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A BSTRACT

Community-university projects bave been a common practice in most western

countries since the 19605. However. such projects are very rare in Israel This thesis

explores the possible methods by which architecture and urban planning schools and

low·income communities can cooperate and examines the ways these methods can be

implemented in Israel

The research investigates severa! community-university projeets praeticed in Nonb

America between the 19605 and 19905. A set of interviews condueted with direetors

of schools of architecture and urban planning as well as with ditferent actors in

community-based organizations in Israel enlarges. hopefully. the understanding of the

eventual possibility for such projects to exist in Israel

This research reveals that although invoIvement of Israeli architecture and urban

planJÙng students in community issues has been sa far rather limited. there are bath

demand and win among schools of architecture and community-based organizations to

cooperate in the future. In conclusions. basic guidelines for a community-university

projeet are given. tallor made for the Israeli context.
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RESUME

La collaboration entre établissements universitaires et communautés est courmlment

pratiquée dans les pays occidentaux depuis les années soixante. Ce genre de projets

est. en revanche. peu fœquent en Israël La présente recherche explorera les

différentes rœthodes utilisées par les écoles d'architecture et d·urbanisme pour

collaborer avec les habitants des quartiers en difficultés. et vérifiera dans quelle

mesure ces méthodes peuvent être adaptées en Israel

L'étude analysera plusieurs projets de ce type réalisés en Amérique du Nord entre

1960 et 1990. Ensuite. des entretiens, menés en Israël avec des directeurs d'écoles

d'architecture ainsi qu'avec différents acteurs sociaux, élargir.l le regard ~"Ur

l'éventuelle possibilité de mener ce genre de projets dans ce pays.

Ce travail révèle que même si l'intervenùon des étudiants d'architet:ture et

d'urbanisme israélien était limitée jusqu'à présent. il existe une demande et une

volonté panni ces écoles et les communautés en question de collaborer à l'avenir. Au­

delà des conclusions de cette recherche. l'auteur propose un schéma de principes pour

la réalisation de tel projet en Israël.
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To overcolM siums. we must regard sium dwellers as people capable of

understanding and acting upon their own self-interests. '...·!lic!' I!.ey cenainly are.

We need 10 discem, respect and build upon forces for regeneralion I!UJl exisl ill

siums lhemselves. and lbat demonstrably wart in real cilies. TI,is is far from t'Ying

to patronizl! people illlo better life. and il is far from wbat is done loday.

Jane Jacobs. TIlt! Deall, and life ofGreat American Cilies. p. 271. 1961.

CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

1.1 Prerace

[n recent years, the traditional role of governments and their agencies has changed.

Govemments are not conceived any more as the sole responsible body in the public realm

(Goodwin 383-5. Marris. Planning and Civil Society 11-12). [n manycases govemments

seek partners from the private sector and it seems that public-private partnerships are

promoted as the answer to almost every problem.

Urban renewal is an example of a tield that used to be the responsibility of the public

sector; in Many cases however. the public sector failed to meet mis responsibility. New

approaches to urban renewal emphasize public-private partnerships with the expectation

that the private sector will carry out the task more successfully. Although in Many cases

partnerships have failed to solve these issues or have even worsened the situation oflow...

incorne population (Levine 25-28). in other cases these partnership have proven to be a

successful Methode The main problem in these partnerships was that the govemment

gave up not only its organizational and financial responsibilities; it also gave up its social

role in the process. While the private sector might be successful in the organizational and

financial aspects ofurban tasb, the extent of the public sector's interest in social issues is

questionable. The result of these kind of partnerships might be that urban renewal

projects9 originally intended to assist the underprivileged, are becoming a commercial

too1 for private sector profits. However, the partnership idea in itself has many benefits;

the recognition tbat the public sector cannot or should not operate everything by itselfcao

blow some wind ioto the wom out sails of the urban ship. Nevertheless, the

1
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accountability of the public sector to the weaker participants in the urban game should he

clear. One method that may secure the interests of the disadvantaged is to involve non­

govemmental, non-profit voluntary organizations in the process (Levine 28-30. Torjman

4). These organizations, which were recognized as a major force in the society to such an

extent that some researchers have defined them as the 'third sector' (Wexler 1915), cao

balance the public-private course.1 Keeping that in mind, pannerships could become a

way to deal with complex urban issues. Partnerships between the three main sectors - the

public, the private, and the third non-govemmental sector - can create new approaches to

solving old problems.%

Cooperation between communities and academic institutions is one example of a

partnership that can contribute to urban regeneration. as weil as to other urban issues. A

strong involvement of universities in issues conceming local communities \Vas a

signiticant feature of the 1960s academia. However. involvement usually did not Mean

partnership or even cooperation. In Many of the ca~es universities used the communities

only as case studies. Even when there \Vas a participatory process. the community. or

individuals were not treated as equals or panners. The part they played \Vas limited and

the process was rtlrely reciprocal.

This paper examines methods to develop reciprocal relations between communities and

universities. with a focus on cooperation between low-incorne comrnunities and

architecture. planning. and design schools. By evaluating and analyzing these methods, 1

1 The role of the third sector was flrst recognized in the Vancouver Habitat Conference in 1976. The

conference dedaration argues that "[a)U persans have the right and the duty ta panicipate, individua1ly

and coUectively in the elaboration and implemcntation of policies and programmes of their buman

settlements" (Vancouver Declaration). The role of non·govemmental organizatiœs was offiàally

recognized in the Cairo conference on population in 1994 and in the Beijing conference on women in

1996. In bath these conferences NOOs took a major part in para11el ta the govemmental delegaœs (Marris.

Planning and Civil Society 12).

2 Severa1 researchers emphasize the importance of partnerships in urban issues, see for example Addnson.

Carmon. Hastings, LeGates and Robinson. Torjman. and Wiewel and Ueber.

2
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intend to propose guidelines for such cooperation that could be applied in the Israeli

contexL

1.1 Objectives and Research Question

The main objectives of the study are to leam about different pannership methods and

techniques and to evaluate success and failure of past and present North American

co~munity-universitypartnerships in coping with urban issues. An understanding ofthe

Israeli circumstances in regards to parmerships between low-income communities and

architectural schools and an evaluation of the ways in which the Nonh American

experience can be adapted to the Israeli context form a third set of objectives.

The practical goal of the research is to propose guidelines for community-university

partnership that could be implemented in Israel. However. the scope of the work. the

time restriction. and the complexity of such projects will not allo\v these guidelines to be

tested and analyzed. The proposed guidelines in chapter tive are therefore dr.lft

suggestion. A well constructed and precise model might be developed following further

research. Actual experience in the field will contribute the Most to developing a real vital

partnership Madel.

Four questions guided the research:

• How can partnerships ben,:een lo,,:-income communities and schools of

architecture contribute to the solving ofurban issues?

• What is the contribution of communit}'-university partnership to the

different partners?

• What can be leamed from past and present experiences of community­

university pannerships in Honk America?

• How can pannerships between low-income communities and architecture

schools he developed and implemented in Israel?

3
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1.3 MethodolOlJ

Theoretical research for realizing these objectives includes:

1. A literature review of participation and partnership methods and theories from the

1960s to recent studies.

2. Case studies of specifie community-university pannerships are evaluated through

primary and secondary sources such as university publications. web-sites. and other

forms of documentation produced by the participating partners as well as evaluative

studies.

3. A detailed analysis of the Community Outreach Pannership Centers Project (COPC).

which was initiated in 1992 by the V.S. Depanment of Housing and Urban

DevelopmenL

In-depth interviews with directors oflsraeli architecture schools were carried out in order

to understand the Israeli context. the reasons for universities' lack of involvement in

community matters. and the possibility of developing pannerships. Topics covered

included awareness to participatory methods; past and present experience of the

institutions in these areas; and finally the possibility of future partnerships. Another set

of interviews was conducted with directors of community-based organizations that

address urban issues. The interviews touched on the organization's past pannership

experiences. the actual needs ofoutside partners, and the community-based organization's

attitude toward academic partners. The aim of these interviews is to better understand

\vhether pannerships with architecture schools can help community-based organizations

and their constituencies, if and how they can enrich the students and staff of architecture

schools. and what should be done in order to enable such pannerships.

1.4 Scope of the Study

Each element of the thesis, i.e. the concept of participation and partnership, community­

university pannerships, and HUD's cope could bave been the subjects of a thesis by

themselves. 1favored a horizontal approach since each part complements the others. An

Israeli model for community-university pannerships is another subject that deserves its

own comprehensive study. However, because Israel lacks almost any experience of

4
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community-university relationships in the field ofarchitecture, any attempt to deal with it

must be based on foreign cases. The first four chapters, therefore, serve as a base on

which the guidelines to an Israeli community-university partnership could be buil~ a base

that originates in another time and place.

Time and place must therefore limit the research. A comprehensive review of

community-university relations could start back in the middle ages with the first

European universities. Analyzing case studies from aU over the world might contribute to

the quest for an Israeli model ofa community-university partnership. However. this is far

beyond the scope of the present study. The literature review and the case studies are

hence Iimited to examples from the 1960s onward and are focussed mainly on the United

States.

Another par.lmeter that needs to be detilled is the nature of the partners. The type of

acadernic institution. its location. and the field ofstudies will intluence its relations with a

panicular community. The character of the community. its incarne. its situation. and the

problems the community face will influence the nature of the connection with a

university. The research therefore focuses on case studies related to low-income

communities in which architecture or planning schools were involved. The study is also

Iimited ta urban universities and urban communities. Since ail the architecture schools in

Israel are located in major cities. it is assumed that urban case studies will be the most

relevant for the development of Israeli community-university pannership model.

1.5 Organization 01 the Thesis

The study is organized into five chapters. ChapterTwo reviews the literature concerning

public participation in planning and pannership theories and methods. In ChapterThree

cases of community-university projects are described and evaluated. A main

consideration is given to the Community Outreach Partnership Centers (COPe) program

of the US Depanment of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). The Israeli

considerations regarding community-university partnerships are discussed in Chapter

Four. Chapter Five summarizes the previous chapters. offers conclusions9 and makes

s
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recommendations for future research and implementation. Guidelines for an Isr.leli

community-university partnership are proposed as part of the study conclusions.
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lt ;s tlle redistribution ofpower tllal enahles lhe !lave-not cili:ens. presenlly excluded

/rom tlle political and economic processes. 10 be deIiberately incl"ded in tlle f"ture.

Il is lhe strategy by which Ille Il/lVe-nots join in delermining lrow information is

sl.ared. goals and policies are sel. tax resources are allocated. programs are

operated. and benefits tike contracts and patronage are parcded ouI.

Sherry R. Amstein. A Ladder ofCili:en Participation. p. 216. 1969.

CHAPTER 1: FROM PARTICIPATION TO PARTNERSHIP

The foUowing discussion sets the conceptual framework for the thesis. Il opens with a

review of literature conceming public participation in planning and proceeds with

partnerships and the discourse of communicative action. Although the connection

between participation and partnership is not obvious. it is assumed that in relation to

community·university connections they are interrelated. This connection will be

explained in Chapters Three and Four. The changes in the raie of planners and architects

that follows the shift from advocacy planning to communicative planning are then

examined. Finally. the strategies that the different partners can adopt are discussed.

2.1 On Public Participation and Eating Spinach

Public participation as a concept is rooted in the democratic tradition (Arnstein 216).

Most researchers who favor public participation believe that participation is a basic right

of individuals or communities. which enables them to promote their interests in a

democratic system. Sorne researchers view the act of public participation by itself as a

democratic value (Gilbert and Specht 116). Others see it as a tool of revitalization in a

dernocratic society (Gil and Luccheti 555).

Public participation became a well-accepted concept during the 1960s (Gilbertand Specht

190-91), as articulated for example by social scientists such as Amsœin and Sennett, who

advocate for distribution of the power held by central authorities, and for the self-role of

individuals and communities. Participation did not remain a Mere concept mough.

Architects such as Alexander, Turner, and Fathy integrated public participation ioto their

architectural theories and practice. Public participation was integrated into govemmental

7
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housing programs like model cities in the United States. the CMHC programs in Canada•

and urban renewal projects in North America and Europe. Panicipatory processes were

aIso integrated into the legal system. for example the British Planning and Building Law

(Turner 10). and the American Urban Renewal Act (Day 423). It seems that public

participation was valued as good in itself. or as Arnstein puts it: "[t}he idea of public

participation is a little like eating spinach: no one is against it in principle because it is

good for you" (216). However. the voices advocating for public participation did not

clearly define the meaning and benefits of the concept.

Reading through theories about the value of public participation does not make detining it

less difficult. To use Gilbert and Specht's words: ~'[tlhere are almost as many typologies

of citizen participation as there are social scientists who write on this subjectt9 (116). The

scale. methods. objectives. and the means to evaluate the success of public participation

are not agreed upon (Glass 180; Day 421-23. Voogd and Woltjer 437). Sever.ll scholars

tried to put sorne order into the concept of public participation. Amstein suggests an

eight-rung ladder of participation. which ï.lnks several methods sorted according to the

amount of control participants have on decision-making. Starting from nonparticipation

levels of manipulation and therapy at the lowest rungs: through informing. consultation.

and placation as degrees of tokenism; to the highest rungs: partnership. delegated power.

and citizen control. which aU represent degrees of citizen power. Alexander scales the

participation according to the amount of user input into shaping his or her environment.

tram the lowest degree of helping to design the building as a client to actually building il

as an ultimate act of participation (39). Turner emphasizes that participation can take

place in the planning. construction. and management stages. He claims that participation

in management is often as or more important than participation in the initial design (27.

146).

Objectives are probably the most controversial aspect of public participation. It

sometimes seems that two opposing objectives can bath be achieved by public

participation. The definition of public participation might get clearer by comparing the

objectives and byunderstanding who defines the objectives. We can divide the objectives

1
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of public participation into (wo somewhat contradictory approaches. The first approach

views public participation as an answer to a specifie question. a solution to a dermite

problem that can be solved by involving the public. The second argues that public

participation should be an integral part of a decision making process in order to create a

fundamental change. The difference between the approaches is not only a matter oftime

span. or frequency. but of attitude. The first regards public participation as a tool. while

the other sees it as a process.

The notion of public participation as a problem-solving tool rests on several basic

assumptions. The most dominant assumption is that users know their needs better than

decision-makers: therefore. better outcome is the objective of the participatory process.1

John Turner. for example. argues that large. centralized organizations by their nature have

to generalize and standardize. Generalized decisions. according to Turner. will never

meet specifie needs of individuals and consequently. mass production will be more

expensive and wasteful. Glass defines "representative input" as a way ta regard an entire

community's view in arder to reflect the community desires in subsequent plans (182).

Looking from the administrative perspective as Glass suggests reveals another set of

objectives. Glass sees an objective in support building. which "[creates) a favorable

climate for proposed policies and plans~~(182). Gil and Luccheti believe that maintaining

the stability of society is a social value of public participation (555). These objectives

demonstrate that the purpose of participation is not necessarily change in the users or

change for the users· sake. Participants are used as a vehicle to achieve an objective

imponant to the decision-makers. Most of the tool-oriented objectives involve cbange in

the users' environment. as opposed to a change in the users themselves. While the users

will cenainly be affected by the change, the effect will come through the physical change

in their improved environmenL

1 The importance of public input as an integral part of decisioo making is a1so mentiœed in Agenda 21,

which was publisbed after me 1992 world summit in Rio de Janeiro: ""Countties. in cooperation wim
national institutions and groups. the media and me inla'Datiooa1 commuoity . . . should esaablisb

rncdJanisms for facilitating a direct excbange ofinformatiOll and views with the public" (Rio 8.11).

9
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On the other hand, the notion of public participation as a process usuallyemphasizes the

change in the user as weIl as in the user's environmenL Upholding this approach does not

Mean that the environment is not imponant, on the contrary, it means that the change in

the environment will be achieved through change in the users themselves. Richard

Sennett's book, The Uses of Disorder, demonstrates this altitude clearly. Although

Sennett does not talk about public panicipation per se, he advocates for a reconstitution of

public power by preventing centralized control and promoting community action and

personal change. The change in individuals, according to Sennett, is a transformation in a

social arder, that can create a physical change in cities (113-18, 137-42). Though not as

anarchist as Sennett, Gittell shares the notion that changing the system involves

redistribution of power (36-37). Gittell claims that the objective of grass-roots citizen

organizations is mainly to change the system. The power redistribution process allows

powerless individuals or groups to gain power. and ultimately reform the oppressing

method.

Creating a sense of community and education are another IWO objectives that are shared

by planners and researchers. Alexander believes that panicipation ubrings people

together. [and] involves them in their world acound them ...n (40). Gil and Luccheti

conceive panicipation as a way to reduce individual alienation. They assume that through

participation. individuals increase their self-confidence in tbeir ability to control their life

and environment (555-56). AlI these objectives promote change that cornes about

through the process of panicipation, and not as an outeome of iL Therefore. we can say

that Most of the theorists who follow this approach believe that public participation is

inherently good.

Both of the approacbes have limits and face obstacles. Those who emphasize participant

input might ignore the aspect ofwho finally makes the decision. A participation process

that involves infonning, consultation. and placating. which are third. faueth, and fifth

rungs on Amstein's ladder can easily tum into manipulation if participant input is not

actually taken into consideration. Ifthe purpose of participation is something other than

10
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to benefit the users. and if this purpose is not approved by the participants then the

panicipation becomes outright manipulation (Arnstein 219).

