massive
presence in such practices may not bring aboutfgignt democratic impact unless it is
accompanied by a culture of collective consciousesl associative engagement. Otherwise,
I.e. if participants are motivated by particuladsind egoistic objectives rather than collective
interests and concerns, participatory mechanisnmsauoiually provoke the multiplication and
accentuation of social conflicts. Consequently,dbgree of civic activities and the vitality of
associative lives have to be taken into considamatwhile studying the democratic
effectiveness of participatory experiences.

Our comparison between Bursa and Mersin providg®itant empirical evidences that
support this assumption. To start with, the devalept of associations over time in both of
our cities appears to be quite meaningful in disitigs the observed dissimilarity in
participatory experiences. The number of foundesb@ations per year has been greater in
Bursa than Mersin in most of the years all throtigh republican era. Yet, given that their
population sizes are not identical, this mere nunelb@ssociations can be misinforming. That
is why an analysis of the number of associationshpéitant is also necessary. In fact, even
such an analysis does not alter the observaticordicg to which the associative life of Bursa
appears to be more developed than that of MerdmartC3 illustrates the validity of the
observation by presenting the number of assocetjper 10000 habitants according to
periods of republican history.

Chart 1.Associative growth per habitant

Number of associations per 10000 habitants
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Source: author’s calculations based on the DatMofistry of Interior and the National
Census Data:

It can be easily argued that this quantitative sopgy of Bursa’s associative life in
when compared to Mersin may have facilitated thend&ing the participatory process as
there was already an active associative life. Megecthis quantitative observation seems to
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be also coupled by a qualitative perspective, narbglthe nature and scope of associative
activities simply because especially since thetreegeBursa has witnessed a very significant
development of civic initiatives particularly inéglmame of environmental protection of the
region. Associations, professional chambers as wsll labour unions have mobilised

massively against certain projects of the centoalegnment or private enterprises. In other
words, the civil bodies of Bursa seem to manag@emading for the general public interests.

Indeed, there are several civil formations thatsiitate well this asset of collective
mobilisation. The first example would be the Un@fmAcademic Chambers of BursBAOB,
Bursa Akademik Odalar Birligjithat assembles all the professional chamberseotity. As a
matter of fact, the gathering of chambers of engig@nd architects is not exceptional since
they already have a nationwide union (Union of TgshkChambers of Engineers and
Architects, TMMOB -Tirk Miihendis ve Mimar Odalar Bjit®) and represented by a
Provincial Council of Coordination/lKK, /1 Koordinasyon Kurul)i in cities. However, the
gathering of all the professional chambers undesramon formal roof is particular to Bursa
since there is no other such example in Turkeythia original formation, chambers of
dentists, pharmacists, financial consultants, iedepnt accountants, doctors, veterinarians as
well as the Bar assemble with the seventeen chanabdMMOB.

The impact of this common platform of professiochambers is undeniable. First of
all, such a union of all local ‘white-collars’ reggents an assembly of a major party of the
local upper-middle class within the same formahfeavork. Therefore, socio-economically
their political tendencies can not be wholly igrebrEurthermore, the demands and statements
formulated by such a gathering can not be in polecsimple and unfounded since the
technical expertise of the members cover the cquésliity of the socioeconomic life, from
industrialisation to accountancy, from public healb judicial system, from environmental
protection to urbanisation etc. Therefore, thetwali position adopted by the Union enjoys a
professional legitimacy that can be hardly questibn

Last but not the least, the professional chamberstituted actually very important
political springboards. A very important number pblitical actors (deputies, mayor,
municipal deputy, political candidate or membetlef local branches of political parties) that
we could interview in Bursa had been actively iveal in the governments and/or activities
of these chambers. There is indeed nothing unea@entthis observation since as we have
mentioned above, these individuals could combineirtiprofessional expertise with
organisational and political experiences that géredr way to a merited political career. Yet,
what is interesting is that none of our interlocatin the city attempted to disqualify or
criticise the activities of the chambers on theumias of being instruments for individual
political ambitions. Everybody seemed to acknowdedgat these organisations function in
the name of the general interest and those who Isay@ficantly contributed to such
initiatives have been naturally distinguished atepwal political actors.

The passage of certain actors from the domain @ffpsional organisations to local or
national politics provides in fact an additionasetsto the activities of chambers, since they
represent very familiar contacts for the latterhviithom they could establish a much easier
and effective relationship in advocating for thegiositions. Therefore, the political

> Founded in 1954, the Union regroups 23 professidmambers and 280263 engineers and architects
(http://www.tmmob.orq.tr/cr/deqisiklik/2.8.%20uye¥s¥ilari.xls last consultation June 22nd,
2006). The Union has been traditionally identifiedh leftist tendencies; a characteristics that the
Union has always assumed.
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implications of the local organisations do not esemt a factor for discrediting local civil
initiatives, a feature totally absent on the otside of our comparison.

As a matter of fact, in Mersin, associative endesnappear to be extremely far from
representing a cooperative spirit. For instancegrwh ask about the general profile of
associative actors of Mersin, the president of tme professional chambers of the city
responds in regrouping them in four main categories

“1. those seeking for personal gain;

2. social masturbators (i.e. those who are e@aggppear among the local elites);
3. those having a political project;

4. fools (i.e. those who adhere for just an igeaf®.”

