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Abstract

There has been a renewed interest and planningetitss underpinning recently for

the idea of urban development projects as instrisndor strategic urban

transformation as well as for reflexive governateg. Pinson 2004; Van den Broek
et al. 2010; Oosterlynk et al. 2011). In many retpehowever, the normative
perspective envisioned by such contributions agpearstand in a counter-factual
relationship to real-world scenarios. Empiricald®rice and scholarly critique (e.g.
Moulaert et al. 2003; Altshuler and Luberoff 20@&let and Gualini 2007) in fact
highlight the fact that urban projects very oftaall fshort of their strategic or

integrative intentions: on the contrary, they oftere occasions for untreatable
controversies over urban development. As such, #xgyess a peculiar a vocation
for enhancing potentials for local conflict andesftprovide the scene for their very
enactment.

Understanding the reasons and dynamics of condliound urban projects still
represents therefore a crucial precondition foruimug about the potentials for
strategic reflexivity of project-based urban depet@nt initiatives. In this

perspective, we need not only acknowledge agonishcanflict as constructive and
constitutive elements of social relations, as sesirof its strength and ability to
innovate, but also inquire into the conditions ungich agonism and conflict can
be turned away from producing disrupting socialcoates and towards realising
potentials for innovative transformative dynamics.

The paper proposes an empirically informed reftecttn such conditions. Based on
selected cases of conflict around urban developmenpects in Germany, it focuses
in particular on a dual aspect which often charastteally defines the dynamic of
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planning conflicts: the contradictory rationalesddaemporalities taken, on the one
hand, by (institutionalized) policy development gudnning practices and, on the
other hand, by social mobilisation practices witkine extended timeframe of the
process. It argues that more awareness and coasiateof the way an agonistic
moment may develop and of the dynamics and forns®ofl mobilization (Melucci
1988) in the course of policy development and pilagms crucial for addressing a
process design that may enhance the potentiaéfi@xive outcomes.

1. Introduction: on the ‘strategic’ potentials and challenges of urban
development projects

Urban policy and planning research literature hhsws recently a distinctive
interest — with variable critical depth — for urb@evelopment projects as instruments
for strategic spatial transformation (Pinson 20Pd09; Van den Broek, Albrechts
and Segers 2010; Oosterlynck et al. 2011; see &aomona and Burgess 2001;
Carmona, Burgess and Badenhorst 2009).

Following a season of studies more explicitly téegdeat inquiring critically into the
contradictions of projects as the expression ofoliberal’ practices of urban
development policy (Altshuler and Luberoff 2003;y\Wijerg, Bruzelius and
Rothengatter 2003; Moulaert, Rodriguez and Swynged2003; Salet and Gualini
2007a; Majoor 2008; Diaz Orueta and Fainstein 200®se contributions signal a
distinctive interest in re-assessing and re-definitin critical but overtly
normatively-oriented perspective) the potential nieg@ of spatial projects, within an
alleged movement of ‘revival’ of strategic spapénning as evoked, among others,
by authors like Healey (1997, 2007, 2010; et aB7)9Albrechts (2004, 2011), or
Salet and Faludi (2000).

According to a meanwhile diffused commonsense stdeding, the ‘strategic’

nature of planning is identified with a “long tinperspective” which “does not
specify a fixed end state but operates as a flexXitaimework for sustainable spatial
development”, by this combining “a strong ‘actioneatation’ and an increased
sensitivity to the multiplicity of actors involved strategic spatial planning” and to
the need for introducing forms of social innovatimto the planning and policy
process (Oosterlynck, Albrechts, and Van Den Bi2@kl: 3).

What is particular interest for us here is the &astrategic orientation of planning is
tied to the potential roles of projects as instroteeand measures of spatial
transformation. Key in this respect are the notiohsaction-orientation and co-
production. In the words of Oosterlynck et al.,tfaa orientation implies an interest
in planning instruments [that may realise] tiw/erning of land-use confligtevays
of integrating various spatial claimand theoperationalization of spatial qualitgnd
sustainability whereas social innovation draws attentiontlie coupling of the
transformation of space and the transformationazfial relations in spacand to the
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satisfaction of local needs” (Oosterlynck, Albreshdind Van Den Broek 2011: 3,
italics added).