Some of the process-oriented objectives that value the very idea of participants' right to

decide and manage can be located up on the higbest mngs of delegated power or citizen

control. However, by denying participants information or funding. it is quite easy to

direct their decisions to a 'desired· t pre-determined outcome. Sennett mentions the

uridiculed" U.S federal govemment's program of the 1960s to fund local groups for

pressing demands against state agencies as an example of such manipulation. The catch

in the program was that the local groups had to fight for the funding itself. Dy keeping.

the right to decide who will be funded. the govemment mocked the idea of power

distribution (177). The participatory concept in this process crashes down from the height

of the eighth rung of the Arnstein ladder to the well-known manipulation rung again. The

fall. however. is more painful this time. since the initial rung was much higher. In cases

where objectives are not coherent with users' will. the objective should be put on the

manipulation rung as a stan.

-Who decide what for whom:' as John Turner asks in the tirst page of his 1976 book

Hotls;ng b}" People. is a basic question of the participatory process. Some of the scholars

evaluate participants. planners. and authorities' objectives as equal (Glass; Wolfe). Can a

planner·s objective be declared legitimate if il is not shared with the participants? Is it not

cynical to treat the authorities' objectives sympathetically if these violate the panicipating

public·s interest?

Amstein defines citizen panicipation simply as citizen power. According to her view. it

is the nature of the power distribution that enables or prevents the disadvantaged citizen

to be included in political and economic processes (216). The relations between power

and panicipation resemble the relations between spinach and strength; people assume

theyare interconnected. Both approaches. panicipation as a tool and a process. define

participation as a way ofgaining power. The first approach considers participation as the

cause and the gain in power gain as the effect; the second approach treats the act of

Il
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participation itself as an act of power. As is seen in the examples above. that does not

necessarily retlect reality. The tool·oriented approach views public participation as a way

of gaining or granting power often ends up serving cabbage while calling it spinach. the

process-oriented approach often seems like serving canned spinach without providing the

cao-opener.

Arnstein is fully aware of the cabbage syndrome. which she caUs "the empty ritual of

participation" (216). The dangers of this empty rituaI according to Arnstein is that it

allows the power holder to pretend that they considered user needs while ignoring them in

practice. and that it 1eaves panicipants hostile toward the power·holders. Amstein is also

aware of the missing cao opener syndrome. which she describes as a "significant

roadblock ta achieving genuine levels of panicipationn (217). Arnstein only mentions

this roadblock as a limitation to her ladder though. she does not offer a way to avoid or

overcome this black.

ln her 1980 book Limits ta Citizen Panic;pation. ~1arilyn Ginel argues that lower-class

community organizations that are based on public participation have had little or no

impact on public policies. Community organizations. according to Gittell. have shifted

from advocacy to service functions. a shift that has limited the ability of these

organizations to change the system (37-41). Gitters grief. quoted earlier. represents the

disappointment from public participation that is common to Many scholars.1 The

participants are themselves disappointed; people are growing tired of participation

progrmlS that did them no good (Glass 181). As it is in Many other situations. the most

affected by the ills of participation are the socially disadvantaged groups. Ginel does not

deny the necessity of public participation. on the conuary, but she claims that in order to

increase participation of low income populations there should be increase in the choices

available to the community" mainly choices tbat williower the castof participation (254).

Gilbert and Specht suggest that a dialectic relationship between participation" leadership.

1 For more sources regarding problems and dilemmas conœming public participation sec Diane Day·s

liletalore review (42S-34).
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and expertise should be encouraged. Onlya balance between the three and the possibility

to choose between tbem makes each of the component valuable (196).

A lot of spinach was eaten since Arnstein wrote her influential article. and both spinach

eating and public panicipation bave been questioned since. The heydays of public

panicipation faded along wim other dreams of the 1960s. As Marilyn OitteU wrote in

1980: Uadvocates of citizen panicipation have more reason to despair now than they did

ten years ago" (241). However. sorne aspects of public participation are still being

discussed and practiced.

2.2 Taking Part or Being Partners

As valuable and imponant Amstein's ladder is. there is a problem within its basic

assumption. Arnstein assumes that a shift of control is interconnected witb a sbift in

power. Amstein thus puts citizen control on higher rung tban pannership (217). Many of

the participation advocates sbare this view and take for granted that increased

independence is necessarily a higher rank of participation compared to partnership.

Alexander. for exarnple. thinks that people who build their own houses by themselves

demonstrate U(t]he fullest kind of participation" (39). If we accept Amstein's definition

that "citizen participation is a categorical term for citizen power" (216). we should ask if

those who build their own bouses gained any power by doing so. In many instances this

is not the case. often.. increasing the interdependency is an empowering process.

Cooperation can increase dependence and at the same time enlarge the intluence ofeach

party. Dependence can also free rime or other resources tbat can be used in an

empowering way (Somerville 238-39).

The understanding that cooperative strategies can strengthen the partners involved is weB

accepted in the business world where partnerships are powerful and successful 1Ools.

upeople in business have always understood that a framework of reciprocity was crucial

to their affairstt (Marris. PoUties of Uneertainty 144). Ooz. Hamel. and others refer to

these as 'strategie pannership'. These pannerships are conducted between international
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corporations out of eost-benefit ealeulations. Doz and Hamel state three primary

purposes of a strategie pannership:

1. Co-option - turning potential eompetitors into allies and providers ofcomplementary

goods and services that allow new business to develop.

2. Cospecialization - eombining previously separated resources. positions. skills. and

knowledge sources. The synergistie value is larger than the sum of the separate

values.

3. Leaming and intemalization - ofnew skills. mainly core eompetencies that are not for

sale on open market (3-4; 197-203).

Although Doz and Hamel refer to pannerships of international corporations. it is

surprising that the same features seem to make pannerships an essential strategy to

Microsoft. Motorola, or Toyota or to the smallest grassroots organization. Doz and

Hamel claim that one of the properties that maire these partnerships essential is that they

can deal better with the uncenainty of the information economy (2). The capacity to deal

better with uncenainty can explain the similar adoption of partnerships in different

circumstances. Peter Marris's analysis ofuncertainty's applications to private and public

lire demonstr.ltes that uncertain situations oceur in every environment. There is a

contradiction between hierarchieal authority and control to reciprocity and eollaboi.ltion

as methods to control uncertainty in private and public life alike (Marris. PoUties of

Uneerraint)· 88-91).

Anthony Giddens talks about risk in much the same way Marris talks about uneenainty.

Giddens describes the welfare state as a urisk management system." He distinguishes

between extemal risk and manufactured risk. Viewed in the past as ~god'swill', externat

risk cornes from the outside. Manufactured risk is a relatively modem concept; it is the

outcome of man-made decisions. Global wanning is a good example of manufaetured

risk. The understanding that uncenainty is the product of planned deeisions is both

frustrating and encouraging. It is frustrating to know that govemment and corporations

consciously manufacture risks and uncertainty; yet it is encouraging because if these risks

and uncenainties are man-made, it is possible to struggle to change them. Partnerships
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are one fonn ofcollaborative strategy and as such they can reduce uncertain situations for

bath of the partners. As both Doz and Hamel from the business management side and

Marris from the social planning side conclude. partnership or collaboC"&ltion is a better

strategy in a world of fast economic change. enonnous amounts of information. and

consequently greater uncertainty.

The understanding that strategies of partnerships and cooperation can be more beneficial

than strategies of competition. domination and control is strongly connected ta the

philasophical wark of Jurgen Habermas. In essence. Habermas asserts that aU people

share a "communicative rationality'· which is "oriented to achieving. sustaining and

reviewing consensus" (17). The consensus is achieved through what Habermas caUs

"communicative action." 'The concept of communicative action presupposes the use of

language as a medium for a kind of reaching understanding. in the course of which

panicipants. through relating to a world. reciprocally raise validity claims that can be

accepted or contestedn (99). Ayvbjerg summarizes the five ethical requirements. which

Habermas recommends to panicipants who want to implement communicative

rationality:

1. No affected pany should be excluded from the discourse.

2. AIl panicipants should be able to present and criticize validity claims equally.

3. Panicipants must be empathie to each other·s validity claims.

4. No power differences should effect the creation of consensus.

5. Goals and intentions of the different panieipants should be transparent.

Ayvbjerg himself adds a sixth requirement: unlimited time (188). Although sorne of

these requirements are not very realistic in a planning process and in spite of the faet mat

time is always limited. Habermas· theory of communicative action bas an enormous

influence on the field of planning.)

The private sector partnerships. as was discussed above. are another source from which

collaborative strategies penetrated the public sector discourse and physical planning in

] Briggs. Healey, Hillier. and Innes amang ethers applied Habermas' tbeories, sometimes aitical1y, lO

planning tbeory.
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particular. The changing role of govemment had led it to seek new allies in the private

sector. and public-private partnerships became a common answer to Many urban issues

(Cannon 8-13). Urban regime theory that was developed in the United States in the

1980s was the theoretical background to this tendency conceming urban issues. Urban

regime theory emphasized the govemmental need of cooperation with the private sector

for influencing urban economic development (Haughton and While 5-7; Stoker and

Mossberger 197-99).

Several researchers suggest integrating community groups into public-private

pannerships in order to improve the success of these pannerships. Cannon. for example.

concludes from analyzing the different generations of urban renewal that a new approach

of regeneration through partnerships should be developed. Public sector. private sector.

and non-governmental organizations should cooper-J.te to develop and openlte new

approaches to neighborhood renewal (26). Torjman claims that the voluntary sector can

complement the public sector \Vith an "on-the-groundn \Vay ofdealing with economic and

social problems (4). Empowennent of the local community as an essential. integr-J.1

partner in urban renewal processes was expressed in recent partnership progr~ms of

HUD. from the modest COPC (Community Outreach Partnership Centers) program that

will be further discussed in Chapter Three. to the broad Empowerment Zone initiatives of

the Clinton adminis1rJ.tion. The growing importance of the non-govemmental voluntary

sector has made it an imponant actor in the game of managing uncenainty. The control

of uncertainty had become more important fonn of domination than the accumulation of

resources (Marris. Planning and Civil Society 13). Therefore. the public and the private

sectors need the non-govemmental sector to maintain the certainty they require.

If we examine Amstein's ladder once more. it is clear that participatory strategies are

essential for the voluntary sector as weil. full citizen control cao be less beneficial ta a

community than partnering with govemmental or privaœ bodies. In sorne cases

pannership can contribute 10 a greater degree of community control because tactics of

reciprocity and collaboration are being used. Uncertainty is as threatening to

communities as it is to govemments and private investors. The ability to control this
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uncenainty through pannerships is therefore essential to ail. [n addition to the control of

uncertainty. the joined synergistic value of the partnership might be greater than what full

citizen control could ever achieve.

2.3 Advocates or Mediators

What is the planner's role in the new discourse of collaboration. reciprocity. and

communicative action? LODg ago in the 1960s. when participation was something to fight

for. some planners considered themselves as advocates of those who are not represented

in the planning process. In his notable article "Advocacy Planning:' Davidoffclaims that

since planning is always part of the public realm. planners should represent not ORly the

governmental body that hires them. but also the public that will be effected by their

decisions. Davidoff also argues mat creating several alternative plans is imponant both as

a tool to represent other sectors in society and as a way to force institutional agencies to

produce more responsive plans since they have to compete with other suggestions. The

seemingly obvious benefits of collaborative strategies. pannerships. and communicative

planning has led sorne theorist to think that the age of advocacy is over. Susskind and

Ozawa. for example. have concluded that the model of planner as mediator is "more

satisfyingn than former models ofplanners such as the advocate planner (5: 8-9). [n his

book Planning in rhe face of power John Forester analyzes the role of planners in

capitalist. democf"J.tic societies. Although advocate planners addressed inequality.

Forester criticized them for "ministering to the sick" while proving "unable to prevent

their illnesses from occurring in the first placen (32). Forester suggests that preventing

communication distortions can strengthen democratic planning. One way planners cao do

this is by developing Mediation skills. Among the strategies that planners can use for

mediating. according to Forester, are to regulate the planning process, to build trust

among the parties, to anticipate the concems of the various partners and ta search for

acceptable agreements (88-99). Forester claims that using mediating strategies in

planning can change a confrontational process to collaborative one. improve city­

developer-neighborhood relations. and create for all the participants "both-gain," or even

"win-win" results.
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A major difference between the role the planner plays in advocacy planning and

communicative planning concems their position in relation to other players in the

planning process. The advocate-planner tries to represent the interests of people or

groups that are usually excluded from the process. However. the dichotomy and

hierarchy between clients and service providers is maintained. As in a trial. which is the

source from which Davidofftook the advocate image, the advocate planner stands in front

of those he or she represents and in metaphorical, or real opposition to the advocates of

the other players. The mediator-planner does not represent any of the side. In a

metaphorical Mediation process the planner stands in between the parties. Sorne

communicative action theorists have gone even fanher and think of the planners as

Uactors'· in the planning play (Innes 184). This position might seem more desirable for

those who seek an equal or horizontal position for planners: however. the mediator­

planner. or the communicative-planner has also a neutral position and cannot. or should

not take il side in a planning debate. This neutral position may beeome problematic ifone

party is more powerful than the other. The neutral planner cannot proteet the interests of

the weaker party. Forester emphasizes mat the strategies he proposes ean be used only in

situations where the power differences between the parties are minimal. When one party

is strong enough to avoid the negotiation. or when there are severe inequalities between

the parties. the Mediation proeess can enhanee the power imbalances (99-101). ft may

therefore be that the advocating role of the planner is not over yeL

Although communicative planning may not always be the prefer.lble strategy. it is

important to develop communicative discourse within the planning field. Fairclough's

theory of critical discourse analysis claims not only mat social change creates changes in

discourse, but that changes in language can lead to social change. '7here is a dialectic

relations between social practice and discursive practice" (Hastings. Analysing Power

Relations 93). When planners and architects describe communities as partners. tbey

might consequendy treat them as partners. The theory refers to more than the use of

politically correct ways of speaking, it aIso refers to linguistic change as an OUlCome of

political change. Hastings asserts that bringing together partners from different sectors

will change the usocial and discursive space" in which the partners operate; the partners
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might change their objectives, values, and prejudices. Partnership can create such

change, since it can be a "form of govemance capable of ·hot-housing' social change"

(Hastings, Analysing Power Relations 92- 93).

1.4 Building Consensus in Conftict Situadon

Since partnerships are often accepted as inherendy good. governments are happy to

integrate them ioto their policies.4 However. govemments are not mat cleu about the

exact definition of partnership, "other than expressing hopes that greater co-ordination

and synergy will focus minds and maximize resources" (Atkinson 63). The

presupposition of the partnership qualities on one hand and the obscurity of the

pannership concept on the other hand can make pannerships an excuse for the public

sector to funher absolve itself from its responsibilities.

ln the 1980s. pannerships became il prominent tool in urban regener.ltion projects in

North America and Great Britain. Most of these partnerships were of the public-privale

type. AJthough these parmerships were often presented as il way to improve the condition

of disadvantaged groups, in many cases their condition had worsened. The London

Docklands, for example. one of the largest British public-private urban regeneration

partnerships of the 1980s raised the unemployment r.ltes in the area. because jobs crealed

by the project did not suit the local residents. Homelessness grew in seven years five

times more than in the London area (Cannon 12-13). Peter Marris daims that

govemmental plans were designed to attract private investments at the expense ofexisting

neighborhoods. ·Urban planning has often increased uncenainty by condemning areas

for wholesale redevelopment, without being able to recruit the resources to carry out the

redevelopment" (Marris, Potines of Uncenainty (33). Not ooly did the pannerships fail

" The numerous parmerships suppŒted by the Canadian govemment, for cxample. lead it 10 publisb in 1997

a partncrsbip bandbook (TM Part7œrship Handbook; Frank and Smith) 10 belp these partnersbips and

omer independent partnersbips lbat emerged in the Jast few)'eUS. The British govenunent bas promOk:d

since the early 19805 multi-scctorial pannersbips in various fidds, and the Scottish govemment resuiet5

access to some public funds ta local councils tbat develop public-private partnerships (Hastings.

Partnership in Urban Regenerationml.
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to reduce uncenainty it actually amplified iL Partnerships in these cases became very

much what Giddens cal1s liman-made risks." The govemmentcreates favored conditions

for private invesunents. often at the expense of the most disadvantaged users of these

services. Community action. according to Marris. could iMely change these conditions;

the communities' situation has consequendy worsened (PoUties ofUneena;nty 133).

It is clear then. that partnerships are not a1ways the consensus building tool they are

spoken of. Pannerships do not always minimize risk and uncenainty; on the contrary.

partnerships can increase uncenainty and be the source of conflicts. Involvement of

community-based organizations as partners. can be one way to prevent such uncertain

situation. However. power imbalances can be a bamer in this attempt; gr.lssroots

organizations might find it hard to be equal partners to strong public or private bodies

(Torjman 12-13). In the hierarchical context of urban regeneL.ltion partnerships. where

professionals. officers. politicians. and private sector participants are involved. the

problem of power imbalances is crucial. Communities have to face situations in which

they lack the necessary propenies and capacities that the other partners have. If sorne of

the parties involved in the pannership have more political power. bureaucr.ltic or legal

authority. or the control of resources. they can set the context within which weaker

partners have to function (Atkinson 62). Pannerships often use business world

techniques. methods. and vocabulary. since competitive market economy is assumed to be

efticient and effective. This assumption does not support community panicipation as an

empowering process. It also does not change the power relations between the partners.