Needless to say, such a total disqualification ssoaiative adherents may actually be
too exaggerated to reflect the social reality. ¥eils interesting to note that none of the
democratic virtues of associative participationréderred to by the president. Personal
interests appear as the main motif of associatNei@nce. Those who might aim at creating
a democratic impact are considered as fools whealistically struggle for certain ideals.
According to my interviewee, such ambitions areeatistic because, on the one hand, the
present political conjuncture would never allow swecess of such efforts and on the other
hand, such civil initiatives will sooner or latend themselves trapped by the political
confrontations that would accentuate their ‘paltic tendencies.

Exactly on the same line of thinking, one of therdawcrats of the metropolitan

municipality argues that civil organisations haweib significantly affected by the political
segregation of different groups:

“The majority of the social segments of Mersinlstédflect a structure defending their
original region, ethnic community or the city thhey emigrated. As a result, associations,
political parties and civil organisations emphastbe interests of their regions and

communities. Consequently, the projects essemtiahk city in general have been impeded
or at least deceleratéd

Very similarly, a local journalist affirms the pidisation of civil elements:

“In Mersin all relations refer to politics. In othevords, even the most democratic and civil
bodies shortly lose their identity and become amarof political competition; they start

serving for the specific interests of persons onrcmnities. This is the main feature of civil
organisations in Merstf”

Listening/reading these statements, one thinksraltof Robert Putnam’s (2000: 22)
bonding organisations that reinforce internal refeg of specific communities. Yet, what is
intriguing in the case of Mersin is that the asabans that seem to adopt a ‘bonding’
discourse are not necessarily organisations foufaeslich purposes. The civil organisations
that our interviewees mention are not communitgalidarity organisations, but associations
formally founded in the name of public interest.

Indeed, politicisation of the civil associationsedanot transform their objectives; they
continue to claim working for the general publiteirest. The politicisation actually affects
attitudes of the leaders of these organisations bdamme shortly political aspirants as most
of our interviewers affirm:

“[The civil bodies] can be used as a political sghoard...| mean if you are the president
or the representative of an association or a psigfeal chamber, you meet with more

18 Interview with the president of a professionalrobar, June 23th, 2003 ; Mersin.
7 Interview with a municipal employee, Julff22003 ; Mersin.
18 Interview with a local journalist, June 26th, 2Q0@ersin.
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people and everybody starts to recognize you sywte appear in the local press and
become familiar in the public opinion. This resau@an be obviously used for political
ends®.”

“Let’s leave a margin of 10% and say that the 90%associative leaders consider the
organisations they lead as a political springbaard means of private gain. We witnessed
in the past; one of the presidents of the chamtieesigineers, although politically known
to be somewhere else, participated to the foundaticghe Party of New Turkey (YTP) just
to be closer to the metropolitan mayor and indeed wome public contracts from the
municipality. Maybe as an individual, he is notpested. But as the leader of thousands of
members he becomes politically important. Conseifyesivil organisations and chambers
are used as political springboards, to appeardal joress instead of discussing problems of
the city. For example, as being myself or a singitieen, nobody cares about me. But if |
preside on a chamber or an association, | can dgetarations to local press every two
days; | can thus make a reputation within the puldpinion. That is how such
organisations are instrumentalised as politica@aamomic springboards by their presidents

20 »

In light of these citations, we can easily claimauer-politicisation of civil society. At
first glance, this observation may be consideredaapositive feature since it may be
understood as a massive involvement of citizengdtitics confirming the most popular
assumption on the democratic virtues of associaotesities, namely associating people to
political sphere. Yet, what we mean by over-pabation is indeed the predominance of
habitual conflicting struggles of the formal palai arena also in the associative life rather
than an exceptional involvement of ordinary citgemm politics. As a matter of fact,
associations and other non-governmental organmsatd Mersin seem to be either trapped by
political confrontations or instrumentalised forrgenal political ends. In any case, the
theoretical virtues of associative participationiomproving citizens’ presence and influence
in politics do not seem to be confirmed in Mersim the contrary, civil society seems to
become an extension of ordinary political struggleming at grasping positions of political
power. Perhaps, this is the major problematic featdithe local civil society of Mersin.

It is normal that the activities of civil organigats reflect political implications. But, in
principle, the acquisition of political power whieh the main objective of classical political
organisations should not be the main motif of cbaldies. Yet, as we tried to illustrate, in
Mersin, they seem to be instrumentalised in thesqralities of the associative leaders for
power-oriented political struggles. Naturally, tlisaracteristic of civil organisations prevent
bringing about democratic outcomes in the city sificst of all, the public or political actors
in power do not consider such organisations a< divtiatives aiming at the solution or
improvement of a local issue but rather as politicstruments in the service of their actual or
potential political opponents. Each oppositionhsst interpreted by the former as a political
attack to their power rather than a vocalisatioml@iands and preferences of local society.
Considered as disguised moves of some politicataadg, civil organisations and initiatives
lose their civic nature both in the eyes of poweldars and fellow citizens. Transformed thus
to an amalgam of civic motifs and habitual politiceentified by private interests and
corrupted relationships, associative life remairakvboth in terms of number of associations
present in Mersin as well as number of citizen®med in the activities of these associations.
Ordinary citizens of Mersin thus keep their diseamath associations that they identified by
particularistic political struggles. Therefore, steould conclude stating that the weakness of
associative life in Mersin is highly related witthet over-politicisation of the civil

9 Interview with the president of a professionalrobar, June 19th, 2003 ; Mersin.
% Interview with a local journalist, June 26th, 2Q0@ersin.
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organisations placing them in the centre of loaditisal power struggles. This feature of the
civil society in Mersin seems indeed to impede fthteoduction or functioning of other
mechanisms such as the LA21 organs that aimed pmwer citizens’ democratic influence
within local politics, by generating social distruand conflict among fellow citizens.
Deprived from past experiences, thus know-how tihgcaollectively, inhabitants of the city
may have not managed to make use of the new ciaitopms. In other words, the weakness
of the associative life, so the scarcity of locatial capital in Mersin may be interpreted as
the main reason behind city’s failure in implemagtithe new participatory mechanisms.