This understanding resonates of Healey's concaynghe potential and challenges
that urban projects — in light of her conceptiorfce-governance with a planning
orientation” (Healey 2010: xiii) — bear for pradg of strategy formation in place
development. Major urban projects are seen as ma@rpretations of urbanity
through complex mixes of interests and resourcelilised, and raise the question
of how to create new places that are not eliteay@d, but “long-term public realm
resources”, with “attributes of inclusive urbanityHealey 2010: 126-7). Urban
economies, policy processes, public and privateeprgneurship and management
models, mobilisation patterns, strategic imagimatmd framing visions, as well as
positioning in translocal development trends, aseuksed as elements that need to
be understood on the background of the ongoingggkeufor “safeguarding the
public realm” in urban projects (Healey 2010: 158):struggle which involves
conditions like energetic agency and a proactiveegtance mode, skilled and
committed guidance, critical monitoring by the goal and civic community, plus a
strategic view of trans-local connections.

Similarly, authors like Salet and Gualini (2007laje&2 2008) have argued in favor of
a joint critical consideration of aspects of cortoaeh strategic and democratic
integration across scales in the framing of urbesjepts as a condition for their
capacity to introduce sustainable socio-spatiabvation.

Compared with a more critically-minded literatutegwever, recent discourse on
‘strategic spatial projects’ has often gained atimtitive normative orientation.
Recent work by Oosterlynck et al. is, again, a ifitant example. Projects as the
instruments for the “structural transformation o€i®-spatial reality”, in this respect,
are seen as necessarily capable of exerting @icateelectivity’ while pursuing an
‘integrative’ framework of goals, which in turn ifngs fostering horizontal and
vertical forms of cooperation. In sum, projects stdote an instance of ‘co-
production” which implies “a specific focus on hospatial transformation may
facilitate social innovation both in the substaatsense of improving the satisfaction
of local needs and in the process sense of invglron-conventional, grassroots and
disadvantaged actors and groups” (Oosterlynck, e&lis, and Van Den Broek
2011: 3). Again, what is of particular interest dnés however the convition that
“[t]he place focusof strategic planning and design [...] provides anpising basis
for public-public cooperation as well as betweea tfovernment and civil society
and private sector actors (a ‘government-led-bgptiated form of governance’
[...]” (Oosterlynck, Albrechts, and Van Den Broek 201-4, italics added). This
conception leans upon the ‘four-track’ model oastgic spatial planning elaborated
by Albrechts (2004, 2011; see also Van den Bro@dk P, based on the combination
of different action trajectories, “one for the wsi a second for the short-term and
long-term actions, a third for the involvement bé tkey actors, and finally a fourth
track for a more permanent process (mainly atalalllevel) involving the broader
public in major decisions” (Albrechts 2004: 752).
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In a similar vein, Pinson (2004, 2009) has arguédut re-assessing urban
development projects and their role in public pplidis reading is in line with an
attention for the governance of urban projectshasspecific focus of analysis, as
expressed by approaches to the inquiry of projexds ‘policy instruments’
(Lascoumes and Le Galés 2004) as a way to gethitssigto the nature of a policy.
This amounts to assuming ‘projects’ as the objexther than as merely a unit, of
analysis (Pinson 2004: 200). In this respect, jptejean be analysed as a specific
mode of policy action: rather than simply a conteena, or sequence of actions
that unveils a set of power relations and inter@stshe city, it represents a
constitutive dimension of their enactment. Projectsa specific mode by which the
urban policy arena is constituted.