Therefore. partnerships can suengthen existing economic. social. and political power

relations and dependency (Atkinson 63).

It seems as if the participation obstacles that were raised in the 1960s are still relevanL

Partnerships thus. became the "spinach' of the 1990s. Turner's question of ''who decides

what for whom" is as relevant today as it ever was. Who detines the cause of the problem

to be addressed in the process remained a centtal issue. In pannerships each group May

define the cause based on its knowledge, policy, and interests. Therefore this definition is

selective and can influence the process ifone partner's definition is preferred on the other
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(Hastings. Analysing Power Relations 95). Atkinson claims that although centr.ll

govemments declare that they assume the raie of panner. they set the pannership·s rules.

The other parties have no choice but to accept the rules if they want to access the

diminishing fonds. Pannerships thus become a "more subde form of central control"

(Atkinson 63).

The problem of parmerships is not only one of power imbalances and the ability to define

the objectives or set the roles. The need to cooperate with new a partner and to take ioto

consideration the parmer's abilities and needs bring unknown par.lmeters into the

parmers· considerations. In other words. it increases the uncertainties both panies face.

Therefore. an attempt to create consensus through a participatory process might end up

exposing conflicting positions both between the parties and within the participating

communities (Goodwin 397).

Although the pannership process can insure that sorne of the benefits of urban

regeneration reach the disadvantaged. they May also reinforce existing relations of

domination and control. The discourse of parmership can legitimize "a particular re­

presentation of reality which defines what is 6reasonable' and the language in which

demands can be made" (Atkinson 70). If our intention is to improve the situation of

disadvantaged groups in a contlict situation. what then should be done? How can we

overcome power relations of domination and control? Should we tum back to advocacy

models? It May be that despite what Habermas would like ta believe. in sorne situations

consensus cannot be achieved. In these situations disputes about class. race. gender. and

culture are sa deep that only power stroggle May improve the position of the weaker party

(Healey. Planning through Debale 151).

As discussed earlier, although advocacy-planning methods help the disadvantaged they

are sometimes unable to change the power imbalances on their own. An attempt to

overcome this problem is offered by Bateman who differentiates between "citizen

advocacy:' which is the advocacy Davidoff talks about and "self-advocacy:~ in which

individuals or communities. uspeak or act on their own behalf in pursuit of their own
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needs and interests" (Bateman 4). Planning and housing are often viewed as complicated

issues that should be left to professionals to resolve. That might be one of the reasons

why advocacy models in these fields tend to be of the citizen advocacy type. However.

Bateman suggests that individuals or grass roots groups advocating for themselves May

aIso "have outside input from associated professionals who wish to work in partnership"

(7, emphasis added). Bateman views the advocate and the client as partners, which is

completely different from Davidoff's advocacy that reinforces the hicr.lrchy of client­

service-provider relations. Bateman thinks of these relations as "instructional,99 which

means that the ability to learn from them is mutual (8). In other words, the advocacy

component is built inta a reciprocal connection that May create a more balanced and fair

relationship. Another bridge between advocacy and Mediation or between power stnlggle

and conflict resolution lies within the mediation process itself. A Mediation process stans

with a confliet; only when there is a power struggle. building consensus May be needed.

As a matter of fact, a party who is in an inferior position often has to create a contliet in

order to get the attention of the stronger parties.

Contlict. power struggle. and advocacy planning are sometimes the only alternative

available to the have-nots. There are situations in which disputes cannot be resolved

through building consensus. The division between the parties is so deep and the power

relations are so unbalanced that they can be confronted only by power struggle (Healey,

Planning through Dehale 151). Planners and architects who want to deal with these

situations must take a side and aet as advocates. In spite of aIl the problems conneeted

with the partnership discourse, one cannot avoid its successes. More than that, the belief

that it is possible to solve conflicts in a consensual way is hard to give up. Collaborative

strategies 66depend upon patience, mutual understanding, [and] farsightedness" (Marris,

PoUlies of Uneertainty 148). If 50eh patience, understanding, and farsightedness exist,

consensus building, pannerships, and communicative planning can be better approaches

for communities to improve their situation. Planners and architects cannat abandon their

mediating communicative role, which is essential to their constitueneies. Planners and

architects, therefore, may be partners, mediators, or advocates in different situations.

They May be panners of one pany and advocates of other parties; they May advocate in
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the early stages of a planning process and tum iota Mediators in later stages; or they can

mediate within their constituency and be a panner of the same constituency as a whole.

What will be argued in the next chapters is that universities May be better equipped to

adapt their role to sucb changin~ situations. Universities May accordingly have a major

role to play in an urban regeneration process.
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Objectillity. lib lM claim thot one is nonptUtisan or reasolUlble. is w"ally a

defensille posture lLSed by lhose who fea, inllolvement in Ille passions.

partisanships. conflicrs. and chœages ,''''' maie up life: IIIeY fear life. An

"objective'· decisiol& is generaUy lifeless. [1 i.s academic and Ille ward

"academic" is Il .synDllym/or i"elel1anl

Saul D. Alinsky. Rpeilülor Radicals. Introduction 10 Vintllge Edition. p. u. 1969.

CHAPTER 3: COMMUNlTY·UNlVERSITY PARTNERSHIPS

Cbapter Three focuses on community-university relations in the urban context. Il stans

with a discussion of the university and the community as urban entities. A briefreview of

community-university relations follows. The core of the chapter is a comparative

analysis of community-university pannersbip case studies from the 1960s onwards. A

critical description ofHUD's Community Outreach Partnership Centers (COPC) program

is provided as an example for the pro and cons of federally funded community-university

projects.

3.1 The University, the Community, and the City

The relations between universities. the cities in which they are located and their

inhabitants can be traced back to the Medieval universities of Europe. The early

European universities were usually located in cities (Wusten 4. Seaberry and Davis 5-6),

and althougb the image of these universities was of isolated self-contained institutions.

they were responding to the needs of their communities in various fields such as law and

Medicine (Seaberry and Davis 6). During the early modem time the university developed

as a distinct entity. As such. the university has become one of the institutions that bas

shaped western society wough its free intellectual debate and professional education

(Wusten l). The university therefore has enjoyrd reciprocal relations wim society. Its

present shape is partially a resull ofits response 10 societyts needs and at the same lime it

had a part in reforming society by affecting its values and educating its future expens•
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Therefore the university as an institutional urban entity has had an enormous influence on

the city within which it is located and hence on the city's population.1

Unlike universities mat in spite of their changing role remained weU-organized,

influential institutions, communities are illusive entities. Although the idea ofcommunity

in the context of planning can be traced to the days of Ebenezer Howard (Gordon and

Low 5), the concept of community and mainly of the urban community as a social entity

is very much the outeome of the 1950s and the early 1960s.1 As was discussed in the

second chapter, public participation had become an accepted idea by mid-century when

communities of participants tumed into organized entities. U.S. governmental programs

that sponsored community planning in cities reinforced the community concept. This

tendency was accompanied by the establishment ofcommunity oriented professions, due

mainly to the work of Saul Alinsky, both in his writings and by its personal contribution

to community based organizations such as nvo, which is discussed later in this chapter.

ln the late 1960s after the failure of the war on poverty in the United States, the belief in

community planning declined (Briggs 2). However. the community concept itself

remained and communities were accepted as self-evident entities. Davidoff, for example,

in his 1965 article speaks about ucommunity development," ucommunity growth." and

ucommunity plans." He doesn't explain what he means by community other than an

alternative interest group to the govemment, one that an advocate planner should

represent. Arnstein in a later article from 1969 is more careful in using the term

community. She prefers to ta1k about "citizens," uhave-nots," and "neighborhood."

1 Unlike the European universities. the carly American university wu usually locaœd oulSide the city with

the nOOoo of the 'campus on the green field site'. However, with the university and abe city growth the

universities became part of the city (WUS1ell 4).

1 The cœœpt ofrural cœununity is in itselfa problematic Olle. the acceptante of the village COIIUIlunity as

a moral orcier is "as mach rœnantic illusion as bistŒica1 fact" (Walliams as quoted in Healy. CoUaboraûve

Planning 123). Yet il is barder ta taIk about urban populations as distinct groups sincc mey are mach

more beterogeneœs in nature and usually more dependent on local auaborities (Hamm and Ooethert 29­

30)•
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When the term community does appear, it is used to identify specific groups such as

"poor community" or "black community." However, Amstein herself is described in the

AIP Journal as the director of a non-profit research institute called "Community

Development Studies for The Commons." Therefore, by the end of the 1960s the

community idea had become a distinct research field, a fact that may represent a validity

stamp for this abstr'act, intangible entity.

After some vicissitudes through the 1970s and 1980s, the community concept had

enjoyed a revival in the 1990s. Recent research claims that contemporary social

problems, are an outcome of the breakdown of community (Healy. Collaborative

Planning 122-23). One of the Most prominent of this research is Etziony's

"Communitarian Agenda," which proposes cornmunity values as an alternative to both

individualism and govemmental power. However. other current research has questioned

the very existence of communities as a socio-spatial entity. Harvey. for instance, argues

that community is merely a "mythical social entity" (425). Other research goes farther to

clairn that community or rather ucommunity" is increasingly used to describe "what states

can no longer do for citizens" (Gordon and Low Il). Although representing two

opposing dogmas, both opinions originate from the same phenomena that \vere discussed

earlier: the decline of the state's responsibilities and the rise of the non-governmental

sectors. While sorne see community power as the answer to the problems caused by this

tendency, others think the tendency itself should be criticized.

What is a community then? Checkoway defines it as ua process of people acting

collectively with athers who sbare some common concems. whether on the basis of a

place where they live. of interests or interest groups that are similar, or of relationships

that have sorne cohesion or continuity" (308). Checkoway's definition is a partial one; he

proposes a functional definition that has no ideological value. Yet what Checkoway

contributes is the reference to the community as a process. Community is not a defined

and stable entity; it is an ongoing changing process. The creation of numerous

community-based non-govemmental groups can be understood as a way to give the

community process more stability and sustainability.. Whether one accepts or rejects the
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communitarian concept, it is hard to deny the raie of NGOs in uncenain situations. Even

Harvey agrees that what is most likely "stopping riots or total social breakdown in many

cilies are the intricate networks of social solidarities, the power and dedication of

community organizations, and the hundreds ofvoluntary groups" (425).

3.2 Community-University Relations

Throughout the years universities have developed economic, political, and cultural

relations with the cities within which they are located. Economically. the university is an

important customer; some of the goods and services it consumes are from local

businesses; the university is also a major taxpayer. University statI and students play an

important economic raie in the city; they consume goods. use services. and affect the

housing market. The university is often a significant employer as weil as a major trainer

of the city's qualified workers. The university has had a prominent affect on the city's

physical planning issues. since the university is both land user and landowner.

Universities also create political personnel and are in Many cases the staning point of

political movements and ideologies. Culturally. universities Runure activities in the an

tields; theyalso provide the audiences. cntics. and sometimes performers of the city's

cultural activities. Universities have. ofcourse. enormous educational influence on cities

both by providing degree-granting programs and by offenng their facilities to other

educational institutions (Moneta 72-76, Wusten 4-5).

Despite the University's involvement in city life throughout the years, it was only in

1862. with the creation ofLand Grant Colleges in the United States, that the idea ofdirect

service to the community was introduced as one of the university's duties beside its

teaching and research functions. This idea became widely accepted to the extent that in

the late 1960s non-applicable forms of research were often criticized as the cause of all

the university's ills (CERI 36-37). Bythe mid-1960s, universitiesestablished institutions,

launched projects. and initiated numerous community-oriented programs. These were

focused on inner-city communities and the ways they can be helped (Bok 236-7). This

tendency did not last long; only a few of the initiatives survived the 1970s. In sorne of the

cases these initiatives not only failed to improve the community-university relations but
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also worsened the negative feelings of the local residents toward the university (Bok

237).

The same difficulties that characterized the community concept throughout the 1970s and

1980s were typical of the community-university relations. The enthusiastic extra­

curricular initiatives of the 1960s were replaced by clinical programs in which students

helped low-income communities under the supervision of staff-members in for-credit

activities (Bok 241). However. the number and scope of these activities were much

smaller in comparison to the Many enterprises of the 1960s.

The dichotomous references to the community concept in the 1990s are reflected in the

kind of relations universities have had recently with community issues. Sorne universities

have no direct community service whatsoever. However. an increasing number of

American universities are rediscovering the world outside the ivory tower and

community-university relationships and partnerships are growing in number (Palm and

Toma 57).

Although relations between universities and communities are complicated. it seems that

there is a desire to reevaluate the university position or even. as Checkoway claims. to

reinvent the research institutions. There is an understanding that the university should not

or even cannot afford ignoring the new circumstances. The same economic and cultural

changes of the globalization process are effecting universities as much as they effect

cities (Wusten 6-7). Universities May soon fmd out that Udoing good May be the best

way for universities ta do weil" (Harkavy 334).

3.3 Past Case Studies

The 1960s were the heyday of community-university relations. Howevert the relations

between universities and their nearby communities did not a1ways originate from good

wilL Oftent if there were any relationst they were hostile and dislrUstfuL For examplet in

the early 1960s the University of Chicago was involved in massive urban renewal

projects in the Hyde Park-Kenwood neighbo~ood. As part of the renewal plans a poor
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black community was forced to move out of the neighborhood. and the university stand

led to hostile relations with the remaining blackcommunity (Nash 9-11). In anothercase.

Columbia University violated the urban renewal plans of the adjacent Moming Heights

neighborhood. The plans limited the institutional expansion into the neighborhood.

However. Columbia demolished. evacuated. and converted 58 of the 309 residential

buildings in the neighborhood. Twenty of these buildings were out of the limits defined

by the renewal plan for institutionalland use (price 95-103). The universities position as

landlord. developer. or employer often contlicted with the interests of the neighborhood's

residents. Many of whom were the university tenants or employees. Peter Marris

describes the events in Berkley in 1969. when sorne residents spontaneouslytransformed

a vacant lot owned by the University of Califomia into a small park. Consequently. the

university administration erected an eight-foot fence around the lot (Marris. PoUlies of

Uncel1aÎnty 76-78). Fences. either physical or metaphorical. marked the kind of relations

many universities had with their surrounding neighborhoods.

In aU the above cases. the university changed its attitude to a cenain degree. The reasons

for doing 50 varied. In the case of the University of Chicago. it was a neighborhood

based organization. The Woodlawn Organization (TWO). that approached the university

in 1968 asking for help to modify the Madel Cities plan that was proposed by the

municipality. How did the hostile relations between the university and TWO tum into

cooper.ltive relations? It seems that the main reason is that TWO was an established.

powerful coalition of community groups with strong leadership and financial suppon

from the Catholic Archdiocese ofChicago. The universities approach was f11"st similar to

the Hyde Park-Kenwood renewal plans. However, the strong reaction of1WO forced the

university 10 take the neighborhood needs into consideration and to deveIop more

reciprocal relationships with the neighborhood residents. On the university side. the

reason for the change can be attributed to the pragmatic administration that learned from

past experience. The university's official justification for serving the community was that

it could help in developing innovative methods for service development in other urban

areas (Nash 9-13). A group of students from the Center for Urban Studies at the

University of Chicago started to accumulate information on the community for the

29



•

•

planning process. Faculty and students were organized by the Center for Urban Studies

to advise the community on problems selected by The Woodlawn Organization. TWO

had its own committees of neighborhood residents that met with the student-faculty

committees on a weekly basis. The Woodlawn Organization generated community

participation and the university provided technical assistance. The community had the

power to accept or reject the university's suggestions. However. because of the

reciprocal nature of the process, the final plans usually matched the needs of the

community and plans were seldom rejected. The plan of the universitycovered issues of

health, social services, law, environmental planning. housing. education. and economic

development (Nash 13-14). In ail these fields several projects were initiated by the

university and modified by the neighborhood organization to serve the community better.

The residents played a major role by determining \Vhat was needed. They had a say in

how the services should be provided. were employed as fully as possible in the delivery

of services, and hc:lped to evaluate the program by serving on advisory boards. [n the

tield of housing sorne projects were designed and modified based on the neighborhood's

needs. and new housing units \Vere built in response to the residents' demands. The

university made temporary loans to nvO. and private foundations provided

cornplementary tïnancial support. Over aIl the Model Cities plan \Vas revised based on

public input and provided a comprehensive approach to the needs of the community

(Nash 13-26).