On the other hand, the associative life of Bursa tmave obviously facilitated the
introduction of new participatory mechanisms issfren the LA21 project. Not only with
their greater number and more democratic natuee,cthil organisations of the city have
obviously contributed to the process by either rthdirect institutional participation or
involvement of those who have been already actiti@mthese organisations.

URBAN COALITIONS FAVOURING THE PARTICIPATORY
MECHANISM S

It would be too naive to argue that the presencanodager leader and an active civic
community could suffice in establishing a well-ftinaing participatory mechanism since
political changes can not be understood withousictaning the impact of the social structure
on the proce$s The presence or power of certain coalitions ammagpr actors of the city
may be indeed one essential aspect of the sonigkste influencing the fate of participatory
efforts. Therefore, in this part, | shall examingr @ities through this perspective of urban
coalitions.

URBAN COALITIONS OF BURSA

The second half of 1980s witnessed local actorsesgmng a remarkable concern for
the degeneration of Bursa’s historical and natuesburces because of the uncontrolled
industrialisation and brutal urbanisation. Fronotaltinertia vis-a-vis the lawless industrial
and urban growth, the local actors managed to dpve&lremarkable anti-growth stance with
the objective of preventing further deterioratidritee Plain of Bursa.

This political evolution in the local context wast@aally the fruit of an urban coalition
of local actors gathered with the objective of figh against the destructive growth of the
city. To be able to understand the background isfdmergence of urban coalition, the socio-
economic and political transformation that Turkeyed through 1980s and 1990s should be
reminded. The impact of the country’s macro-tramsfation can be discussed through two
dimensions: economic and civic.

The military coup of 1980 represented the beginmhg new era identified by a new
political climate as well as different economicemtiations. The closed economy identified by
high customs barriers and state subventions hadoletthe development of a bourgeoisie
highly dependent on public auspice and resourcasn® the post-1980 period, the opening
of Turkish business to the global markets with liberalisation of the national economy
gradually provided the businessmen with a relaueonomy from the state subvenfian

L Social structure is a notion that is differentiyeirpreted by various social scientists. Therefibrere

is no general and consensul definition of the teMevertheless, in our research, we adopt
Mannheim’s understanding of the term as “the tisstieteracted social forces from which divers
modes of observation and thought are issued” (tiyeBoudon and Bourricaud, 2000: 585).

#2\We ought to underline that the role of public eses in this period was still maintained, albeiti
different form. Instead of direct public subventianprotection, the central government supported th
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This development was also observed in the localestof Bursa where apart from the grand
industrialists, a new bourgeoisie became more ande npresent and influential in local
politics.

The best illustration of the evolution of local mess would be the foundation of the
Association of Industrialists and Businessmen ofsBuBursa Sanayici ve Isadamlari
Dernegt BUSIAD) in December 1979. Even if founded beftre liberal era that would open
with the military coup of 1980, the objective o&thssociation was to create an alternative to
BCCI which had been the only representative ofllboainess in Bursa for almost a century.
Indeed, with numerous declarations on local anibnat economic policies, BUSIAD did
represent an indicative evolution of the local hassmen, particularly in the post-1980
period.

A brief discussion on the personality of the leaddr this new movement of
businessmen, Dogan Ersoz, would be also usefuhdenstanding the differentiation of the
local capitalists. Convinced that “a definitive aga of structure and comprehension in the
attitudes and the habitudes of Turkish people égsspensable,” Bursa Ansiklopedisiv. 2:
658), Mr Ersoz took very active roles within cieilganisations for this purpose. The priority
he gave to the protection of environment also nttke stance of BUSIAD that he presided
over continuously from its foundation until his seth death in 1994. Yilmaz Akkifi¢
remembers how hard he tried to influence othernassimen for the protection of Bursa’'s
natural resources:

“It was another meeting of BUSIAD in Celik Palasthgr a well-known politician or an
economist was invited. As usual, during his operspgech Dogan managed to bring the
word to the nature and said ‘From time to timegegyourselves a break and relax a little

bit. Take your mistresses and climb up to Uludagfctv Bursa from above. You'll see how
beautiful, how relaxing the nature is. Live this.”

Hence, particularly thanks to the efforts of itegdent, BUSIAD represented a new
capitalist lobby that cared for environmental di@ti as much as the promotion of local
industry and the interests of businessmen. Leserilgmt on state resources and more
interested in technological innovation than the dwilevelopment of industry, these
businessmen were eager to support local policissingel to control the dangerous urban
growth of Bursa. Nevertheless, their influence witlocal politics would be never enough to
transform the city’s traditional developmental gsole unless other social forces also
supported these efforts.