In this perspective, “in as far as it adopts thetruiment of projects, public
intervention does not consist anymore in imposihg supremacy of public
regulation, but primarily in organising the combioa of different types of

regulation” (Pinson 2004: 228 - my translationsnird-rench). This justifies an
attention for projects that points at changing sesirfor legitimacy and effectiveness
of public action, implying new ‘reflexive’ attitudesuch as capacity of anticipation,
integration of uncertainty, openness to contextzed#&alisation of action, and
sensitiveness to actors (Pinson 2004: 220).

Interpreting projects as expressions of a reflerive innovative process- and action-
orientation of urban policy, however, remains peobatic, and normative
applications of this ideal deserve critical scrytim fact, assumptions of projects as
‘open’ frames of public action, allowing reflexivesponses to emergent outcomes
and turning unintended consequences into collectesources, remains largely
counterfactual if not merely ideal. Analysing thieigic is hence crucial for a critique
of the strategic nature of urban projects and eirthotential as innovate instruments
of public policy. This paper is a step towards sadrmitique.

2. ‘Strategic urban projects’ as object of theorizon and object of research:
insights from a social movement perspective

The brief, and certainly partial review of curresgholarly discourse on ‘strategic
spatial projects’ represents an outstanding ctibeakground — as well as a critical
object — for our assessment of urban developmeojegs based on empirical

evidence from some case-studies. It is based anajoing critical concern, on the

one hand, for a domain of urban policy and planmmgctices in which urban

development projects constitute specific strategiational constructs (Gualini 2008,
2010, forthc.) and, on the other hand, for contergticharacter of urban policies and
for the role urban development projects often phathis respect as factor of social
contention — to the point, in some instances, @&nelvecoming catalyzers of social
movements and major foci of local political confii¢Gualini 2011a, 2011b).
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The perspective chosen in this paper, againstd&ground of interests, is a quite
specific one: it is an attempt to gain new soufeeflexivity from an engagement

with the nature of social contention around urbawetbpment projects, and to do so
based on hypotheses drawn from the literature @ndynamics of contentious

politics and social movements.

Besides specific interest in this literature andthe issues it raises for critical-
interpretive urban policy analysis, this approasimiotivated by the conviction that
the development of the ‘strategic’ features andetfiective pursuit of the ‘strategic’

aims of urban development projects — as briefltadied above — are only to a
limited extent amenable to be subject to a ‘desigt@ntionality, and that they rather
highly depend upon the capacity for reflexive calation in relation to insurgent

social inputs along the life-span and dynamicshefgolicy and planning process. In
this respect, the task of this paper constitutdsnded step in this direction of

analysis, based on case-studies of the actualtyreafi what are all-too-often

‘strategically dumb’ projects. Along a critical wtstruction of their policy and

planning processes and of related dynamics of otinote the paper aims at gaining
elements of understanding of what the logic of aloprotest and mobilization can
specifically teach us about how and under whichddmns such a strategic
reflexivity can emerge and be exerted.

2.1. Contentious politics and social mobilization

In this section, we first define the key assummiainawn from research on social
movements, and then formulate the hypothesesnfaim the two case studies that
follow.

In adopting a social movement perspective on aasflaround urban development
projects, we move from the basic observation (TH§04) that the dynamics of
contention and social protest are tied to theiritigal-institutional, social and
economic context, and that this context signifigadefines conditions under which
they may take place. In this context, however,aaoovements must be understood
as a distinct form of social protest and contentignvirtue of three features that
characterize them as collective action and aslaatnde construct (Tilly 2004: 53):

- they are sustained organized public effortsaiser collective claims, combining
claimants, objects of claims and a public in a ‘paign’;

- they combine forms of political action, whichriio over time context specific,
standard-operating modes by which collective actisnenacted: the social
movement ‘repertoire’;

- they are public representations of unity, wardss, collectivity and commitment,
involving significant processes of identificationdacollective identity building.