In the case of Columbia University, the catalyst for the new attitude was a Ford

Foundation grant that the Universityreceived in 1966. The Grant was designated fornew

programs in urban and minority affairs. A process of evaluating the few existing

programs in this field started in order to revise the curriculum. A Center for Urban­

minority Affaies was established ta coordinate and evaluate ail the existing and proposed

programs. The Most progressive divisions to adopt new curricular programs were the

School of Architecture and the School of Social Work. In 1968 the School of

Architecture created the East Harlem Urban Planning Studio. Students were involved in

actual planning activities such as planning and designing a storefront community center

and designing a plaza and festival center in the East Harlem marketing area. Other
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activities of the Architecture School included establishing a six-week course in cast

estimating for a Harlem-based professional association of minority contractors and

publishing a procedural handbook on the use ofvacant buildings, storefronts, and lots by

community groups. By 1969, one quarter of the students were involved in community

groups activities. Although there were severa! changes in the university curriculum. the

Urban Center itself had an uncertain future once the Ford money was depleted (Priee 95­

123).

ln the case of the University ofCalifomia, the university studentsjoined the residents and

confronted the police that guarded the fence. The demonstration saon turned into clashes

with the police who opened fire - one man was killed and another blinded. For weeks the

demonstrlltion continued and hundreds ofstudents were arrested. Finally. the Depanment

of Landscape Architecture offered to sponsor the park. an offer they had made when the

incident had begun. This time the university accepted the otIer (Marris. PoUties of

Uncertainty 77-78).

Ali three examples demonstr61te community-university cooperation. Although ofdiftèrent

kind and scale, what is common to aU of them is that the university's faculty or

administration did not take the first steps - initiate the dialogue. In the case of Chicago,

the strong community organization approached the University. In Berkley, constant

student pressure most likely forced the university's administration to give up. In the

Columbia example, although the University did initiate the process, the main motivation

for the depanments to change their approach was an outside. private granL When the

grant's money vanished, 50 did the new initiatives.

A Canadian example of a community-university project is the Community Design

Workshop (COW) thatwasconducted byProfessor Joseph Baker in the early 1970s. The

CDW was an attempt to involve McGill architectural students in various neighborhoods

in Montreal. working together with community organizations tbat laclœd the money for

professional private architects. There are some differences between this example and the

three other cases mentioned before. McGill's CDW was started by faculty members of
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the School of Architecture. Most of the communities the CDW dealt with were not

adjacent to the university and the university was not involved as a direcdy interested party

in the issues these communities faced. The CDW was active for a few years. One ofits

main activities focussed on the Point St. Charles neighborhood in Montreal; the CDW

assisted a non-profit organization tbat was offered a one million Canadian doUars loan for

a rehabilitation project from the Central Mortgage and Housing Corporation. The CDW

students collected information about the housing stock in the neighborhood. prepared

renovation plans for the uoits that were bought. and took part in sorne of the actua!

renovations of the units. The students also helped sorne other local non-profit

organizations. these activities included renovation of a health clinic. design and

construction of a portable clinic. and planning day care centers (Baker 33-36).

Most of the projects from the 1960s have been poorly documented; the university

activists were tao busy saving the world. and writing about it was often considered a

luxury. Therefore. documentation of the Universities· activities is scarce. An evaluation

of the program and its long-term impact are even scarcer. Danhui You t s thesis. Long­

Te,.,,, Results of User Participation in Bousing Rehabilitation: The Communit}' Design

'Vo,.k.~hop in Pointe St. Charles. is one of these rare researches. In his thesis. You

interviewed sorne of the inhabitants of Pointe St. Charles that were involved in Prof.

Baker·s Community Design Workshop activities. You concludes that the project

improved the housing situation and inhabitants t attitude toward user participation both as

a way to better their housing conditions and as an opponunity for individual development

(You lOO-lOS). You·s focus on user panicipation is typica! of many of the projects from

the 1960s onward. The success or failure of the project wu oCten measured by the

amount ofuser participation in iL To what extent the change in the housing conditions of

the Point SL Charles residents is related to participation in the CDW activities is

questionable. It might be the fact that some of the housing units tumed into co-ops. for

example. had a greater influence on the housing situation in the neighborbood. However.

had the CDW not been running the project in Pointe SL Charles. co-ops would not have

come abouL The activities of the CDW in the neighborhood. therefore. played an

imponant role in the process of the rehabilitation itself. The project·s second input was its
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impact on the participating students, some of whom continued in socially oriented

activities after their graduation (You 18).

One of the reasons Baker gives for the CDW's limited impact is the lack of a "skilled

community organizer to work with the residents - to define their goals and appropriate

strategies and to train local residents to take over the task of organization" (Baker 39).

Although in the Point SL Charles project there was a community organizer involved, in

most of the other projects of the CDW the undergraduate students had to function as

community organizers, a raIe for which they did not have the skills. Prof. Baker's

critique makes clear that the issue is not whether the user participated or not. \Vhat is

important is that the users as individuals or as a group be able to define what they want ta

achieve in the process and know the possible ways to achieve their targets. Community

organizing in which common goals are defined should be by itself a participatory process.

yet it doesn't Mean that the participatory process is necessarily the best approach ta

achieve the defined goals (Br-dger. Specht. and Torczyner 62).

Many of the community-university projects vanished during the 1980s. Few of the

projects have been maintained and are still active today, and sorne of these have changed

forms. targets. and players. There have been initiatives for new projects. However. it is

hard to define these projects as movements or trends. There were various reasons for the

decline of community-university projects. Faculty that was involved got tired, lost

interest, or simply moved to other directions or positions. Il was hard to maintain a

continuous scheme when there was an ongoing turnover of students. Both public and

private funds grew scarcer and harder to access. Still, it might be that the main reason for

the decline of the 1960s spirit is a change in the political climate in the 1980s.

Nevenheless, Many of the revolutionary ideas of the 1960s penetrated the institutional

mainstream (Brager, Specht, and Torczyner 1-3).

3.4 Present Case Studies

This mainstreaming is apparent also in contemporary community-university programs.

Many of these programs are well integrated inta the university curriculum and activities.
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Three examples for such programs are the Pratt Institute Center for Community

Environmental Development (PICCED), 3 the Community Design Center (CDC) which is

operated by the Boston Architectural Center (BAC), .. and the East St. Louis Action

Research Project (ESLARP) of the University of Illinois at Urbana·Cbampaign.s A

comparative analysis of the three programs is summarized in table 1 on page 35.6

PICCED is one of the few community-university projects tbat survived thraugh the

1980s. It was established in 1963 and it claims to be the oldest university·based advocacy

planning and technical assistance organization in the V.S. PICCED. which is therefare the

oldest among the three. is also the biggest; it has the largest staff, budget. and number of

projects. PICCED engages ten planners and architects who are involved altogether in

about eighty projects each year. The BAC's CDC is another long-lived community·

university program operating since 1977. The COC is on a eompletely different seale

compared to the PICCED; its annual budget in 1995 was $28.000 US (exactly one percent

of the PICCED 52.800.000 budget for that year). Although ten ta fifteen people are

engaged in the cne's activities. most of them partieipate as pan of their other activities in

the BAC or in their private practices. The COC is involved in about twelve projects each

year. However, the scope of these projects is usuaUy much smaller

:\ Ali the inlbnnation about the PICCED in this chapter is based on the center'5 web site:

<http://www.pia:ed.org>andonapersona!interview\\ithProf.Brian Sullivan. Associate Director of the

PICCED. As was the case with the 19605 projects, ail the 19905 pannerships are poorly documented.

The web sites of the instilutiœ are. of course. a biased source. However. il can indicate the intended

approacb of the instilutiœs. The aetual work of cacb instilutiœ should he sludied further for a betler

ana!ysis of Ibeir activities.

4 Ali the information about the BAC in this cbapter is based on the center's publicatiœs and web site:

<bup:llwww.the·bac.edu> and on a persœal interView willl Prof. Dœ Brown. Direaor of Practiœ

Curriculum al the BAC.

5 Ali the InCormaIioo about ESLARP in this cbapter. unless specified otberwise is based œ the ESLARP

web sile: <bllp:J/www.imIab.uiuc.eduleslarpfmdexJuml> and on persœal e-mail CrOOl Dr. Kenneth

Rcardon. abe Program Coonlinator, Crom the University of lllinois al Urbana-ehampaign.

cr. Bcsides the sources already mentiœed, the informatioo in the table conceming PICCEO and BAC is also

from the Associatioo for Communily Design web site: < btlp:llwww.communit~ign.org>
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PICCED (I99S data) CDC (199S data) ESLARP (1999 clara)

Establisbed 1963 1977 1990
Staff 33 10-1S·· 10
Architeet S S·· 3
Planners 5 4
Budget (US $) 2.800.000 2S.000 S50.000
Annual Number
ofProjects SO 12 40
(averale)
Research and Neigbborbood surveys Surveys and analysis Feasibility sludies
Analysis Servîces Zoning analyses acùvities Housing market analysis

Site identification services Feasibility sludies Policy issue research
Feasibility studies Legal research

Design and Housing rebabilitation Rebab ofexisting Housing designs
Planning Services planing structures Development planning

Environmental planning New buildings designs assistance
Program development Inlerior design Law-cost housin,!; repairs
Financial packaging Urban design New housing construction
Architectural design

Training and Community development Adult education
Educational programs Youth development
ScrvÎL-es SlatI capacity building programs

training Community planning
Strategie planing pro!,'fam training
Financial Mana'!ement

Advocacy and Lc-ddership development Community organizing
Community seminars
Or!!&mizin~

Dcparunents • Archita'ture Architecture
illvolvcd Interior Design Land.'Cape Architecture

Urban and Regional
Planing
Law

StudenL~ Involved • 30 300for Credit
Sludcnl~ Involved • 100
a.~ Volunteers
Academie • Design studios Studio classes
Aetivities Serviœ-learning class

Graduate researcb proied5
AreaSened New York metropolilaD Bostœ metropolilaD area East SL Louis

area and rural communities.
• The PICCED is not an academie program; the center is not part of any department in me university.

Therefore. there are no departmenlor swdents involved in me center·s aetivities. fIowever. four of the

center·s staffmember teaeh al the urban planning deparUnenL Altogetber. two-hundred students au.e:nd

their courses.
•• This figure indicates the number or staff members involvcd in the COC9 s activities, mast of mem do

Rot do il full-lime.

Table 1. Comparison of PICCED. BAC·s CDC, and ESLARP
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than that of the projects the PICCED usually deais with. The ESLARP is the Most recent

of the three. It was set up in 1990 as an undenaking of the School of Architecture,

Department ofLandscape Architecture, Oepanment ofUrban and Regional Planning, and

the Cooperative Extension Service at the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign.

ESLARP was started when one faculty member and eleven graduate students created a

community stabilization plan for residential neighborhoods in East SL Louis. Ten years

laler about three-hundred students together with seven full-time staff members, four in

East St. Louis and three on campus, and eight to twelve quarter-time Graduate Research

Assistants are working each year on more than fony projects requested by community­

based organizations in East St. Louis. The origins of the project date back to 1981 when

some civil rights leaders criticized the University of Illinois for not being responsive to

the needs of nlcial minorities. Few anicles in the Chicago-Tribune questioned the

university's policy of focussing on basic research at the expense of service activities.

Another imponant influence was a State Representative from East St. Louis that

challenged the university to demonstrate its commitment to low-incorne. rninority

communities. The fact that the same representative was also the Co-Chairperson of the

Stute Legislature's Higher Education Finance Committee wast of course. a major

consideration for the university (Reardon 48). The way the ESLARP staned shows that

although comrnunity issues have found their way inte the academic mainstream. it is not

the university itself. at least in the ESLARP case. who initiates actual community­

university projects.

AlI three institutions offer technical assistance both in research, surveys, and analysis

services and in actual design and planning. PICCED assists community-based nonprofit

organizations in the areas of housing, health care, employment, and other related issues.

The Pratt Planning Architectural CoUaborative (pPAC), which is a related but

independent entity. helps community groups in specific architectural projects from

surveys and needs assessments through schematic design and construction documents to

construction phase monitoring. PPAC's staffincludes architects, planners, and financial

packaging specialists. The COC offer services to clients that otherwise would not be able

to pay for such services. Twenty-three percent of the projects the center deaIs with are
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for low-income. non-profit. or minority client groups. Other clients include Museums,

churches, govemment agencies, and commercial organizations. Unlike the PICCEO and

the CCC which do not restrict their services to specifie areas, the ESLARP limits its

activities to East SL Louis which has a largely African-American population with high

unemployment rates and a high percentage of the residents living below the povertylevel

(1990 data). ESLARP assists East SL Louis residents, usually by working with local

NODs. to devise solutions for the environmeittal, economic, and social problems the

community faces. The services ESLARP offers vary in their scope and character from

neighborhood beautification through job creation to comprehensive neighborhood plans.

80th PICCED and ESLARP offer training and education services. PICCED offers

community development programs for low-incorne neighborhood residents. community

organizers, and members and staff of community-based organizations. The training

programs include workshops. short courses. and a one-year ceniticate program.

PICCEC. under a HUD contract. also provides free training sessions for Community

Housing Development Organizations. ESLARP defines as part of its goals the

improvement of the planning and development capacity of both community-based

organizations and municipal agencies such as the City Planing Commission. ESLARP

also oftèrs tr"l1ining courses that are open to the public such as adult education and youth

development progrllms. The CDC is not involved in any such tr"l1ining and educational

services. The BAC is a much smaller academic institution compared to the Pratt Institute

and the University of Illinois. The BAC·s main focus is on architecture and interior

design. and it offers courses only to the school's students.

Both PICCED and ESLARP deal with public poliey analysis, advocacy, and community

organizing. PICCEO tries to create public awareness and encourage integrative planning.

Although it is not involved directiy in commuDÎty organizing, il aims through its other

activities to strengthen the role of community-based nonprofit organizations as key

players in the community development proeess. PICCED does all this through working

with communities and empowering them to advocate for themselves in the community

development process. fostering innovative housing plans, and sponsoring conferences and
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seminars dealing with these issues. Like PICCEO. ESLARP also wishes to create

awareness. However. in ESLARP's case this is done through developing the participatory

planning and design skills of its students, which are considered the next generation of

community development professionals. ESLARP whose stated mission is to contribute ta

the development of a science of American democratic planning arts (Reardon 47-48), is

also involved in direct community organizing activities. These activities take up about

ten percent of the program's activities. Although services to low-incorne communities

are part of the COC mission. the cnc is not involved in the organizational wks of these

communities. The main target is to empower students; community empowerment is a

welcomed byproduct.

What is common to aU three examples is the fact that they have managed to sustain

themselves. In the PICCEO case. the center. which was part of the planning depanment

when it was established. tumed into a separate unit in the Pratt institute. Therefore. the

center could develop its own structure without the additional difficulties of following an

academic year timetable. student turnover. and changing curricular priorities. The

autonomy of PICCEO also means that it has to raise its operating funds. Besides the

usual funds and grants. the PICCED has to offer for-fee services. Sorne of these services

are paid for directly by clients who can afford il. but a large portion of these services are

paid for through federal govemment agencies that directly finance the center as a service

provider of specitic progr.uns. The funds from these agencies enable the PICCEO to

employ trained professionals and to specialize as a center in these fields. The continuity

and the stability of the cnc can be explained by the structure of the BAC. The school's

curriculum is divided belWeen academic and practical curriculums. The more traditional

academic lectures are conducted in the evenings, while students work in a 'real world' job

during the daytime. Students receive academic credit for their practical work. and in this

structure. academic credit is guaranteed to the students participating in the COC activities.

ln the structure of the practice curriculum, practicing architects supervise and evaluate the

students who work in their office, white some of these architects volunteer as insttuctors

and visiting critics of the COC's design studios. Because the cnc does not offer any

community services mat are not direcùy related ta the students' academic needs. the
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PICCED, the sustainability secret here is full integration into the 'hosting' academic body

and not autonomy from iL ESLARP is a combination of the two. The service to the

community is not limited to physical aspects or to student curricular activities:

community organizing and community training and education are parts of the program's

activities. Still, most ofthese activities are weU integrated into the school's curriculum as

for-credit courses, seminars, and design studios'. An imponant component of the

ESLARP case is the university's commitment to the project expressed both in the

curriculum and in the funds that the university provides. The university funded ESLARP

during its first 5 years. In 1995 the annuai support from the university \Vas almost

$250.000 US (Reardon 48).

The strength of these prognlms can also be their weak points. The PICCED services are

so protessional that it is mainly the center's staffthat carry them out. Therefore. students

are hardly involved in the center's activities. The BAC represents the opposite approach.

The focus is on student training; the community is just another client mat does not have

enough money to hire 'real' professionals. By analyzing the pros and cons of each

model. the intention is not to devalue its importance. Both of the modeis are valid;

however. it seems that the ESLARP model combines both academic and service concems.

Unt"ortunately. because ESLARP is connected to the university both financially and

academically. it is exposed to the same dangers of the 1960s projects. When the

university support to the program ends. or when academic priorities are changed. the

continuation of the program will be questioned. Nevenbeless ESLARP has proven to be

an effective fund raising tool. The project is supported by several private and public

funds. In 1995. forexample. the CommunityOutreacb Pannership Center Program ofthe

Office of University Partnerships (OUP) gave the program S5oo,000. Therefore, the

program is an asset to the university not ooly because of its academic value but also

•
1 A dclailed oudine or these courses cao he round al me school·s web

<bttp:llwww.imlab.uiuc.eduleslarpiresearcbJindex.htm>

site:
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because of its abilities to bring money to the university. As long as the ESLARP attracts

funds. its existence will most likely not be questioned.

3.5 BUD's Community Outreach Partnership Centers

The Office of University partnerships (OUP). which is pan of the U.S Oepanment of

Housing and Urban Development (HUD). runs a large number ofprojects with the goal to

develop partnersbips between colleges and universities and lower incorne neighborhoods.