Indeed, parallel to the economic developments, sbeietal scene was also going
through a process of change rendering the cividoigations more visible and influential. If
economic liberalisation was one side of the po&918eriod, civil awakening was the other.
Repressive pressures applied by the military reghae flattened the traditional political
organisations and transformed the political disseuVith the fear of returning to the days of
ideological polarisation and quasi civil-wars, the@v political discourse was more oriented to
social issues on environment, gender, human rigitisdemocracy. Instead of revolutionary
changes, more concrete and immediate objectivee yarsued. Besides the emergence of

business interests by either creating new incemt{gsach as exportation incentives) or neglectireg th
spread of corrupted business activities (such Bgitimate privatisation or sub-contracting).
Therefore, besides the independence of capital thenstate resources, we witness the emergence of a
new business class flourished thanks to the statdiference (even implicit approval) vis-a-viseth
vulgarisation of corruption.

2 http://www.kentgazetesi.com/yukle.php?name=kats&XaZAR_YAZILARI&h=2416&y=2
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many civil organisations, the professional chamlagis labour unions also started to advocate
for such social issues.

The transformation of political orientations of itierganisations was also visible in
Bursa. In particular, environmental concerns wenadly vocalised by civil organisations.
Apart from the foundation of new and specialiseganisations such as the Associations of
the Protection of Natural and Cultural EnvironmehtSouthern MarmaraQuney Marmara
Dogal ve Kulturel Cevreyi Koruma DernedsUMCET) in 1990, the professional chambers
became more and more active in advocacy for sesgaes. Notably the cooperation between
the Bar and the chambers of engineers led to gaehievements in the protection of
environment. Apart from mobilising the public omnion behalf of such objectives, the civil
organisations and professional chambers undert@oi significant juridical initiatives to
avoid further deterioration of environmental prabgin the region.

There was ae factodivision of tasks among the professional chambins. chambers
of engineers assembled under the Union of Chandddesigineers and Architects of Turkey
(Turkiye Muhendis ve Mimarlar Odalar BirligiTMMOB) provided the technical analysis of
the local problems on environment, industrialisatiorban planning, management of natural
resources, politics of energy etc. With their dirpmfessional expertise on such issues, the
problematic dimensions of political or administvatidecisions on urban and industrial
development of Bursa and its surroundings were idiately reported and public opinion was
informed with the objective of mobilising other tiwrganisations and residents. If this
mobilisation could not be achieved or could non@riabout significant changes or even
simultaneous to it, juridical procedures were ldwatt As a matter of fact, the impact of legal
endeavours became more important than the cividlisaton.

The success of juridical procedures was to a gre@nt thanks to the role played by
the Bar of Bursa within these initiatives. The aws juridical competence of its members
enabled the appropriate use of legal proceduresvels as persuasive foundation and
formulation of claims. Consequently, in most of ttases, the civil organisations managed to
obtain the juridical decisions forcing the pubhstitutions revise their decisions or policies.

In short, besides the development of local ciwjaoisations, the professional chambers
take very active roles within these struggles. B¥@ot so visible in these processes, the new
bourgeoisie class, represented by BUSIAD, was densd to be involved in the development
of these initiatives. Last but not least, the logavernment presided over by Erdem Saker is
definitively a major actor within thisle factocoalition assembled for the conservation of
Bursa’s natural and historical richness.

The emergence of such an urban coalition coinoidds the introduction of LA21 in
Bursa. Founded on exactly the same concerns: emwe&atal protection, sustainable
development and democratic participation, the ptagbacked strongly by this coalition. As
a matter of fact, most of the actors cited abowk teery active roles in the LA21 process
enabling it to bring about an important impact onal politics. In other words, the project
provided the coalition with an institutional framesk in which they could reinforce their
initiatives by founding them upon globally acknodded themes and efforts. For example,
the city council turned out to be it the main pdath where projects on a better future of
Bursa was developed, discussed and realised. Taieoration of the 2020 Strategic
Developmental Plan in the LA21 City Council was ounbtedly a perfect illustration of one
of the outcomes of this cooperation among the lactdrs within the city council.

In summary, the success of the LA21 project indbeond half of the nineties can be
easily associated with the development of an udaaiition consisting of a new bourgeoisie,
a flourishing local civil society and socially camoed professional chambers. The
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willingness of the mayor to introduce global thensexl to develop a more sustainable
developmental scheme for Bursa provided this doalivith an institutional basis where they
could develop and undertake their initiatives. $asally, the LA21 could be established
quite successfully and represented a progresseqe \sith regards to the development of
Turkish local democracy.

MERSIN: INABILITY OF DEVELOPING COALITIONS

Almost simultaneously with the emerging of an urlgaalition in Bursa, Mersin was
suffering from serious socioeconomic problems. Afram ethnico-politic tension related to
the Kurdish problem, the local economy represerdadabsolute deadlock with neither
industrial development nor commercial awakeninge Tdnly economic sector relatively
active was the real-estate sector, albeit to @itedsgree due to the significant diminishing of
available lands. In any case, even the capital ¢ated in these activities was not mobilised
for industrial and economic investment and remaidter in interest or reused in real estate.

The economic regression was spectacular; betwe@ed a6d 2001 GDP per habitant
decreased from $3297 to $2452 representing a f@bd®% where as the national economy
regressed only 3.7% for the same period. The urempEnt rate was 10.2% three percent
higher than the national average in 2000 (DIE: 200®reover, 57.64% of those who are
employed worked in the agricultural seéfora rate that demonstrates the weakness of the
local industry and service sector. In short, thy wias passing through a severe economic
crisis.