The sorts of claims, forms of action, and collegtidentification mobilized and their
combinations differ according to the time-spacecHB&y of social movements and
the contingent situations in which they emerge.iThelative salience may vary
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among social movements, among claimants within mmaves, and even among

phases of movements (Tilly 2004, 184). The origid &éeatures of social movement

claims, repertoires and identities, moreover, aed in the regime within which

they operate. In this sense, as pointed out by T#006), contentious actions are

shaped by regimes in several ways:

- by regulatory control on possible claim-makiegertoires;

- by the power of policy practices and discoutseselectively constitute potential
claimants and potential objects of claim;

- by producing streams of issues, events, andrgowental actions around which
movements may rise and fall.

The forms and dynamics of contention are hencenetifan of the specific political-

institutional, social and economic conditions undéiich they emerge: it is in their
shadow that a ‘political opportunity structure’ (f@av 1998) for collective action

may emerge: “contentious politics is triggered wicaanging political opportunities
and constraints create incentives for social acwdrs lack resources of their own.
They contend through known repertoires of contenéind expand them by creating
innovations at their margin. When backed by demsgaknetworks and galvanized
by culturally resonant, action-oriented symbols,nteatious politics leads to

sustained interaction with opponents. The resuthé social movement.” (Tarrow
1998: 2).

In our perspective, this observation is importand twofold way. First, it leads us to
consider planning practices as being defined gsokcy regime’, i.e. as an action
situation which is not only shaped by politicaltingional, social and economic
framework conditions, but by the specific policyioaale that defines its course of
action and by its potential for selective regulatiof modes of collective action.
Second, the selectivity of forms of social-politiceegulation and discipline
expressed by planning as a ‘policy regime’ may igedg become the occasion for
forms of identification, leading to the emergentea ¢political opportunity structure’
for collective mobilization.

This observation is important in relationship withe insurgent, constructed and
anything but ‘natural’ features of social movementsan aspect which has led
scholars to warn against the ‘ontologisation’ otiabmovements (Melucci 1988:

330). Against approaches to social movements tinghasize factors for individual

mobilization — material interests and resources@tas subjective and voluntaristic
variables — over the symbolic-cognitive and intetjwe aspects of social experience,
authors like Melucci (1988, 1989, 1996), Snow (etl880, 1986), Tarrow (1998)

and Tilly (2004; and Tarrow 2006) emphasize the rgew and constructed

character of social movements as forms of collectietion.

As these author show, a motivation to adhere tondext of interaction — like a form
of collective mobilization -per se, i.ea priori of interaction itself, is rarely found;
conversely, with the varying of activities and med& involvement, interests for
participation and modes of participation also temdary: “the ‘motives’ for joining
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or continued participation are generally emergemt @teractional rather than pre-
structured” (Snowet al. 1980: 795). Motivation to participation can neitlbe seen
exclusively as an individual nor as a discrete aldd: it is rather constructed and
consolidated through interactions and in the frapor&wof their process-like
dimension (Melucci 1988), whereas “rationales fartigipation are both collective
and ongoing phenomena” (Sneival. 1986: 467).

Actors ‘produce’ collective action because they a@vke to define themselves and to
define their relationships with the environmenth@at actors, available resources,
opportunities and obstacles) in terms that involecollective and shared

identification of issues and issue-boundaries, glation to which they feel their

interests to be involved and they might considemtubilize their resources in that
direction. The identities that are thus strengtdesi@ ‘social products’ of the events
that occurred in a particular time-space conjurec{ielucci 1988, 1996).

Contrary to conceptions which see the outcomes@bmovements as functions of
the definition of objectives and of the group’satigy - thus binding them to the
sharing of defined ‘values’ —, this conception ustends processes of collective
mobilization as phenomena subject to significamtadality according to differences
in relational structures. In this sense, the retati settings of interaction constitute at
least as important factors in defining paths oftipgration and cooperation as
dispositions or value assumptions do.