The Comrnunity Outreach Partnerships Centers (COPC) program is an OUP initiative that

was established in 1992. Originally. it was a five year program whose aim was to

determine the feasibility of university-community pannerships. However. the original

tïve year trial period was extended and in 1999 HUO provided $7 million for COPC

grants. The progrclm's target is to deal with urban issues through research. outreach. and

the exchange of information (United States HUD 1-9). Although relatively new. the

COPC program funded seventy-seven institutions of higher education between 1994 and

1997. The university grclntees are scattered throughout the U.S.• and the pannerships

deals with various issues such as economic development. environmental health. job

training. design of low-cost housing. family and youth development.. and much more.

Moreover. both PICCED and ESLARP are grantees of the cope program.

COPC gives gr.mts of up to $400,0008 for two or three years. and the universities match

these funds by 25-50 percenL The grantees can choose how to invest the grants. There

are. however. a few limitations: HUO grants should not be used to fund physical

development activities sucb as construction work; the nature and extent of researcb that

can be undenaken with COPC funds is limited; the communities and the community

organizations should be more than an object of study; the cope activities should be

based on the goals of the neighborbood residents rather than on the university·s concept

of what is appropriate for the neighborhood (United States HUD 9-12). The fust two

limitations are relativelyclearand easy to follow. However. how does one check whether

Il The discrcpancy belween mis figure to the pant given 10 ESLARP is undear. Bocb of the figures appear

in official publicatiœs of HUD.
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the community is more than an object ofstudy or not? How can one make cenain that the

neighborhood residents' goals have top priority? How can one determine what these

goals are? The HUD regulations for the grants try to propose a practical way for

achieving these targets. Fust. research activities should not cost more than 25 percent of

total project cost. Secondly, every cope must have a community advisory comminee.

Community based organizations must form partnerships at every stage. Fmally, research

must have direct applications to actual community problems. Again, these regulations are

quite vague. Il is relatively easy to limit the research cast of the total project cost;

however, the extent of the authority of the advisory committee is not clear. It is essential

that community based organizations be part of the pannership; however. it is the

university that has the right to choose which community organization to work with and

not the other way. The main question remains unsolved; who defines the actual

community problems? Tumer's statement "who decides what for whomn is again a key

question.

It is beyond the scope of this work to make a comprehensive study of the HUO model or

to analyze sorne of the pannerships as case studies. However. there are basic concems in

relation to these partnerships. The first concems the power to decide in the pannership.

Il seems that the community or the community organization is empowered to be an equal

panner. However, the pannership is not an equal one. Only the university can apply for

the money, and only the university has the right to choose the other party. The

community organization can only agree to join the pannership. In one of the HUD's

publications, it is mentioned that "cope empowers universities by placing relatively few

restrictions on the activities they May pursue with grant funds" (Unites States HUD 10).

Isn't there some confusion conceming who is it that should be empowered? There is

nothing wrong with empowering universities. Yet is this what the cope grant was

designed for?

A second concem direcdy relates te the connection between the govemment and the

university. The same question of "who decides what for whomT' cao be asked in this

context as weil. Although the university has the right to decide how to use the money. the
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govemment decides whether the university gets the money in the first place. A third

concem perceives suppon of these partnerships as a hidden attempt of the govemment to

discourage university staff and students from reacting against government policies. In

fact this problem is explicidy addressed in the regulations for using Federal grant money

(any gran~ not only the COPC grant). Applicants of Federal grants must sign the

''Certification of Payments to Influence Federal Transactions.''' The fonn requites that

applicants not use the grant money "for influencing or attempting to influence an officer

or employee ofan agency, a Member ofCongress, an officer or employee ofCongress" or

an employee of a Member of Congress'" (United States HUD form 50071). It is quite

difticult to advocate for policy change if one is not allowed to influence a policy-maker.

Marris compares the global economy of subcontracting to the use of block gr.lnts or to

privatizing public services. He c1aims that this process decentr.llizes or even disclaims

state responsibility; i.e. govemments free themselves from direct responsibility. In fact.

tinancial control is even more centr.llized. since govemment can eut the gr.lnts or the

budget for the private supplier of the service (Marris. Planning and Civil Societ)' 13).

Marris's remark describes very much what happens with the cope grant. The same

matter that was discussed in the introduction regarding the private control in public­

private partnerships applies here as weil. The govemment avoids criticism first by

delivering accountability to the university and second by financing the activities of

potentiul critics.

Il is not suggested here that these concems actually take place in the cope projects. And

it must be said that this eritieism is not addressed to any specifie initiative granted by

cope. Each partnership May be a good example of the way community-university

cooperation belps the community and entiches the student experience. However" one

should be aware of these aspects both when taking part in these projects and when

evaluating tbem.
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If we accept the Mtion tlult tMre is an established body 01 Icnowledge. the

question. ofils 'ran.smissionfrompragmatic poilll olviftV. can be subdivided i1ll0

a series ofquestiom: Who tran..maits leaming? What is transmined? To whom?

Through wlull medirun? 11& what lonn? With whal eJfect? A IlllÎversity policy is

fonned by a coherent set 01QlLSWtrs 10 these questions.

Jean Fransçois Lyolard. TM Postmodem Condition.: A Report on Knowledge. p. 49. 1984.

CHAPTER 4: THE ISRAELI CONTEXT

The fourth cbapter deals witb community-university pannerships in Israel. Most of the

cbapter is dedicated to interviews conducted by the author with the directors ofscbools of

architecture and community-based organizations. Each set of interviews is studied in

detail. and a comparison between the two groups of interviewees· beliefs. attitudes. and

action follows.

4.t Community·University Partnership in Israel

In contr&lSt to the U.S. experience. Israeli communilies and universities have no tradition

of pannering or cooperation. Very Uttle has been \Vrilten on the subject and the lack of

literature represents the scarcity of actual joint projects. Although almost all the

universities in Isnlel operate community-oriented projects. these projects do not represent

over-all policies of the universities or faculties. An exception of this is the Ben-Ourlon

University of the Negev. which is probably the leading university in Israel in community

oriented activities. Examples of these activities include an adult education school. an

academic training program for community activists. and a youth education program.

Students of the university can also get free or subsidized apartments in exchange for

volunteer work in law-incame neighborhoods in which the apanments are located (Hadari

and Tai 127-28).

The Most extensive community service project run by Israeli universities is the Perach

projeet. Perach, which is a tutoriaI project for children with special needs. was initiated in

1972. In the project. cbildren are matehed to student tutors. In exchange for reduced

tuition fees. the student is required to meet the child twice a week. throughout the school

year each lime for two hours. The pilot program that started with fifty students at the
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Weizmann Institute of Science bas expanded to involve thousands of students in a1l

universities and Most colleges in Israel. The Ministry of Education. public and private

funds. and the universities and colleges involved finance the program (Eisenberg, Fresko.

and Canneli 7-14).

Although the Perach project is successful one benefiting both students and children, il is

limited to an individual one-an-one level of relations. The students function

independendy and work with individual children and not with the community as a whole

or with particular groups. Moreover, because the students' activities have Rothing to do

with their fields of study. the benefit they derive from the project is limited. Professional

and community-oriented projects do exist in Israel, mainly in the fields of social work.

Medicine, and law, however, these are more limited in scope and are mainly considered as

training or intemships. As will be discussed later in this chapter, architecture and

planning schools are not involved in eommunity oriented activities even to this limited

extenL Yet on the declarative level. understanding that eommunity matters should be pan

of the architecture school's agenda does exiSl For example. the mission statement of the

Faculty of Architecture and Town Planning of the Technion. which is the oldest and the

Most established architecture school in Israel. elaims that usinee its ineeption. the Faculty

of Architecture and Town Planning has served as a focal point for community-oriented

activities in architecture." However, the Technion web-site examples of these activities,

Uhosting severa! exhibitions each year on subjects or design and holding public lectures

and symposia" May indicate that the mission is not translated into actual community

service.

4.1 Questionnaires, Inteniewees and CODvenadons

In order to better understand the position of architecture $Chools and community-based

organizations toward partnerships, six interviews with the directors of schools of

architecture and community-based organizatioDS that deal with housing issues were

conducted. The objectives ofthese interviews were primarily to learn more about present

and past activities of architecture schools and community organizations that could be

related to community-university pannerships. The second objective was to examine the
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attitude of interviewees toward the possibility of such future pannerships. The third

objective wu to better understand ifand how pannerships with architecture schools could

help community-based organizations, how they could contribute to the students and staff

of the school, and what should be done to enable such partnerships. It was hoped that the

information gathered in these interviews would help in defining guidelines for an Israeü

community-university partnership.

Both the university questionnaires and the community questionnaires consist of three

parts. The first part explores the position of the interviewees towards public panicipation.

their definition of public panicipation and their position regarding the possible outcome

of iL The second pan is about the way in which public panicipation is integrated into the

university's curriculum or the community organization's activities either theoretically or

practically. The last pan deals with community-university pannerships per se. their

imponance. the possible panners and the ways to carry it OUL

It might seem odd that public panicipation plays a fundamental role in the interview.

However. as was discussed in the second chapter, this subject is one of the bases from

which community partnerships emerged. Another reason for choosing to concentrate on

public participation rather than pannerships is that, as was mentioned before. community­

university pannerships in the field of architecture and physical planning are not very

common in Israel. Therefore, it is hoped that the interviewees will relate to the idea of

panicipation, which is a more common tapie, both as a concept and as a practice. The

last reason for the focus on public participation, mainly in the first pan ofthe interview, is

to check whether the personal experience of the interviewees with public participation

affects their attitude toward the possibility of partnering with communities or university.

The interviewees are ail directors ofschools ofarchitecture or community organizations.

The decision not ta interview other faculty members and students from the university side

or activists and community organizers from the community side is based on the

understanding that the directors are in a position to decide their institutional strategies and

practices. Although in Many cases bottom up activities cao create a change, it seems that
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top down initiatives are usually more successful and last longer. This tendency is

demonstrated by the case studies analyzed in chapter three; in ail the recent case studies

the partnership is integrated into the institutional policy. which is decided in a top down

manner. Cases such as the University of Califomia at Berkeley. where students joined

local residents are tao sparse and singular to form a comprehensive model. The

desirability of a comprehensive model May not obvious. after all. the sight of furious

students marching across the university's lawns still appeals to sorne. It is the author's

belief that unlilœ the American case. in which comprehensive programs have developed

on the base of long tradition of academic activism and a strong civil society. in Isr.lel the

process will be the other way around. It May be that stronger community·based

organizations and more sociaUy oriented activities should be encour&1ged tïrst through

comprehensive university initiatives.

A large portion of each interview was conducted as an open·ended dialogue and the

questions served as a base for discussion. The first pan consisted of a closed

questionnaire where the interviewees were asked to grade their positions on the possible

outcome of public participation. This part of the interview served as a base for a

comparative analysis of the interviewees' answers to the open interview. Because the

interviews were conducted as an open conversation. sorne questions were not answered

byall the interviewees. However. issues such as pedagogie positions. use of professional

and local knowledge. the role of the academic institution. and other related topics that

were not initially intended to be raised were discussed and contributed to the interview.

The conversational character of the interviews made the choice of words and the way

things were phrased significanL There was. therefore. a preference to quote the

interviewees and not to rephrase them.

4.2 Involvement of Architecture Schools

Three interviews were conducted with the directors of three academic institutions

authorlzed to instruct undergraduate architecture studies in Israel l
. The three

interviewees were Prof. Elinoar Barzacchi of the Tel-Aviv University~ Prof. Zeev

1 A shat desaiptiœ of the scbools is providcd in Appeodïx B.
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Druckman of the Bezalel Academy of Art and Design in Jerusalem. and Prof. Daniel

Shefer of the Technion - Israel Institute of Technology in Haifa. Ali interviewees have

been practicing architects. planners. or consultants. AlI the interviews were conducted in

Hebrew. and the quotations were translated by the author.2

As a starting point. the interviewees were asked to define public participation. The three

answers quoted below show that defining public participation remained as hard as it was

in Amstein's days:

[Public patÙcipatioo] is important and neœssary wben an arcbiteet or a planner designs for

people whom he [sic] doesn't know. wilhout knowing tbeir preference. culture. or lire style.

[Otherwise) the design will he irrelevant, and disconnected from the people. and iL~ chances

to succeed are lower. (Shefer)

The basic condition for public participation is mat you [the planner) determine its agenda sn

tbat il is not sorne kind of vague concept lo whicb everyone cao give wbatever substance.

(Druckman)

1 tbink that by using the term participation il means that there are IWO parties, or two people

who are panners.... If you say that mere is one [party) mat gives and one that recieves

there is an inner contradiction. Therefore 1 tbink tbat wben yeu define participation. the

parameters should he delined first.... 1think that there is a problem wim defining the word

participation. Maybe involvement is a better terme (Barzacchi)

The three interviewees present three perspectives on public panicipation. Shefer presents

a point of view that focuses on the public since its input is needed for a successful

planning process. Druckman does not define public participation at aIl. Instead he

emphasizes the role of the planner. who sets the rules for the process. Barzacchi sees the

inherent problem in the term and looks for a more reciprocal definition.3 In spite of the

differences. all the interviewees expressed support and faith in participatory processes.

2 The questioonaires are presented in full in Appendix A.
3 There are IWO Hebrew words Cm "participation': hishtatfut. wbich means raking part in. and shitu/. which

means tbat ooe party enablcs the participation oC the other party. In the questionnaire the more commoo
term shitu/was used.
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The interviewees were asked to scale the effectiveness ofpublic panicipation as a method

to achieve possible objectives (these objectives are based on A1tennan. Law-Vone. and

Churchman 10). The scale is from 1 to 5. where 1 is fully agree. 2 - somewhat agree. 3 ­

have no opinion. 4 - somewhat don't agree. and S - don't agree. The interviewees,

responses are summarized in table 2 below:

Public participation is an effective method ta 18amJa:bi 1DndaniIl 1Sheler

Promote democratic values 3· 1 1

Gel public input 2 4 1

Atlain design which reflects user's needs 3 2 1

Educate the public • ••• 1

Educate decision makers 3 1 1

Educate planners 2 5 1

Create social change in the participating community 2 1 3···

Create personal change among the participants 2 2 1

Mobilize suppon for the planning 3 3 1

Mobilize political change 2 1 1

Shorten and reduce the cost of the planning processes 5 5 1

• Barzaccbi·s marks refer to the actual ~tcome and not the desired objectives of participatory

process.

•• Druckman prefers "raise an awareness· instead of "educate· for the three Ibllowing objectives.

••* Sheter sees social change not as a process but as change of opinion.

Table 2. Comparison of architecture scbools attitudes toward public participation objectives

It is apparent that Barzacchi and Druckman have somewhat similar answers. However,

the objectives on which they differ, and the remarks they give in addition ta the numeric

answers May show that the differences are bigger than they seem. Shefer gives a

continuous ~fully agree' mark ta all the possible objectives. Again, the words between

the numbers May be more împottanL
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The basic difference between Barzacchi and Druckman can be understood from the first

three objectives. When asked if public participation is an effective method to promote

democratic values Drockman fuUy agrees while Barzacchi is more skeptical. Barzacchi is

more convinced of the possibility of receiving public input tbrough the panicipatory

process. while Druckman is less convinced. Shefer agrees that public participation is a

good method for obtaining public input. yet he clarifies that it does not Mean that public

desires can and should always be realized: "people are often selfish. They see only their

own good and not the public good. The planner doesn't necessarily know the public good

either. [but] he [sic] has the ability to integrate the different desires.n In spire of the fact

that Druckman is not convinced that public participation is an effective way to get public

inpu~ he believes that it cao encourage design which reflects the public's needs.

Barzacchi presents an opposite view. Although she is positive that public input can be

gained tbrough participation. she is not so sure that the tinal design will reflect the user's

needs. Barzacchi explains that the marks she gives do not reflect indifference to the

objective. On the contrary, the marks reflect the awareness that uin democratic procedures

and in the planning process, we do not often achieve the desired outcome ... citizen's

participation in a cenain project does not necessarily fulfill their desires." Therefore,

although she believes in the desirability of these objectives. she does not believe in the

possibility of attaining them in practice. The difference among the three that is apparent

in their detinition of public participation is enhanced here. Druckman represents the

specialist who does not depend on local wisdom and needs not mise self-awareness.

Shefer supports the public's principal raie in the process but seems to avoid the real-life

experience. Barzacchi. although very much in favor of increasing public raIe. claims that

in practice, the public is not involved. Given the expen oriented definitions of aU three

interviewees. it is not surprising that the only objective aU agreed upon was that public

participation is an effective way to educate the public.

The interviewees' opinions cannat always be traced through numeric answers. An

example of this is Drockman's response to the possibility of political change wough

public participation:
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Z.O:

Y.W:

Z.O:

Y.W:

z.o:

Do yeu Ibink that public participation is a good way 10 mobilize political change"

1believe so, but 1oppose iL

Why'1

1 wouldn't like political manipulation 10 he made through planning. No œe sbould aa.,.umulate

power in this process or as an OUlCmle of the process.

Does ·no one' include the clients?