By 2000, this disastrous economic conjuncture pdighe businessmen to look for
means in order to organise collectively againsHawever, this would not be an easy task
since the traditional business culture of the diy not constitute favourable elements for
such collective efforts. For instance, Ayata (192®7) states clearly that the local
businessmen of Mersin were not used to undertatatigctive initiatives due to the lack of
mutual confidence among themselves. He explains ttiea logic of competition has been
based upon personal success criterion insteadogetbf product, quality and management
skills. As a result, “the entrepreneurs avoid gettinto cooperation with others and thus
prefer to reserve the decisions and resourcesnmitié family” (loc. cit). He refers also to
the limited number of partners in the firms andhe presence of very frequent short-lived
partnerships as the main indicators of the lackadiradition of mutual confidence and
cooperation in Mersin. This managerial traditionnadtual distrust might have been further
accentuated with the growing tension in the cityvashave noted in the previous chapter.

Like in Bursa, we observe the foundation of a sdcbasinessmen organisation in
Mersin in 1991; namely the Association of Indudista and Businessmen of Mersiérsin
Sanayici ve Isadamlari Dernegi MESIAD). Similar to the BUSIAD of Bursa, this new
business organisation also represented a diffat@ortiamong the local businessmen, albeit in
a quite different way. As a matter of fact, the iemvmental concern of the new generation of
Bursa’s businessmen gathered in a way againstldhgroup of powerful industrialists is not
observed in the case of Mersin. Instead, the newmorganisation seems to be identified
rather with their ethnic or geographical origin. &#as the city’'s chamber of commerce and
industry (MTSO) has been under the control of thsiressmen who are originally from the
city, MESIAD has been implicitly identified with tise who had immigrated to Mersin in the
preceding three decades. Especially,ale®i businessmen have assembled in the association

24 http://www.dpt.gov.tr/bgyu/ipg/akdeniz/mersinPEHR. fakt consultation septe,ber 25th, 2006.
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with the objective of creating their local lobbyaagst that of MTSO. A local journalist active
in local politics describes the differentiationlween MTSO and MESIAD as follows:

“For example, during the internal elections of MT,S&dme of the members adopt a
discourse against the presumed shatch of the Chidayitlbose who are not originally from
Mersin. If you are from Mersin or from its townsouw find yourself approving their
discourse and thus joining them. The others develgpmilar discourse claming that they
have been excluded from the direction of the Chambeey start attempting indeed to
take-over the direction (Interview #48)”

This division based on ethnic and/or religious tdess was actually confirmed by
several of our interlocutors. Even the City Courfoilinded in the framework of Local
Agenda 21 Project suffered from such divisions. Tieyor, who was not originally from
Mersin, supported the candidate of MESIAD for tlostpof general secretariat. As a response
MTSO encouraged its vice-president for the posthwvihe support of other local actors, the
latter was elected although the tension betweersdiinand the mayor would paralyse the
entire process and turn it into a scene of persstnaggles.

This de factoseparation of the businessmen led naturally tovtkakening of the
chances for cooperative action aiming at the ergraeat of local democracy as well as
improvement of the local economy. The failure & Huccessive attempts to assemble them in
the name of revitalising the local economy is tlesthllustration of the incapacity of local
actors to unite together. The first initiative fssembling local actors for revitalising the local
economy dates 2000. The pretext was a propositiontahe foundation of a local Holding of
United Forces@uchbirligi Holding). As its name reveals, the objective was to gatetocal
actors and use the accumulated capital for locaésiments. The idea was launched by
MTSO without leading to any concrete results. Iy ease, the vanishing of the initiative was
as sudden as its appearance since very shortlyvainigative, the foundation of a Local
Development Agency (LDA) turned out to be the nabjective of the Chamber.

Having “the revitalisation and the development oé&rsin’s economic, social and
cultural life and the enhancement of its life quaf® as the main objective, LDA was
launched in early 2001. However, except for thenddning of MOSAICS Project funded by
the European Union and the opening of two socialres in squatter areas, we do not remark
on significant achievements realised by the Ageiitye objective of the Mosaics project that
had a budget of 75,000€, was to facilitate a betthinowledgement of cultural features of
different communities as well as their peacefulessstence. On the other hand, the social
centres aimed at organising socio-cultural acasitand formations to facilitate the integration
of immigrants to urban life. Although we acknowledgpsolutely the possible positive impact
of these efforts in Mersin’s social life, we find quite difficult to associate them to the
economic development of the city. In this perspectLDA did not seem to manage to gather
and mobilise local actors in the name of the ecdoodevelopment of the ciff,
Nevertheless, MTSO undertook several economicatnmgs within the Collective Enterprise
Group of Mersin ersin Ortak Girisim Gruby

The Group entered the bids of the privatisatiosedMeral public institutions (the port of
Mersin, the port and the shipyard of Tasucu andepfactory), but managed to obtain only
the shipyard. Even if the Group had been successfall these initiatives, it would not

2 \Web site of LDA http://www.mersin-ka.org/default.aspx?rid=90&st consultation September“26
2005.