2.2. Social movements and planning processes: redelaypotheses

This aspect is of relevance in relationship withginentation that characterizes
contemporary societies in late modernity (Melud®89, 1996) and the way this
affects social movement in the urban context. titshiat a recognizable change in
features in contemporary urban movements, whereleyliberal’ and globalized
urban development policies and practices have iboiéd to a progressive erosion
of cycles of urban movements based on establisbeal Qroupings and interests
based on traditional forms of affiliation and mdtudentification — be they
corporatist, class, or community based — and oin logial movement infrastructure
(Mayer 2007). While moving away from conflicts gmuled on basic social
cleavages, however, urban conflicts have pointethéoemergence of “a variety, a
multiplicity of conflicts, revealing the untreatabdliversity of local societies and the
emerging need to build shared identities” (Pacaid ®#asqui 2011: 4). To this
obviously contribute the new cross-sectional saanmplact and visibility taken by the
‘neoliberal project’ in cities, as well as an ungedented local as well as trans-local
mediatization of urban struggles.

This is in line with the observation that contengrgrsocial movements take often
the form of ‘multiform movements’ (Tarrow 1998: 103 exibly, syncretically and

pluralistically combining different forms of colleee action and tactics. This
accounts for the fact that often, in contemporagiad movements, “heterogeneity
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and interdependence are greater spurs to colleatiien than homogeneity and
discipline” (ibid.: 137), and that mobilization eft takes the form of democratically
decentralized movements (ibid.: 129), that is, @écentralized, segmented, and
reticulated’ groups that capitalize on variety aharalism.

Two interrelated conditions are crucial for colleet mobilization to occur under
such conditions. The first is the enactment of opputies for involvement through
the development of a repertoire of actions: “cotibers collective action
demonstrates the possibilities of collective actomthers and offers even resource-
poor groups the opportunity that their lack of w@ses would deny them”, and thus
“it can pry open institutional barriers through wihithe demands of others can pour”
(Tarrow 1998: 87). This aspect points to the imgace of the ‘public performance’
of contention and of the development of itineranésepertoire change in response
to changing opportunity structures.

The second is the importance of symbolic mobilaaiin order to define alternative

belief systems that may constitute interfaces fortual identification and support

collective action. In fact, “it is participants’ gegnition of their common interests
that translates the potential for a movement imttion” (Tarrow 1998: 6), but this

recognition is an interpretive endeavor that ingplieeveloping frames of

identification that allow to bridge differences positions and preferences and to
create new symbolic-cognitive bonds. This expldaims importance of collective

action frames and of dynamic and co-evolutive pssee of framing in the

development of social movements

‘Framing’ results from practices of consensus nipdiion intended as a practice that
involves constructing symbols of consensus: theseekier are not only drawn from
‘categorical identity’ (Tarrow 1998: 119-120) butcreasingly involve mobilizing
emotional commitments that may contrite bridgingegarical differences. Thus,
“most of the work of ‘framing’ is cognitive and duative — that is, it identifies
grievances and translates them into broader clagamst significant others” but, to
a significant extent, it involves “tapping or cregt emotional energy” (Tarrow
1998: 111). This can occur through different preessof framing — like frame
bridging, frame amplification and frame extensiorand ultimately lead tdrame
alignment i.e. of the alignment between individuals’ or gps’ frames along
collective frames As such, “frame alignmenf..] is a necessary condition for
movement participation, whatever its nature ornsiy, and that is typically an
interaction accomplishment” (Snoat al. 1986: 467).

‘Framing’ is anything but a purely intentional pess: it is an interactional outcome,
as part of what Tarrow (1998: 121) calls ‘framiigaugh contention’ — and, at the
same time, it is a condition for reproduction aneewolution of interaction.

This leads us to discussing two last interrelatsgeats that are key for assessing
social movements in the framework of planning psses: the nature of frames
dominating social movements, and their intertemlpdnaension in terms of their
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possible trajectories of evolution. They bear a lom®d relevance to the question of
the social-political outcomes of contentious movetsein the context of public

policy and, in particular, their prospects of theg-evolution towards integrative
rather than polarizing and ultimately disruptivecmmes.

The first aspect can be usefully discussed comdithie typologies of conflicts and
related forms of social movements advanced by Rizz(1993) and Melucci (1996),
as Pacchi and Pasqui (2011) have recently propdsetheir view, even if their

peculiar combinations are frequently observablestimjuishing these types
analytically is important in order to recognize thdédferent consequences that
different kind of urban conflicts based on them ¢teve for planning and policy
practices.