Yeso

•

Barzacchi's reaction to the same question, although sbe gave it a lower mark was: uI think

it is an important way [to promote political change]. 1don't know ifit's a good way, but

it is an important one." Shefer's positive attitude to all the objectives is another example

of the problems of numeric answers. For example, he fully agrees that public

participation can create personal change among the participants. However. Shefer's

definition for persona! change is "change of opinion." Barzacchi. on the other hand. sees

the effect of public participation on persona! change in a broader way and believes that "it

will train them to be more involved more thoughtful citizens." Shefer's agreement to the

claim that public participation can shorten and reduce the cost of planning demonstrates

again the incompatibility between marks and remarks and in this case between theoretical

evaluation and practical experience: 'lT]he public, through the legislature. had staned to

stop and prevent plans. It created damages to the entrepreneur. The entrepreneur wants to

participate with the public to avoid these additional damages" (emphasis added).

However. Shefer can not cite a single example of a participatory process initiated by an

entrepreneur. Druckman and Barzacchi are more down to earth; as Barzacchi puts it:

"·Dictatorships make the fastest planning, no doubL"

Moreover,. public partlClpation as a topic plays a very limited role in the schools'

curriculum. Needless to say that none of the schools have any kind of partnership with a

community. Both Sbefer and Druckman claim that the subject bas an indirect part in

much of the studies: '''A project is not relevant if it does not have the potential for

cooperation [with the public]" (Druckman); '" believe it [public participation] is a

consistent thread that runs through ail the subjects" (Shefer). Yet they differ in tbeir

reaction ta this situation. Druckman believes that the university "should reallyexperience
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it. not as a comprebensive plany but as pan of the academic alternatives offered by the

school to the students.f7 Sbefer. on the other hand. sees public participation as a technical

tool. uthe same as mathematical lools. or models. It is an important planning tool that cao

make a better plan ... we don't consider it as a subject by itself." The Tel Aviv

University offers an annual course. "Community and its Organization." a fonh year

introductory course for town planning. The course does not deal exclusively with public

participation; bowever. the topic plays a major role. In the course a target area is chosen.

and during the tirst semester students analyze different aspects of this area through

interviews with the various stakebolders involved: the residents of local communities. the

merchants. and the municipal representatives. Several lectures on related topics.

including public participation are given as background. Using data collected in the tirst

semester. students work on divers plans for the area in the second. ""rbe student should

internalize the idea that the community is as imponant as the topography. It is

unseparable from the decision making process. like the economic aspect of the project.

like the physical aspect of the projecL The community is part of the data you should

consider" (Barzacchi). Nevertheless. the course offered by the Tel-Aviv University has no

actual impact on the local community. Barzacchi admits that the ··community gains

nothing:' She believes that an annual course is too shan since ··projects of that kind are

very, very long." The only gain the community. or rather society in general cao have is Hif

one out of ten students will take it as its leading light." In spite of this and although she

sees Many problems with public participation. Barzacchi claims ui am for [public

participation] since 1know no better way."

oruekman thinks that the university ushould choose a place with a significant value and

deal with it; we sbould choose the specific community in this place." Barzacchi believes

that ·~hen a community wants to have a dialogue. the academy must be there." She

emphasizes that ·~e community should want it tirst so it wouldn't be an intellectual

patemalism." The difference is not only in the side that initiates the partnership but is

aIso connected to the rationale behind iL Whereas Druckman sees the partnership as a

way Uto put a subject on the Israeli public agenda." Barzacchi sees the role of the

university as an advocate:
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1 think thal the academy cao be on the side [of the community) mat gets the infOrmation and tells

[the cœununilyl: .~ 1 know )'OU don'l believe the information. because il WcL~ given by an

instilutiooa1 body. ru explain illo yeu in simple words. not in the architeets' words'.... The

academy cao put itself on the community's side and ask questions mal the communilY may nOl he

able to ask. [The academy) cao give information. and it cao lum the information inlo knowledge.

It is here that the connection between attitude towards public parnctpation and

community-university partnerships can be clearly seen. The attitude that Druckman

presents toward public participation that "we.n i.e. the architects and planners. should set

the agenda is repeated here. The academy's role is to decide on issues that should be

f"aised. Barzacchi. on the other hand, moves one step further. Il is not enough that the

participating sides should be ·'on the same eye level:· as she puts it; the university should

take a side and advocate for the community.

Who could be a potential panner for the university? Ali interviewees· tïrst choices of

panners were institutional ones. Druckman and Shefer considered the municipality or

elected political figures as possible partners, while Barzacchi and Druckman offered

school principals and community center directors. Ali these parmers are semi or full

institutional panners since govemmental or municipal corporations run community

centers in Israel. and almost aU schools in Israel are public schools and thus have little

autonomy in their policy-making. However. both Barzacchi and Druckman agreed that

non-governmental. community-based organizations could be partners. Shefer was a little

less enthusiastic about cooperation with an NGO:

Y.W: Do you think thal yeu can fmd a panner who is nol an elected public ligure'!

O.S: Like wbom?

Y.W: Lefs say that the municipality of Haïfa dedares thal a certain neighborbood is going to he

evacuated. and a group of residenlS asks for yoor bdp.

O.S: Thafs a 100gb question. There are amœg us tbose who are ready 10 do iL 1 doo't know if as a

decisiœ-maker and a dean 1 would say. yes. we'd do iL Ifa persan does il as a professional ... 1

wouldn 9 t mind. But iftbe institutiœ bas 10 do il. 1don't DOW. 1real1y don't Imow. 1don't know. 1

have never faœd tbis dilemma and 1don9 l know what lO tell yeu. 1don't know.

Y.W: The American model [of the COPe] is exactlyabout tbis kind oftbing. partnersbips witb NGOs.
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O.S: But in the case you presented, it was the underdog. Wben the municipality, wbich is a stronger

body, has ideas and declares [plans] that the local population thinks may be bannful, and they wmt

professional belp, 1wood say that as individuals we bave the commitment or the ability 10 belp.

Y.W: But not as an academ.ic institution '1

O.S: As an academic institution one ofour problems is that the government supports us [financially) ....

Y.W: 1 will try ta check yom limits. If wc consider an NGO, but with mucb more recognition, sucb as

the Society for the Protection of Nature, that may oppose a municipal plan for building on Mount

Carmel, and they ask you 10 cooperate, you will give the academic background...

O.S: 1 would also tell them ta ask individuals, not the faculty, wbicb is not the address t'Or mat. Vou

mave slowly 10 a point that we may [cooperale] but it is problematic. 1 wouldn"t [do it]. The

faculty is composed of different people. Vou don"t know alilhese people"s opinions. So as a de-dD

1 cannot decide on way or another wilhout lcnowing ail the facullY" s opinions.

The Technion is a scientific technical institution. and as such it conducts applied research

for the use of governmental and private bodies. It is therefore surprising to discover that

professional activity for an NGO is assigned to the sphere of opinion and hence

considered controversial. while the same activity for a govemmental or private body is

deemed scientific research. It might be that the attitude that Shefer projects here is related

to the character of the Technion. Its strong institutional connections may make it harder

to side with the ~llnderdog.n Shefer knows that this approach creates sorne problems if

the university decides to cooperate with the community after ail. He believes that there is

mutual mistrust between communities and the academy. ~11le community members often

suspect and they may be right. that academics are snobs. They don't talk to them

properly. they don·t behave properly. and they don·t value them enough." On the other

side. "academics don·t consider this challenge [partnering with the community]

interesting enough compared to other things mey can do:· Therefore. Shefer concludes.

"both sides don't really want to cooperate." Barzacchi raises other problems mat must be

taken into consideration: "Every society or community reaches its inner maturity at

different tïme. An institution bas one timetable." The problem is not only one of timing.

The community's intellectual, social, emotional. political. and cultural situation,

according ta Barzacchi. is cbanging: ~''The ability ofan institution ta read the situation [of

a community] in a certain moment is not very high.n

53



•

•

What do the interviewees believe the university can gain from such a partnership?

Barzacchi believes that "students cao leam to listen and to speak. ... [they can] leam

other processes, a different language." Druckman defines the university's gain as

"relevancy, which means that [the university] acts in the real cultural fabric of the

society." According to Druckman, students cao also obtain "professional experience

which is part of student awareness." What can the community gain? "Not much" says

Barzacchi, despite ber earlier optimism. She bases this view on an historical example: "In

1968 students waoted to get involved, to work with the community. 1think it contributed

a lot to the students. 1 don't know to what extent it contributed to the community.tt

Druckman believes that the academy "cao offer [the community) ideas to think about. not

concrete solutions." The academy can also "offer a better conceptual tool to deal with the

establishment." However, Druckman does not consider planning services as something

the academy should offer the community: "We shouldn't compete with private oftices. It

is not the school's job." Shefer. on the other hand.. thinks that more can be done in this

tield by the university: "1 know that UeLA used to have a unit that was conducted by

sorne oftheir professors. This unit provided services to the community. We don't have

it. When people refer to us.. ifs on a personal basis.... It is clear that [as a faculty] we

do much less than we should.·..

If a successful community-university pannership model is indeed desired, then the most

positive aspect that can be concluded from these interviews is that ail three interviewees

express support for wider involvement of their institutions in community matters. They

all agree that this involvement cao be carried out through sorne form ofcooper~tionwith

the actual community. Another conclusion is that the interviewees' perspectives and

persona! experience effect their attitudes toward the idea ofpannering with a community.

Barzacchi explains sorne of ber views by saYing: "' believe ['m a product of the 1960s."

Ifone accepts the significant role directors have in implementing a partnership, then their

views, experience and personality should be considered. The interviewees aIso have

different perspectives on the components of community-university partnerships. For

example, there is no agreement on who sbould initiate and set the rules: the community,

the university, or one ofthe professors. Dow should it be carried out? Barzacchi is Uready
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to introduce such a seminar to the curriculum." She would also "encourage students to do

their tinal project on the subjecL" Druckman thinks it should be done through a "design

studio. which is the main matter in every architecture school." Should students get credit

for their activities? Shefer claims that "it is a technical skill. so we don't want to credit

it." Druckman. on the other hand. thinks such activity should be credited. What should

be the balance between service to the community and students' leaming. Le. cao these

[Wo be combined? AlI these questions should be taken into consideration. If a

pannership model is to be proposed it should be flexible enough to be adapted to the

different needs and desires of the different panners.

4.4 Community·based Organizations DeaUng with Urban Issues

A similar set of interviews was conducted with three directors of Israeli NGOs. Since

there were more than three NGO's presentIy active in Isrtlel. the choice of directors to

interview was more complicated. Therefore. a few guidelines were established in

choosing the organizations. First. the organization had to be community-based and

grassroots-oriented. Second. urban malters had to be on the agenda of the organization.

Third. the organization had to have an elected or nominated director. And tinally. it was

pretèrred that each of the three NGOs be located at points corresponding to the schools of

architecture in Jerusalem. Tel-Aviv. and Haifa.

It was difficult to locate organizations that meet all the guidelines. There are almost no

organizations in Israel whose urban issues per se fonn a major part of their agenda and

that are community based. Since the focus of the research is on community-university

relations. the requirement for being community based was favored with the assumption

that organizations that are located within cities will deal with urban matters even if they

define their agenda in a different way. The three organizations that were chosen are

Community Advocacy (CA), an organization that deals with social rights both on the

local and on the nationallevel and is located in Jerusalem; Kerem Israel Neighborhood

Committee (KlNC), a local organization of residents in a low-income neighborhood in

the center of Tel-Aviv; and the Association for the Quality of Life and Environment in
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Nahariya (AQLEN). an organization that focuses on environmental issues in Nahariya•

which is a satellite town of Haïfa."

The three interviewees are Barbara Epstein from CA. Meital Lehavi from KINC. and Orit

Reich from AQLEN. Ms. Epstein is the only professional social worker and community

organizer among the three. Ms. Lehavi is a producer and Ms. Reich is a music ther-.lpist.

AIl the interviews were conducted in Hebrew and translated by the author.

The starting point for the interviews was the same as that of the university set of

interviews; the interviewees were asked to define public participation. Their detinitions

are as diverse as the other group of interviewees· definitions:

[ don' t like tbat much the term ·participaùon·. 1 think that in participation lhere is no

commitment to consider [the participants' input as part of the decision making process).

Tberetère. [ helieve tbat there should he a statutory status tOr the parùdpation process tOr it

to have a real etTect.... For a parmersbip to he genuine. there sbould aise he l.:onsiderations

for the Clpability of the residents to he re-dI partners. (Epstein)

Every community should det'ine its issues by itself and sbould aCÙvatc as many rcsidenL-. as

possible . . .. Someone from the outside would not know what to bring [to a planning

process). An outsider wouldn't know the L·tdture of the place. il.~ unique struL1ure. the

dreams and aspirations of the residents. (Lehavi)

P"dfticipaùon me-dfiS that the municipality reveals ttature plans far the area. opens the plans

to discussion. Being transparent. that'sone thing. The other thing is the service thal

associations like ours cao gel from architeets who live in the city ... and give sorne service

to the public who seek help. Thal is something we never gaL (Reich)

These responses show the differences between the three organizations. Epstein. who is

the most experienced director and whose organization is the most established among the

three. focuses on the problematic aspect ofparticipation. The emphasis on the imparting

of skills before the participation process begins is an outcome of the organization's

philosophy of personal and communal empowerment. Lehavi. who is a community

member and not a paid professional emphasizes the need for self-organization and the

4 More derails on tbese organizatioos cao he round in Appendix C.
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incapability of non-community members professionals ta deal with the community's

needs. Reich, whose arganizatian is less sacially oriented. emphasizes the need for

cooperative planning authorities and help from professional planners.

The interviewees were asked to scale the effectiveness ofpublic participation in the same

manner as that of the architecture schools' directors: from 1 to St where 1 is fully agree

and 5 - don't agree. The responses have been summarized in table 3 below:

Public participation is an effective method to 1Epstein 1Lebavi 1Reich

Promote democratic values 1 1 1

Get public input 2 1 1

Attain design which reflects user's needs 1 1 . 1

Educate the public 3- 2 1

Educate decision makers 4 2 1

Educate planners 4 2 1

Create social change in the participating community 4 1 1

Create personal change among the participants 4 2 3

Mabilize support for the planning 1 2 1

Mabilize political change 3 1 1

Shorten and reduce the cast of the planning processes 2 3-- 1

* Epstein beüeves that althougb people leam tbrough the participation proces..~ the changes should

happen prior to the process itself. This remark applies to all parties involved in the proces..'\.

** Lebavi thinks that the proœss may he more expansive. but it will save costs in the long run.

Table 3. Comparison ofNOOs directors' attitudes toward public participation objectives

Once more. responses demonstrate differences between organizations. For example.

Epstein does not consider public participation a process that is inherently good:

1 beüeve that participation in planning is a very unwieldy process. It cao he very

disempowering, very unbelpful ta achieve change if tbere is Rolbing mat bappens berore.

alter. and tbrougb [the participation process). It cao he very frustrating and it cao he a

process mat gives the people the feeling they dm't understand ..•. On me band, tbis roof

[participatiœ1bas a potcntial. On the other band, if it's done witbout support. provision of
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capacities. knowledge and skil~ then it is worthlcss. It bccomes a trol tor people who

understand an)'W'ety. (Epstein)

Reich. on the other hand, is a true believer in the benefits of public participation. Since

the organization she represents is in an ongoing fight with the planning authorities for

information and inclusion in the decision-making process. any kind of participation is

perceived as a step forward. The only time Reich does not consider public participation

an effective method is when personal change is the objective. This is because personal

issues are 6&not as essential" as public issues. Although Epstein scales personal change

even lower. ber reasons for doing sa are quite the opposite. It is not because personal

change is not an essential objective that Epstein does not approve il. but because it is too

essential to be left to the participation process alone. Lehavi is somewhere in the middle.

Like Reich she considers participation an achievement for the public or the community.

and like Reich she herself is a part of the public or the community while Epstein is a

salaried professional with a wider view of things. Vet wbat is common to Lehavi and

Epstein is that they both see the problem and limitations of participation as a social and

educational process.

Education through participation is another objective the interviewees did not agree upon.

Reich thinks that "when you participate with [the public]. you also educate it. You give

[the public] a chance to see both sides. to leam how to malce decisions. mainly to

understand the other side. not only their side .... Education means to mediate." Again.

Epstein and Lehavi are more skeptical. 'loI don't think you educate the public byan

intended decision to educate and not because you want to let the public participateU

Epstein says. Lehavi thinks that Uit sbould be the other way around - to educate the

public to be a panner and Dot that the participation process educates the public.u

Nevertheless, Lehavi believes 6&ît can be a good method to educate for democracy. self

management, commitment, and responsibilities."

The interviewees. however. did agree about sorne of the objectives. AIl three fullyagreed

that public participation is an effective method to promote democratic values; ail three

Cully agreed mat it is an effective method to attain designs which retlect the user's needs.
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These two objectives May prove that in spite oftheircriticism the interviewees do believe

in public participation. As discussed in chapter two, attaining designs that retlect the

user's need is pan of the core of objectives attributed to public participation as a tool, and

promoting democratic values represents the essence of public panicipation as an end in

itself. AIl three also agree that public participation is an effective method for the

pragmatic objective of mobilizing suppon. Epstein, for example, claims that Uwhen one

lets people participate in a decision-making process ... and the things they say are taken

into consideration, what tums out is the outeome of their ideas or at least a compromise

that includes what they say, the decision can pass without objections".