% When revising these lines in July 2006, the AKRvegoment introduced the LDA’s to the
legislation. Albeit being the first Turkish experee, the LDA of Mersin is moved to Adana after
becoming a regional institution most probably dwéhis incapacity of gathering local actors.
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represent a collective accomplishment of Mersiresithe composition of the Group was far
from covering all local actors. Apart from MTSO a@hamber of Naval Commerce of
Mersin, the Municipality of Tasucu (a town of Matsas well as two private firms were the
only members of the Group. As one might straightéordly remark, other main actors of the
city such as the municipalities (metropolitan ostdet) or MESIAD were absent in these
initiatives. In other words, the Group was not gading the emergence of an urban coalition
aiming at the local development. As we may recadlilg the heart of Stone’s urban regime
approach was the cooperation between public offi@ad businessmen. Yet, in the case of
the Group, the municipalities were not involved;tba contrary the tension between MTSO
and the metropolitan municipality was growing dayday.

The tension between these two local organisati@isddthe early years of the mayor
Ozcan's rule. In 1997, the Chamber had manage®ttrothe central government’s approval
for opening an Organised Industry Z6heHowever, after his election, the mayor decided to
transform the same location to a refuse dump. @hd@sion brought about a grave tension
that would continue for two years between the magamdt MTSO. The conflict became so
widespread that even other public authorities tpos&itions; while the mayor was backed by
the minister of environment; the minister of inberand the prefect supported the Chamber
(Turgut, 2003). Finally, after losing the juridicpfocedure, the mayor stepped back by
cancelling the refuse dump project. However, asiasigrevenge, he managed to impede one
of Chamber’s most important project, namely thaam&xposition centfé

Another climax of the tension between the mayor dn@dChamber took place in May
2005 when the former accused the latter for behg local complice of AKP and for
opposing all his initiatives to prevent his perdosizccess (Ayan: 2005). In sum, the most
important actors of a possible urban coalition iarsin have been far from being able to even
get along. In such circumstances, the emergeneegeheral urban coalition would be a real
miracle.

Meanwhile, other local organisations were alsongyito bring about collective
initiatives. While MESIAD was launching Mersin Lobbyand multiplying his visits to
Ankara to advocate the interests of the city, thefget founded the Council of Cooperation
for Development of MersinMersin Kalkinma Isbirligi KonseyiMEKIK) in February 2005.

It is actually too early to comment on these itik@s. Yet, we suppose that even such an
inflation of cooperative initiatives is indicativef the obstacles against the emergence of a
veritable urban coalition in Mersin.

In light of the preceding observations, we canesthat city’s social structure has not
yet permit an urban coalition among the local agtbe it economic, political or civil. Even at
the summit of its economic dynamism, we do not oleséhe emergence of significantly
influential actors in local politics. The entergssrushing to the region were either external,
thus having their directions out of the city or gnated from Mersin as soon as they reached
to a certain level of economic power. Consequendlgal politics was not dominated by
specific actors or groups. The only trace of urbaalition was formed at the expense of

#In fact, this would be second OIS of the city simcfirst one between Tarsus and Mersin was legally
founded in 1976 and started functioning after 22 gef construction in 1999.

8 |In 2006, the refuse dump was again one of the mgéndas of the city. This time deprived of a
powerful backing from national government, MTSO Hitite chance to be successful. As a matter of
fact, the Ministry of Environment intervened didgcand approved the mayor’s decision on moving
the refuse dump to the vicinity of the new orgadisedustry zone despite of MTSO’s strong
opposition.
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city’s ecological and agricultural resources in ttrade framework and rapid urbanisation.
Indeed, this coalition was in total contrast witfatt of Bursa, which had the objective of
fighting against the non-ecological industrial depenent that was menacing the fertile plain
of the city. Coinciding with mayor’s efforts to miduce LA21 in the city, this solidarity
among businessmen, civil and professional orgdaisst enabled the functioning of civic
mechanisms of the project. At the same time Mev&s seriously suffering from etnico-
religious tensions dividing the local community amgovarious sub-identities. Affected
directly from these divisions, the local actors &vatso regrouped in different local camps.
Thus, at a time when LA21 was introduced in thg, ¢lte local tension impeded all initiatives
aiming to gather local actors around common objesti Even when suffering from very
grave economic difficulties, the latter did not raga to unite to work together for the
revitalisation of local economy. It was not therefosurprising to observe local actors’
indifference to civic mechanisms of LA21 at a caowjiure when they were even incapable of
cooperating for such vital purposes as economieldement.

THE MATRIX

The Turkish LA21 experience, as it is seen throagmparison between Bursa and
Mersin, provides very important clues about theangnce of some contextual factors on the
fate of new participatory mechanisms. | believe tihe preceding discussion on Bursa and
Mersin illustrates well the role of local leadettse importance of associative lives as well as
the urban coalitions in a participatory processtha guise of conclusion of our paper, |
propose thus to combine these three perspectiveg@meral framework by moving the focus
from my specific cases to the whole process. Fsrghrpose | shall divide the participatory
process in three major stages —launching, operatmnimpact- with the objective of better
identifying the combined influence of the threetfas.

Launching the process:

The stage ofaunchingindicates all preparatory activities undertakeomto the actual
functioning of the process. The role of the leakliprss crucial in this stage of participatory
process since the whole process will most probdbiyelop in accordance with his/her or its
(if the leadership is played by a political parttyanother institution) political vision. This
political vision may be determined either by mertig leader’'s personal orientations and
experiences or a response to a general popularrdeexpressed by civil organisations and
people’s gatherings. In this sense, societal enwient also becomes influential in the
preparatory phase.