Pizzorno (1993) proposes a threefold typology iniciwhhe distinguishes
‘recognition’, ‘interest’ and ‘ideological (or vady conflicts. ‘Interest conflicts’ are
typical for parties which share the same valuesthadgame systems of relations in a
pluralistic environment in which they struggle fdreir relative distribution of
benefits. Obviously, conflicts of interest can hkadical and can entail radical
opposition, but they usually are framed as a tistive game, in which what is at
stake is typically a comparative benefit gain.

‘Recognition conflicts’ are conflicts that are proted around a group’s or actor’s
claim for recognition of its identity. As Pizzornmderlines, ‘identity’ in this case is
anything but a given, being rather often definedjpposition to other parties, and
involves therefore struggle for mutual identificatiin which a new identity is a
possible outcomes of the conflicts itself.

‘Ideological (or value) conflicts’, finally, involr clashes among (ontological) world-
views and among systems of values and beliefs wtleim for universal validity.
The relation to concrete interests is thereforeroftot transparent if not irrelevant,
and different interests can be bridged and convéyed

! In the characterization by Pacchi and Pasqui12@): “Interest conflicts take place when scarce
resources (and firstly land and its possible uses)distributed through planning decision. Often
these kinds of conflicts have an economic and firdndimension: for example the competition
between different uses of transformation areasftsnoa competition between developers and
landowners, or between different promoters, or betwfinancial operators and developers, and so
on. If we consider also the public administrationeconomic actor producing resources through
planning permissions, also the bargaining betwastitutional bodies and the private sector can be
considered an interest conflict.”

2 |n the characterization by Pacchi and Pasqui 12@): “Recognition conflicts take place when
social groups (often local) want to be recognizedugh planning decisions that contribute to their
identification. Often these kinds of conflicts awdnnected with the defense of ‘local’
(environmental, cultural, community) values, ortwibe claim for exclusive uses of a public space,
against uses considered inconvenient.”

% In the characterization by Pacchi and Pasqui12@): “Ideological conflicts take place when the
beliefs themselves (the very ontological framewprisee a contentious object. In this kind of
planning conflicts there is not a shared framewmskveen the parts: the framework is the object of
conflict. Radical ecological conflicts, for examptan be considered ideological, because the parts
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If we combine Pizzorno’s typology of conflicts withe emergence of specific kinds
of social movements which give expression to thamin Melucci’s typology, we
gain elements for interpreting the potential evioluttrajectories involved. As
Melucci (1996) underlines, new social movementsaasingly involve practices of
mutual identification and recognition that tend s$tress the limits of social
representation within which traditional class orpmratist struggles were played out.
Melucci’s distinction between ‘claimant’, ‘polititaand ‘antagonistic’ movements
resembles the one proposed by Pizzorno in thatjngdvom one to the other, it
stresses the increasing importance of alternataraihgs both as a factor of external
positioning and of internal cohesion of the movemen with an increasing
availability to systemic conflict as factor of iddictation and mobilization. In the
words of Pacchi and Pasqui (2011: 5), “[m]ovingiira claimant to a political and to
an antagonist movement, the symbolic content tetulsincrease, while the
divisibility and negotiability of goals tends toaease, and so does the reversibility
of conflicts; in the end, such conflicts tend tatme zero sum rather than positive
sum games.”

The second aspect concerns the intertemporal diorew$ social movements, that
is, the development of cycles of contention andhef evolution they may take —
through phases of mobilization, processes of difusextension, imitation and
reaction, and possibly demobilization and declifarow 1998: 142 ff.). The issue
is relevant in view of the outcomes of contentigolanning processes. The
trajectories taken by social movements around obiotes plans and projects, as
pointed out earlier, are the result of the stratsgiectivity of ‘policy regimes’ and of
the way opportunity structures are defined and @mmted by collective actors.