The positive approach of the interviewees toward public participation is not surprising

since the three organizations they represent try to intluence decisions or policies that at

present are formulated without involving or consulting the public at ail. KINC was

created because municipal bodies consistently avoid the residents who want to take part

in decision-making processes that effect their neighborhood. CA apparently deals with

social rights. However, Epstein claims that ""almost ail of our activities have a part in

letting people overlook an existing policy. examine it in relation ta their life ... and try ta

intluenee [the promotion otl alternative poliey." Although social righ15 can be advocated

through other means than public participation. the grassroots orientation of the

organization and its mission oblige the community to advocate for itself. AQLAN has no

choice but participation: ~~e were partners in many processes." Reich says. ""However.

we did it the eritieal way and sometimes negatively." Again. environmental issues can be

promoted in various ways. Yet because the official bodies refuse to cooperate with

AQLAN. they have often had to force their involvement on those institutions in arder to

be heard.

The three organizations operate in a climate that does not encourage participation.

Empowennent or self-empowerment is therefore part ofwhat these organizations have to

do either ideologically or as a way of survival. For C~ empowerment is part of the

organization's mission. Epstein views empowerment as directly related to physical

aspects: uH 1 tum to empowerment terms, if 1 cannot control my immediate physical
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environment, how can 1control other aspects ofmy life." Reich refers to empowering the

organization itself: "Our problem is how much power we take to ourselves. [believe we

do not yet understand what we have in our hands."

Bath CA and AQLAN bave contacts with academic institutions. CA has established

relations witb both the Social Work School and the Faculty of Law of the Hebrew

University in Ierusalem. Social Work and Law students are involved in the organization

as part of their academic requirements. The Social Work students are committed to from

twelve to twenty hours per week throughout the academic year. They take part in ail the

activities and function in manyaspects as staff members. The Law students dedicate six

hours per week to the organization. Because they cannot yet practice law. their work is

limited mainly to research for the organization. CA is responsible for tutoring the

students and is authorized to evaluate the students at the end ofeach semester. AQLAN's

relations with academic institutions are more sporadic and Dot as institutionalized. The

organization's activists give lectures in a local college. and students from the tields oflaw

and planning have writen several research papers OD AQLAN and its activities during the

past years. However. the initiatives originate in the academic institutions or come from

the individual students. Although the students get help and sorne supervision from

AQLAN (for which the students are charged a symbolic Cee of less than SI3 US) ail that

AQLAN gets is the students' papers. "White Most of our means were dedicated to the

students:' Reich complains, ~'we couId not use it for practical or actual causes." KINC

does not have any contacts with academic institutions and Lehavi adroits that she has

never thought of the possibility. However, KINC or Lehavi can hardly be accused of

ignorance. The lack of awareness of the possibility of seeking help or cooperation with

an academic institution can be explained by the scarcity of such activities in Israel. This

May explain the fact that although AQLAN has strong ries with some colleges and

universities, Reich claims sbe bas never give much thOUgbt to the pracrical advantages of

such relations.

However, Reich concedes that AQLAN has derived certain benefits from its academic

partners. "We gel perspective and understanding of our tigbl through the students'

papers, and il is also the best way to publicize ourselves," Reich says. ~The publicity we
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get for our fight is in fact what we gain." In contras~ CA benetïts are much more

tangible. The number of students and the duration and scope of their involvement are

weil organized. Hence. the organization can plan ahead ta detïne students' wks and

raIes within its regular activities. AQLAN. on the other hand. cannot control when and

where the students approach the organization and it has titde influence on their research

besides occasionally rejecting their requests for belp. "1 think that [ have to better

understand my ability to use the students." Reich remarks.

Although AQLAN's benefits from the students are less structured and defined. it seems

that their input bas cenain peculiar value that is less apparent in the work students do in

CA. As Epstein points out" students in CA 61unction in many aspects as staff members.n

and the main benefit from their student status is that they cost Jess. The students input to

AQLAN is related to their unique position as outsiders and to their research work that

would not be done otherwise. However. the CA model ofworking with students does oot

cootradict the AQLAN approach. Studeots" even when involved in the organization as

semi-staff members. May have the qualities of idealism. originality. and neutr&1lity. as was

discussed in Chapter Three. Indeed. the reasons for CA to involve students in its

activities are certainly not only financial:

Y.W: Do you see the involvemeot of social work sludents ooly as an unpaid work terce?

B.E: [ believe we bave other [objectives). il is even meotioned in the organizaùoo's mi..~ion stalemenL

We see ourselves as a place mal trains social workers or future professionals lo perform according

lO the social work style that we favor. whicb is buman rights based and is more radica1than wbal is

usually being laughL .. [n relation to the law sludeolS. we wanl more lawyers lo know bow 10 work

with people io distress. to talk their language. and to know their needs.

Lehavi empbasizes that professional planners cannat replace the benefit derived from

student wode. She claims that Ua group of students that flow tbrough a place and have a

dialogue with [local residents] ... will attain candor from people in the field. This is

completely different from what an [official] planner gets9 [because] his [sic] time is

limited and he [sic] is ooly one. and he [sic] uses maps. and he [sic] makes top-down

decisions.9
' In other words. Lehavi sees student's wark as an alternative to the work of
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professionals. The benefitsy howevery are more than the savings on planning costs.

Lehavi expects that students face less suspiciousness and therefore are able to suggest

alternatives that better retlect the usersYneeds. Lehavi also thinks thatcertain individuals

in the community might benefit from academic involvement. She hopes that academy

involvement "will give an opportunityy to someone talentedy with understanding or

abilities in architecture who May have a role in the project and may become [a student] in

the university.Yf

Unlike CAy which sees as part of its role to intluence the future generation of

professionals. KINC and AQLAN do Dot aspire to any academic or professional field.

Vet both Lehavi and Reich clairn that involvement in the organizationYs work will enrich

the students. Reich for instance believes that u an architect that has worked with a group

of people and is aware of environmental needs ... will be more broad-minded and more

sensitive:· She also gathers that if an architect involves the public uthe planning he [sicl
does will be better'Y (Reich).

These benetits are. ofcourse. the benefits of the organization and the community as much

as they are the benefits of the academic institution and the students themselves. When

asked what their organizations can offer to an academic institution. the three interviewees

referred to the first hand connections their organizations have with the community: ~What

we can offer for a planning project is the direct contact with the community. We cao

represent Many of its immediate needs. We have real hands-on contact that 1doubt they

can get in other places because we know the problems of the place" (Reich). Epstein.

whose organization is oriented toward more low-incorne and socially excluded

communities. emphasizes the unique rea1life experience which she believes is important

for student education. ·1t is a chance for students to see a different world that deals with

populations that they don't know. or didn't see as their clients. It can show different

aspects of the profession" (Epstein). Tutoring is something that both Epstein and Reich

agree students should get from the organization. In Epstein'S point ofview it is one of the

organization's obligations when cooperating with an academic institution.
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The interviewees define several preliminary requirements for a successful involvement of

the university in the organization. Lehavi stresses that there should be a real commitrnent

to social problems on the university side: ft should be a top down decision. from the

system that decides on the policies of the university and the architecture departrnent.

They should decide to reach out to the community; they should declare a socially oriented

policy; and they should make community issues pan of students' work." Epstein thinks

that commitment is not enough: '1t must be pan of a for-credit course. Students must

have field experience, and their field time should be credited. It shouldn't be voluntary,

and it is recommended that it be extensive. 1 Mean two hours per week is not enough."

Bath Lehavi and Epstein refer to the moves the university should make to demonstf"61te its

commitment. Reich does not mention such moves: "1 believe it" [partnership with

university] can work very weil. We have personal relations with lecturers who send

students to us. They care about us since they followed us for several years. 1don't think

there will be any objection. Maybe we should detine more precisely our objectives."

Epstein agrees. she thinks that in the case of architectural students. it i5 particularly

important that the organization define its needs: "Lawyers and social workers can work

on a wide range of issues architecture is a tield of expenise that the organization

should decide [how to use] If it is not one of the priorities of the residents or the

organizations priorities 1 don't think the organization should change its priorities just

because il gets architecture students."

The interviewees represent organizations that differ in their oper~tiona1 methods.. the kind

of issues they deal with, their constituencies, and the experience they have had in

parmering with universities. Yet all of them are quite positive that their organization has

a lot to gain from the interaction with schools of architecture. None of them seems to

have reservations about sharing joint projects with an academic institution. And finally..

all the interviewees believe that both academic institutions and the individual student can

benefit from a partnership with their communities and their organizations.
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4.5 Possible Paths for Collaboration

The responses of each set of interviewees should also be studied in relation to the other

group of interviewees. A comparison between the two groups can give sorne idea of the

differences and similarities in their perspectives and attitudes. It May also help to detlne

ways of cooperation or obstacles in creating partnerships. Although the questionnaires

have no statistical significance. the responses to the first part of the questionnaire. as

summarized in table 4 below. can reveal sorne of these differences and similarit.ies:

NGOs Directors Public participation is an Architecture Schools Directors

Epstein 1 Lehavi
1

Reich effective method to 8armcdli 1Drudcman 1 SbeOèr

1 1 1 Promote democratic values 3 1 1

2 1 1 Get public input 2 4 1

1 1 1 Attain design which retlects needs 3 2 1

3 2 1 Educate the public 1 1 1

4 2 1 Educate decision makers 3 1 1

4 2 1 Educate planners 2 5 1

4 1 1 Create social change 2 1 3

4 2 3 Create personal change 2 2 1

1 2 1 Mobilize support of the planning 3 3 1

3 1 1 Mobilize political change 2 1 1

2 3 1 Shonen and reduce costs 5 5 1

2.6 1.6 1.2 Aver&1ge mark 2.S 2.4 1.2

Table 4. Comparison of archileCture schools atütude toward public participation objecüves

ln each group there are differences between the interviewees· average marks; these vary

between t.2 to 2.6 on a similar continuum in both of the groups. Another similarity is

that all the interviewees agree that public participation is an effective method to promote

democratic values (with the exception of Barzacchi who agrees that this a desired

outcome., but not a realistic one).
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However, there are sorne principal differences between the responses of the two groups.

The NODs' directors all agree that public participation is a good method to attain designs

that reflect user needs. The directors of the schools of architecture do not have a

consensus on this statement. However, they agree that public participation is a good

method to educate the public, a point on which the NGOs' directors do not agree. This

difference is a prominent one. Both of these statements relate to the users or the public

but from different angels. The NGOs' directors give importance to the influence of the

process on the design outcome; directors of Schools emphasize the influence on the

participants themselves. The source of the change in attaining designs. which retlects

needs. is the participating public. while the source of the change when the public is being

educated is the planner. The NGO's directors are consistent in their approach to public

participation as an educational process in reference to ail the participating players - the

public. the decision-makers. and the planners. The Schools directors are no longer

unanimous when decision-makers and planners are discussed. These differences refer to

public participation. However. the same approaches tïnd expression in the interviewees'

references to community-university relations. Directors tend to keep the leadership raIe

within the academic institution. which should then set the projects' agenda. The NGOs'

directors. on the other hand. have signitied that the organization or the community is the

one which should set the academic institution's role in the partnership. Whereas Schools

directors see their role as educators ofboth students and the public: NGOs' directors think

of the encounter with the community as an educational process for the students.

The differences between the two groups' approaches May cause a conflict in an attempt to

build a joint project. The attempt of one party to define the pannership's agenda May

clash with the other party's needs or priorities. Nevertheless, each side should have its

own agenda, goals. and objectives as long as it does not harm the other side. It is even

recommended that each pany define its needs in the pannership prior ta the joint warle.

This May help the pany socialization and self-determination process and strengthen it in

its interaction with other parties. However, in the pannership building process, the parties

should define the joint agenda" goals" and objectives that would he acceptable by ail.
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What is common ta aIl interviewees is their positive attitude ta the possibility of joint

projects. Both sides cauld see the imponance of such prajects and their advantages to

their organizations. Epstein and Barzacchi. who are the Most skeptical interviewees. are

alsa the mast experienced in community·ariented activities and participatory pr-&lctices in

their group. Their knawledge an these issues is the reason for their awareness of the

prablems. obstacles. and disadvantages of public participation and community

partnerships. Yet they bath think there is no other alternative, or as Barzacchi pUIS it:

"In spite of ail I"m for it [partnering with a community], since [ know no beuer W"olY. If [ knowa

beuer way, rll recommend it. [think that in ail these W'olys the most important thing i.~ hope. The

most important thing to give 10 the cooununity is hope. mat tomorrow is going 10 he beuer. and

that [ can makc the change.·'
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Tire persistence loday ofIlle idea oftechnicaI ralionality is obvious in tlze /ranger

of students for technique. Perhaps one of the most difftcult lasb of planning

edueators is ta leach lhe lim;IS of lechnical rmionality. la demonstrate tllal tlze

scope of leclmica' expertise is limited by situations of grem uncertainry.

instability, uniqueness, and conflicl.

Leonie Sandercoc/c, Towards Cosmopolis: Planning for Mu/lieulturaI Cilies, p. 64, 1998.

CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The fifth cbapter concludes the thesis and discusses the possibility of joint projects

between schools ofarchitecture and community-based organizations in the Israeli context

The chapter begins with a summery and tessons of the former chapters - lessons of

participatory processes and pannership models; lessons of past and present projects of

community-university partnerships; and the findings of the interviews with directors of

Israeli schools of architecture and NOOs. Based on these findings guidelines for an

Israeli community-university partnership are proposed as pan of the study's conclusions.

The chapter ends with recommendations for future research and implementations.

5.1 Summary of the Study

Community-university relationships are one aspect of the discussion ofpower relations in

society. Participatory processes that often claims ta change the power balance between

stronger and weaker parties are. therefore. the starting point for the thesis. Although

claiming to change the power balance, the participatory process can perpetuate the power

relations of the involved parties or even worsen the situation of the disadvantaged parties.

The participatory process. in which superiority of power is used to manipulate the weaker

pany. would be at best what Amstein calls an u empty ritual." and at worst, could be

destructive. Community-university projects fit well ioto the context of participation.

Many of these projects were initiated during the 1960s when participation was the

buzzword, and participatory principles are still used in many sucb projects. It is not

surprising then that the power issue is reflected in community-university projects as weIl.

The university is usually stronger financially, professionally, and organizationally tban

most communities or community-based organizations. Tberefore, community-university

projects May face the same power related problems. The issue of objectives is another
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problematic aspect ofparticipatory processes. The intended outcomes of the participation

or the belief that participation should be an end in itself determine the charclcter of the

process and its effect on the participants. Projects in which the university defines the

objectives May not serve the needs of the community. Participatory processes in which

the participants are the objects May tum again iota a manipulative empty rituaI. If

community-university projects are aimed to better the community situation. power

differences should be considered. The academic institution. which is usually the more

powerful of the two parties should not use its advantages in a way that do not serve the

interests of the communi~ the participation objectives should be defined by the

community or in cooperation with the community. but certainly notfor the community by

an outside party.

The transition to terms of partnership is an intention to solve sorne of the obstacles in the

participatory process. In partnerships the power relations should be balanced or at best

approved by all the parties involved. Unlike participation. partnerships are not a process

in which one side can define the objectives of the other side. Rather the parties agree to

the objectives of the partnership. and each party is expected ta use its own resources to

achieve these common objectives. The attempt to describe community-university

projects as partnerships derive from the same reasons. It intends to avoid patronization

by the university and to encourage empowerment of the parties involved. In sorne cases.

the partnership tide is just a coyer for the same old projects in which one side holds the

power and the other is expected to participate. However. even when the parmership

models are sincere. new problems May surface. [n partnerships each party must

relinquish sorne of its independence. yet aU parties are entitled to influence the decision­

making process and to manage the project. Hence. there are more chances for conflicts 10

arise; a parmership that is proposed as a process to minimize uncenainties. May be itselfa

source for uncenainty. In the case ofcommunity-university partnerships. the uncertainty

may derive from the characler of the partners. The community is sometimes a vague

entity composed of various opinions and interests and the university. although more

organized. has a continuos turnover of students. professional concems of the academic

staff. and administrative complexity. Both the community and the university May have
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their own interests. and these May not necessarily correspond to the objectives of the

partnership. Ifthere exists an intention to create community-university partnerships. both

parties should define their needs and objectives; each side should also detine the

resources and means that would be invested in the partnership. The objectives and means

of each pany should be clear and transparent from the first stages.

The role of the architect or the planner in a planning process is important to community­

university projects on two levels. Fust. it is relevant to the role the university plays. The

university can propose planning services per se. yet the university cao aIso give advocacy

and mediating services. Le. the university cao advocate for the community or Mediate

between the community and other bodies. Both roles of mediation or advocacy are

appropriate to the university. Neutrality can make the university staff or students good

Mediators. and the willingness to take sides can make them competent advocates. The

university cao also change its role as advocate to Mediator relatively easily. The second

level in which the planner's raIe is relevant to community-university project involves the

educational process of the students. If advocacy and mediating skills are important to the

future architects and planners. then the university should provide its students with the

possibility to leam and practice il. A community-university joint project May be a good

opportunity to do so. These two levels are interconnected; a planning process that

involves the student is a leaming process. and a process in which certain skills are needed

may train students to use these skills. If a university intends to become involved in a

pannership. and if the partnership involves student work. the university needs to define

which prerequisite skills students need to perform in such a partnership and which skills

they are expected to acquire in the process.