As a matter of fact, the preceding experiencesiwaf mobilisations and associative
activities represent a very important factor thetilitates the efforts for launching a new
mechanism due to the fact that in such circumssmee might expect that local actors and
population to appear to be more accustomed todleictvely. For this reason, the presence
of a crowded labour class in the examined conteay be also a favourable factor given that
it may indicate a tradition and history of colleetimobilisation&’. Even in cases identified by
a political reluctance displayed by political astocivil society can exercise a great pressure
on public authorities to push them by mass mohitisa Furthermore, active participation of
civil elements in this preparatory phase during chthe institutional design is also
determined, contributes also to the emergence rabie appropriate model with regards to

# Nevertheless, this feature may also hinder theqs® in more orthodox contexts where socialist
unions perceive such participatory mechanisms hbtscpbtokens serving implicitly to the interest§
dominant classes.
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preferences and expectations of the local socetigactor that would ultimately facilitate
further involvement of citizens.

With the participation of private sector organisai and public institutions to such
collective actions, a more powerful local coalitioombining societal and structural forces
may emerge as Bursa has illustrated throughout sSL980@en if not directly and explicitly
involved, these influential groups may support imdbr the process by using their media and
opinion-making instruments. Moreover, interest gr@umay also intervene to the preparatory
process in order to protect their hegemonic passtior to enhance it through advantageous
means provided by the new mechanism. Thus, th&unshal design of the process may be
manipulated by such interventions on behalf of pdweressure groups.

In the absence or insufficiency of such civil dynsmon which the new participatory
mechanism could be based, it would be again tleeabthe political leader to assemble local
actors and citizens for this purpose. In orderrtco@rage citizens to become involved in the
process, s/he might need to organise activitiegfofmation and attraction. S/he would also
need to be very prominent in procuring adequatentiral and logistical resources as well as
gathering the required know-how for such an expese Leader’s national and international
experiences as well as contacts turn out to bemetly useful in such an effort as illustrated
by the mayor of Bursa in the research. Moreoveg, ldader's personality would also be
determining simply because the credibility of tliejgct would be to a great extent dependent
of the leader’s image in public opinion.

Last but not the least, the formal framework of g@itical system in which the
mechanisms are to be launched has to provide ke&gas for such an endeavour so that the
risk of eventually suffering from administrativeopptems and tensions with public authorities
could be prevented. Moreover, the legal structsiralso indirectly present in the process by
enabling or hindering the growing of collective eadours by public authoritiegld hoc
initiatives.

Well-functioning of the mechanism:

The influence of our three variables, namely leskig; social environment and
structure, continue to be observed even after thehamism is practically launched, albeit in
different manners. Hence, the functioning of thecess would be more or less dependent on
the financial and logistical support either proddeay public institutions or gathered by the
political leader from other sources. If the sosilicture provides other financial ressources,
the dependence on political and public authoritieecrease and the autonomy of the
mechanism is thus enhanced. Yet, the risk of ingnialisation for specific ends remains
valid this time on behalf of private interests. Ba necessary to find an equilibrium between
financial means and institutional autonomy.

Obviously, independent from whether or not they atde to raise their proper
budgetary resources, citizens’ active involvememtthe process is vital for its well
functioning. If citizens remain indifferent to tiridroduced mechanisms, they either disappear
shortly or reproduce the existing power relatiomsace instrumentalised for particularistic
ends. We suppose that the risk of instrumentadisais well demonstrated in our study
through Mersin’s experience where different ac{tne mayor, certain political aspirants, the
prefect etc.) attempt to manipulate the introduceechanisms to enhance their political
influence. Yet, if the over-presence of principealaas in the process may be harmful due to
the risk of instrumentalisation, their total abseris neither preferable since it reduces
significantly the credibility of the process in tleyes of the public. Therefore, the main
political actors ought to be not only involved lalgo counterbalanced by civil participants in
order to prevent the manipulation of the partiaypgtprocess by the former.
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Nevertheless, citizens’ active involvement in theogess does not assure a
democratically functioning mechanism since againthe case of Mersin has illustrated, the
internal conflict between citizens’ groups or cigilganisations may halt the experience due
the disappearance of cooperative spirit of theigpatory practice. Therefore, the societal
environment should not only encourage citizensivacinvolvement in the process but also
nourish a relative harmony among them. Also relateéth the harmony among the
participants of the process, there has to be arglkecensensus on the “rules of the game” in
order to avoid probable conflicts on procedurahdetand principles.

Actual impact:

Even if successfully launched and effectively operalised, the political impact of the
participatory process can not be taken for graritetked, in experiences that can be qualified
as tokenistusing Arnstein’s terminology, the mechanism sergaly/ to give an image of
democratic procedural without actually bringing aba significant change in politics. The
legal framework represents perhaps the most impoffector that determines the actual
impact. If the decisions taken by the participatamgchanism enjoy a legally binding
character, they would k@priori respected and applied.

Yet, if the process is deprived from such a legaté, it would be firstly leaders’
attitudes and acts that would providdeafactoforce to the procedure since s/he would be the
one to decide whether or not to respect the rasoliissued by the participatory mechanism.
Moreover, s/he can also advocate these resolutisrg-vis other institutions and actors in
order thus to enhance the factopower of the mechanism. S/he can on the other twatly
ignore the resolutions that s/he does not appeecatd thus render the process to a
“‘democratic masquerade” as some of our interlosutad qualified the LA21 process in their
cities. Indeed, this expressed indifference oriignoe with regards to the resolutions reached
by the participatory process may be also a resuhieopressures exercised by the hegemonic
actors to do so. Thanks to thde factopolitical power in politics, these actors may atpé to
prevent the application of the decisions that tbegsider threatening to their interests and
consequently the impact of the process might tutrtabe insignificant.

It would be unjust though to associate the actuglaict of the process wholly to legal
framework and/or leadership since citizens’ atesidre also decisive at this stage. Indeed, if
they manage to maintain their collective actionsoulgh periodical follow-ups with the
objective of inciting political and bureaucratid@s to respect the resolutions of the process,
the impact would be naturally great. Moreover, ttegree of institutionalisation of the
process is also influential with regards to itsuatimpact in politics. The resolutions reached
by mechanisms that have been functional, stablesffedtive over time would thus be more
respected by other actors and institutions. And #hability over time would be mainly the
result of citizens’ sustained interest in the pescelo achieve this, the latter has to be
institutionalised by endowing procedural and nomeaprinciples to the mechanism and this
can only be possible with the sustained and adtivelvement of citizens in the process. If
ever they give up participating once they obta#irtbpecific interests, the mechanism would
shortly turn into a generalised platform of NIMBYt®ns and thus be deprived of an
institutional character.
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Table 1.Recapitulation of the influence of different faston different stages of a participatory process

LAUNCHING OPERATION IMPACT

¢ initial vision ¢ financial and| e taking the

e actual initiative logistical support resolutions in
= e gathering of required know-how an@ active involvement consideration
7 resources as well as participants in the process tpe defending them vist
% e leader's personality as a source |of assure credibility a-vis other actors
2 credibility e coordination and institutions
w e attempts of]
- instrumentation

e popular demand e active presence ¢ active follow-ups
> e collective mobilisation with othere internal peace ¢ institutionalisation
0 forms e general consensys
O ¢ modification of the institutional desigh  on the procedural
8 e general support to the preparation rules and principles

. | ® formal base ¢ financial and| ¢ legal consideration
4 §§ e indirect influence through logistical support of the outcomes
8 = B impact on associative and socjal legal
Euwll g domains reconnaissance
ox
8 E ¢ indirect support through makinge financial and| e de factoinfluence of
'% 8 o of public opinion logistical support hegemonic actors
9 a4 =5|° manipulation of the design e presence of publi¢
< %S 2! and private sector
O ) & actors
8 e attempts of
instrumentalisation

In the guise of conclusion: Participatory democracy as a classical music
concert

In the light of all the preceding observations amguments presented throughout the
paper, | can summarise my findings in a metaphoa afassical music concert. Hence, |
would argue that the answer of the question “whicti how local factors determine the actual
outcome of new participatory mechanisms” is metaightly very similar to the response of
the question “what are the conditions of organisaangoutstanding classical music concert.”
Three major factors come immediately into our miradgalented and experienced maestro, an
orchestra comprised of competent musicians playangariety of instruments and an
architecturally and technically convenient conteit.

First of all, among the well-known orchestras, thegthout a conductor are indeed
exceptional. The maestro is crucial for not onlgweimg the harmony of the orchestra but also

* In fact, there has been no such distinction thhout) our actual research simply because the
institutional framework is identical for our bothses. Therefore, we did not quite really deal Witk
dimension in our study.
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determining the way how the opus would be integieHence, the same partition played by
the same orchestra may appear to be quite diffeviéintdifferent maestros. Similarly, in light
of our findings, we argue that the political leai@tay a role similar to that of a maestro
conducting an orchestra within the process of duaging new participatory mechanisms. As a
matter of fact, political leaders’ “personal touda’ the process determines the nature and
eventually the success of the experience.

Secondly, and perhaps most obviously, the compaosiind the capabilities of the
orchestra is a major dimension of an outstandirggsital music concert. The internal
harmony among the musicians is actually as imporéantheir individual talents. In this
sense, the orchestral aspect of a good classicsicmesembles very much to the societal
dimension of a working participatory mechanism.t Jitg the musicians of an orchestra, the
number and the diversity of the participants pregem participatory process determine the
performance of the mechanism. Therefore, withoatheg out to a significant number of
citizens from different backgrounds and socioecongmnofiles, there is no chance that the
process brings about significant democratic imp&ftireover, the societal dimension goes
beyond a merely quantitative presence since, gt an orchestra, there has to be minimum
harmony among participants. This would not mean aligparticipants should agree and act
uniformly —play simultaneously the same note- drissues, but rather indicate the presence
of a general consent on the rules of the procegsathparticipants sincerely respect. In short,
active and collective involvement of citizens isiae qua norof a participatory experience
just like the musicians of an orchestra.

Finally, the physical conditions of the place whéne concert takes place represent
another dimension that affects the artistic valieghe music as well as its impact on the
spectators. It is difficult to disregard the im@orte of the architectural design of the hall, its
acoustical characteristics, even the placemenhettene and the seats on the pleasure that
we obtain from a classical music concert. In otwerds, the talent of the maestro and the
musicians can be best appreciated in physicallglidenditions. Similarly, the structural
variables determine very significantly the actuapact of the participatory process. Apart
from financial and logistical resources providedthe process, the political environment
identified by the institutional scheme as well he tctual relationships of power directly
influence the actual democratic impact that theigipatory process brings about. Therefore,
independent from how the process is introduced @erationalised, from the scope and
diversity of it participants, the real outcomestlod process are more or less determined by
structural variables since the final decision oa guality of a musical event would be based
on what we hear rather than what musicians play.
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