During the 1960s. collaboration between communities and universities became a common

phenomenon in the V.S. and Canada. Although community-university relations have

gone through vicissitudes of popularity since then. there was always an awareness of the

possibility ofjoint projects and partnerships. The study presented community-university

projects ofdifferent scopes and substance. from student demonstrators joining forces with

residents fighting for a park ta projects such as PICCED. which is an established

institution with a professional and organizational staff. The two key conditions that
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enable community-university projects to maintain themselves are tirs~ an organized

panner on the community side. and second. support and commitrnent to the project on the

university side. If the community panner is an established body with organizational

capacities. it will be easier to create continuous. long-term connections. When such a

body does not exist. the university May have to assume the organizational tasks of the

community. a raie it is often incapable ofassuming. University support and commitment

is not limited ta the financial aspects. Academie support. whieh means mat student work

is integrated into the eurricular activities and as such eredited. is just as or even more

important. Students need an incentive to continue with their aetivities after the tirst

enthusiasm declines. Sueh a commitment by the university also demonstr.ltes the

university's recognition of the project's importance and it strengthens the prospect of its

continuous support for iL The study does not suggest that projects such as PICCED are a

better form of collaboration than ad-hoc 'spontaneous' undertakings. The advantage of

ad-hoc community-university projects is their ability to tackle urgent issues. Vet such

projects can rarely confront complicated urban issues for which established. long-tenu

community-university projects are suitable. An established connection between a

community-based organization and a university support system can also make ad-hoc

undenakings possible. Such undertakings can occur only ifthere is an awareness on the

part of academic institutions of both the possibility of reacting against social injustice and

the institution's civic duty to do sa.

Unlike the U.S.• there is very little experience of community-university projects in Israel;

schools of architecture in particular are not committed to or aware of actual social issues

nor are they open to the possibility ofcooperation with the communities in which they are

located. This lack of awareness is not only limited to the prl1ctice of cooperation; the

theoretical aspects of participatory processes or advocacy planning, for example. play a

marginal role in curricula ofIsraeli-architecture schools. The interviews with architecture

school and NOO directors confirmed these conclusions - lack of awareness of the

possibility of joint projects was apparent on bath sides. On the university side. for

example. one interviewee did not know that there were any community-based NGOs

dealing with urban issues. another had difficulty accepting a situation of institutional
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cooperation with such an organization. The third. although aware of their existence and

despite ber willingness to cooperate. could oot point to any contact the school had ever

had with an NOO. The architecture and planning schools directors had limited

knowledge about commuoity-based NODs. and were oot familiar with partnership

methods. 00 the community side there was litt1e understanding of the role schools of

architecture could play in NOO activities. and NOOs directors were often unfamiliar with

the university structure and key-personnel. For example. one director had oever thought

of the possibility of cooperating with the academic institution. while the other. although

sbe has bad continuous contact with universities. claimed she bad never thought of the

benefits the organization could derive from such a contact. However. when the

possibility of cooperation was proposed to them. they were ail positive to the idea and

showed optimism conceming the possibility of its realization. Although the degree of

enthusiasm and the willingness to commit to such projects varied. none of the

interviewees rejected the idea of joint projects and aU declared that such projects were

important to students.. community members. and the organizations they headed.

5.2 Conclusions

Community-university pannerships cannot solve urban problems. The belief that such

parmersbips can be made responsible for complicated urban issues is misleading. and the

attempt to tnmsfer the accountability for such issues to the community. the university. or

projectjoining the IWO can he destructive. However. the American experience has proven

that in many cases university involvement has helped communities to get better urban

renewal projects. improve housing conditions. and develop local initiatives. Higher

education institutions offer the community technical expertise wbich otherwise would not

be available to law-budget., community-based organizations. Student idealism and the

capacity to innovate are some of the advantages universities provide regardless of the cost

of their services. What can the university get from the partnership? Practical experience

for students is the Most obviaus advantage. Yet wbat makes this experience significant is

the persona! develapment of the studeoL Assistance ta communities. involvemeot in

advocacy planning. or other socially oriented activities can shape and fonn the values of

future professionals. It is assumed that students who are involved in these projects will he
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aware or committed to such issues after their graduation. A pannership with a

community can aIso influence the research carried out in universities and make it more

responsive to community needs. The synergistic vaIue of combining resources. skills.

and knowledge is the biggest advantage ta both the university and the community in

perfonning a partnership. Communities and grassroots organizations provide knowledge

that students and researchers cannat gain from any other source. The same applies ta the

kind of knowledge universities fumish. which can be of great imponance to community

needs. Prestige, public relations, and accessibility to funds that otherwise would not be

available are other more concrete synergistic benefits that are created by the parmership.

The study describes and evaluates community-university joint projects of varying scale.

scope. and nature. For example. there is a great difference between service-oriented

activities and community action projects. However. in the Isr.leli context there are almost

no community-university projects whatsoever. Therefore. the main issues concem the

way community-university relations can be established r.lther than the nature of these

projects. The interviews with NGD and architecture school directors suggest that there is

a need for both sides to cooperate and that there is a readiness on both sides to conduct

such projecb. For community-university pannerships to take place in Israel there is a

need for a few pilot projects to be conducted. The scope of such projects can be limited;

however. the pilot projects should be conducted with the intention to become an integrlll

part of architecture and urban planning curricula in Israel.

S.3 Guidelines for an Israeli Community-University Partnership

The guidelines for community-university partnerships that follow are based on different

aspects of the research conclusions. The intention of these guidelines is to suggest a way

to initiale community-university partnerships and to describe the conditions needed for its

sustainability. These conclusions suggest general guidelines for projects that May be

accomplished rather than ways to implement them. Some of the guidelines are specific to

the Israeli conlext. while others are relevant to any community-university partnership.
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S.3.1 Communicative prindples

Although conflict situations occur between universities and communities. community·

university partnerships should be consensus-oriented projects. As such. the partnerships

could be based on communicative principles that claim that no affected party should be

exeluded. all parties should be able to present their claims equally, and power differenees

should Dot effect the proeess. These prineiples are ethieal rather than praetical guidelines.

However. the practical aspeets of the pannership should follow these ethical guidelines.

S.3.1 Partnering with NGOs

Pannerships should be formed between organized partners. The university is a strong

organizational party; communities on the other hand. are not always organized entities. If

one party lacks an arganizatiooal meehanism. there is a chance that the more organized

pany. Le. the university. will control the partnership. Academie staff and students are not

always capable ta assume the arganizational wks of the community. especially when

their professional expertise is in fields other than the social sciences. If a university

decides to become involved in cammunity-related issues where there is no community

organization it should try to create an organizational structure within the community.

These problems can be resolved when the university's panner is a Community-based

NGOs because these organizations can assume the organizational wks of the community.

S.3.3 Awareness Development

Because architecture and planning school curricula lack socially oriented tapies. students

are usually unaware of social issues. Knowledge and understanding of social issues and

their place in the planning process are essential for student work in a community­

university project. It is aIso impottant that the student be familiar with community

oriented planning methods such as advocacy planning and communicative planning.

Awareness should be developed among architecture schools and NGOs directars as weIl.

They should gain knowledge and understanding of partnership methods and concepts.

They should aIso be famillar with the other party on the organizational, professional, and

personal levels prior to the partnership process.

5.3.4 Deftning Objectives
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All parties involved in the pannership should first work separately in order to identify

problems. develop agenda., and define objectives. The agenda and objectives ofone party

should not contradict those of the other party. The need to define the objective prior ta

the partnership process is essential mainly to the community organization. The process of

defining goals and objectives is part of the community socialization process that should

be carried out prior to partnering with any other group. Only in the second stage. should

aU the parties involved define the joint agenda and common objectives.

5.3.5 Transparency

Each party's agenda and objectives should be transparent to the other party. The tinancial

means and the professional and organizational resources each side can invest in the

partnership should also be clear to the other side. These are important both for effective

use of the resources available to the partnership and as a way to increase mutual trust and

reciprocal relationships. Hidden agendas. besides being unethical. may be destructive to

the partnership process.

S.3.6 Structure Development

Student idealism.. university awareness.. and detined objectives are not enough for

partnerships to be realized. As was discussed above.. partnerships are complicated

organizational entities. For pannerships to last.. structured procedures and support

systems need to be developed. Structured procedures may include integration of student

activities into the university curricula.. crediting the students for their activities.. and

developing a reward system for academic staff work. The support systems include. for

example.. stable funding sources.. university organizational support.. and community

networking of the NOO.

5.3.7 Modularity

Although procedures and support systems are needed. these should not be tao structured

and rigide It is imponant that the partnerships be implemented in a way that will enable

adaptability ta the changing circumstances. The partnership process, for example. should

be constructed of severa! stages that may be implemented separately. The partnership
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should be an open-ended process; goals and objectives can be redefined as long as ail

parties agree on the changes.

5.4 Reeommendation for Future Researdt and Implementation

Evaluative research on community-university pannerships is scarce and partial. Most of

the available literature consists of primary documents produced by universities or

documentation of an ongoing process. The literature lacks evaluation of the long-term

results of the projects and of the effect the project has had on the panies involved. For

example. the assumption mat students involved in community-oriented activities are more

committed to such issues after their graduation needs to be proved. A study of these

issues can contribute to the many recent community-university initiatives. An analysis of

a particular community-university project or comparative study of several projects. for

example. can examine the project's effect on the participating communities and academic

institutions and of its impact on the involved individual community members and

students. The physical changes in the participants' environment can also be evaluated

and studied. 5uch research should be based on more than the school's web sites and

publications and the articles of the involved faculty. which may be one-sided and

therefore biased. 5uch research can also be carried out on projects that have failed. The

lessons to be leamed from unsuccessful projects may be of greater value than from those

considered successful.

This study has not given much attention to the organizational and financial aspects of

community-university parmerships. Who finances the partnership and who controls and

inspects the budget are important issues in a pannership. These issues can have a great

influence on the parmership power relations. on the role each party has in the pannership.

and therefore. on the partnership outeome. Further research should he conducted

conceming these issues as well.

A study of an Israeli pilot project can contribute a great deal to the understanding of the

Israeli context. 5uch research can identify changes of opinions among the different

partners conceming the issues the pannership tacldes, as weil as changes in opinion

7S



•

•

towards the idea of partnership itself. Future research can examine whether conclusions

of the present study - that a pilot project can develop an awareness of pannerships and

hence. enable other such projects - is valida

The changing conditions and rules of the global age maire the rethinking. redefinition. and

reinvention of accepted notions essential. This process. among other things. leads to the

reevaluation of the roles academic institutions and non-govemmental organizations can

perfonn under the new circumstances. In Israel. this global rethinking process is an

opportunity to set the grounds for community-university cooperation. It is an opportunity

to start thinking about the commitment of the university to disadvantaged communities

and to develop the processes and methods by which such comminnent can be carried out.

As part of this study. 1 have met with directors of Israeli schools of architecture.

professors. and students. 1 met also with NGO directors. community organizers and

community members. The ties 1 have made with people will probably foUow me long

after the submission date of this thesis. The first result of this have been a recent proposaI

by the author to the Bezalel Academy of Art and Design to create a community-oriented

design studio that will be conducted in cooperation with a community-based organization.

The proposai has been approved and in the academic year 2000-200 1such a design studio

will be established in the Bezalel Academy for the tirst time. It is not clear whether or

not the suggestion for future research of the Isr6leli context will be realized with this

initiative. However. 1 hope that this project will be another step in making partnerships

between architecture schools and communities more common in Isr.lel.
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APENDIX A • Questionnaire to Architecture School Director

PubUc Participation

How would you define public participation?

What is your position concerning public participation?

On a Scale of 1 to 5, where 1 is Cully agree, 2 - somewhat agree, 3 - have no opinion, 4­

somewhat don't agree, and 5 - don't agree; do you think that public participation is an

effective method to:

1. Promote democratic values.............................. 1 2 3 4 5
2. Get public input...................... 1 2 3 4 5
3. Attain designs which reflects user needs 1 2 3 4 5
4. Educate the public........ 1 2 3 4 5
5. Educate decision makers 1 2 3 4 5
6. Educate planners 1 2 3 4 5
7. Create social change in the participating community. 1 2 3 4 5
8. Create personal change among the participants 1 2 3 4 5
9. Mobilize support for the planning. 1 2 3 4 5
10. Mobilize political change.. 1 2 3 4 5
11. Shorten and reduce the cost of the planning processes 2 3 4 5

What is the ideological background to these positions?

What is the professional background to these opinions?

Public Participation in the University Curriculum

What is your position concerning the inclusion of public participation as a theoretical or

practical subject in your school's curriculum?

Was it ever included in the school's curriculum (when. how)?

Can il be carried out through a: theoretical course, seminar, design studio. short term

projects. technical assistance. community training and education?

Community - University Partnerships

What signiticance could community - university pannerships have?

How would you defme a pannersbip with a community?

Who can be a potential panner?

What can the university offer to the community?

What can the university get from the community?

How can a partnership with a community be initiated?

What resources would you allot to the pannership (fmancial resources, academic credit)?
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• Questionnaire to Conununity-based Organization Director

Public Participation

How would you define public participation?

What is your position conceming public participation?

On a Scale of 1 to S. where 1 is fully agree. 2 - somewhat agree. 3 - have no opinion. 4 ­

somewhat don't agree, and 5 - don't agree; do you think that public participation is an

effective method lO:

1. Promote democratic values.............................. 1 2 3 4 5
2. Gel public input .......................................... 1 2 3 4 5
3. Attaïn designs which retlects user needs .............. 1 2 3 4 5
4. Educate the public ......................................... 1 2 3 4 5
S. Educate decision makers ................................. 1 2 3 4 5
6. Educate planners .......................................... 1 2 3 4 5
7. Create social change in the participating community. 1 2 3 4 5
8. Create personal change among the participants ...... 1 2 3 4 5
9. Mobilize support for the planning....................... 1 2 3 4 5
10. Mobilize political change................................. 1 2 3 4 5
11. Shorten and reduce the cost of the planning processes 1 2 3 4 5

What is the ideologjcal background to these positions?

What is the professional background to these opinions?

Public Participation in the Organization's Activities

What is your position conceming the inclusion of public participation as part of your

organization's activities?

Was il ever included in the organization's activities (when, how)?

Cao it be carried out through community organizing or outreach activities?

Community - University Partnerships

Does your organization have any connection with an academic institution?

What significance could community - university partnerships have?

How would you define the cbaracter a pannership with an architecture school could have?

Who can be a potential parmer?

What can the university get from the community?

What can the university offer to the community?

How can a pannership with a community he initiated?

• What resources would you allot to the partnersbip (financial resources, positions)?
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APENDIX B - Israe6 Architecture Schools Studied

There are currently three institutions in Israel that have an undergraduate program in

architecture: the Faculty ofArchitecture and Town Planning at the Technion in Haifa. the

School of Architecture al the Bezalel Academy in Jerusalem, and the School of

Architecture in the Tel-Aviv University.

Tedlnion - Israellnstitute of Technology

The Faculty of Architecture and Town Planning was founded in 1924 and is the oldest

architecture school in Israel. Today. the faculty offers four programs: architecture,

landscape architecture. urban and regional planning, and industrial design (the last two. at

the post-graduate level). 750 students are currendy studying various programs at the

faculty.

Dean of the Faculty - Prof. Daniel Shefer

Bezalel Academy of Art and design

The Depamnent of Architecture was established in 1990. 310 students study al the

department. Other programs of the academy are offered by the Fine Arts. the lndustrial

Design. and the Graphie Design Depanments.

Head of the Deparnnent - Prof. Zeev Druckman

Tel Aviv Univenity

Established in 1994, the School of Architecture is part of the Faculty of the Arts. The

procedures for the sehoors recognition by the Israeli council of higher education were

finalized by 1998. and in 1999 the school was authorized to give an undergraduate degree

in architecture.

Head of the School - Prof. Elinoar Barzacchi
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APENDIX C - IsraeU NGOs Studied

The three community-based NOOs studied represent a range of voluntary organizations

of different scale and characteristics. AlI three organizations are active in an urban

context. and their interests are in urban issues that concem their constituencies.

Community Advocacy

Community Advocacy is a non-profit organization. whose goal is to empower citizens to

know. protect. and advocate for their social rights. The organization operates {WO

storefront advocacy centers in Jerusalem and in Beer-Sheva. It offers individual services

as well as community organizing of advocacy groups.

Director - Ms. Barbara Epstein

Kerem Israel Neighborhood Committee

Kerem Israel Neighborhood Committee (KINC) is a local organization of residents in a

law-income neighborhood in the center of Tel-Aviv. It started in 1998 when a tèw

residents organized to negotiate with the Tel-Aviv municipality on maintenance and

traftic issues. IGNC successes in the last years include promotion of the renovation of a

community park. and shifting a noisy public transportation route out ofthe neighborhood.

Director - Ms. Meital Lehavi

The Association for the Quality of Lire and Environment in Nahariya

The Association for the Quality of Life and Environment in Nahariya (AQLEN) was

established in 1994. The organization's aim is to raise the awareness of environmental

issues of the town residents as well as the municipal bodies. Sorne of the organization's

activities include a suit against the Naharia municipality plan to build an amusement park

on an asbestos poDuted area. which the AOLEN won. and a campaign against the

construction of a marina on the town's waterfront.

Director - Ms. Orit Reich
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