The hypothesis that can be inferred from these rgh8ens and that we want to

explore is threefold:

- firstly, as they contribute to defining the pimlal opportunity structures for
contentious actions and for collective mobilizatiamd ultimately for the nature
of social movements, planning processes and theypregimes’ in which they
are embedded are also determinant for shapingdkelutive trajectories;

- secondly, the co-evolution of planning procesaad social movements in a
defined contentious situation depends upon the faaygs of strategic reflexivity
either side are developed on either side and onthese mutually interact;

- thirdly, a more developed awareness of dynanmtscontention and social
mobilization in planning processes is essential f@veloping a strategic
reflexivity of public policy that may make co-evtibn towards integrative
outcomes possible.

The question is, ultimately, how far awarenesshef mature and meaning of social
mobilization processes is can be developed withéncontext of planning processes
and how far this may lead to responses and reabgtsrthat may develop a form of
strategic reflexivity and favor the emergence tégnative outcomes.

want to produce (different) universal systems dfi#a and meanings. Often, in this kind of conflicts
scientific information and technical knowledge atestake.”
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3. Planning processes and cycles of contention: twase studies

In this section, we present two case-studies ofiahctonflicts around urban
development projects in Germany. The case-studddhar claim to be exhaustive
overall assessments of these conflicts nor to dramuclusions on grounds of direct
comparability. However, they share a common intipe framework based on the
joint analysis of planning processes and of relatgdes of contentiormhe focus of
interpretation is therefore the pattern of co-etioluof planning and contention, as
can be interpreted through an analysis of the bowtdilization developed around
each project.

3.1. The case of MediaSpree, Berlin, 1992-2012
Introduction

The urban development project known as ‘MediaSpresxtending over 180 ha. for
an originally expected built space of 1.3 mio. samd an investment volume of ca.
2.6 billion Euros — is basically a marketing constr MediaSpree does not actually
exist as a unitary, let alone publicly initiatecbject. It is basically the result of a
marketing initiative, characterized from the outbgtan incremental approach to
place-making. As a unitary project, it is identifi@ mainly by a strategic frame of a
mainly symbolic branding- and marketing-orienteduna This is reflected in the

nature of public-private relationships developeslad the project.

Phase one: indicative strategic framing

The public career of the project has developeddist@inctively incremental way. Its
origins date back to the early post-reunificati@ang, in the early 1990s. Despite its
regained centrality, the area’s development paémtias rather neglected in the
immediate aftermath of Berlin’s unification, beingidelined by a focus on
development along the so-call@éntrenbandconnecting the eastern and western
city and on the ‘critical reconstruction’ of thestoric city pursued by thBlanwerk
Innenstadi{Senatsverwaltung 1997). Nevertheless, this planbackground proved
to be determinant in framing its prospects as atierextended to the area of the
Ostbahnhof, leading to an urban design contest9®? land to the first formally
binding plans in the mid-1990s. Extending the desigtionale of thePlanwerk
Innenstadt plans foresaw a new skyline made of a ‘chain rehig¢ectural pearls’
along the eastern waterfront.

The fusion of the boroughs of Kreuzberg and Fradiain in 2001 introduced the
opportunity for a unitary development scheme. Tlamng document devised by
the Berlin Senate — as a complement of Rtenwerk Innenstadt in coordination

with  the boroughs, the Leitbild Spreeraum Friedrichshain-Kreuzberg
(Senatsverwaltung 2001) is a spatial-functionalionis which redefines the
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Spreeraumas a unitary area and attempts at a coordinatiaimeo heterogeneous

developments taking place. The focus was on tgrtavelopment along a livable
waterfront environment for a mix of leisure and Wng activities. Subsequently, the
vision was strategically targeted towards creasingttractive urban environment in
particular for ‘creative’ and media enterprisesawate, prospectively contributing to
clustering and specialization in key sectors far ¢ity’'s economy. Nevertheless, the
strategy was clearly functional to a maximizatidndevelopment potentials. This
was backed by provisions for a 10-meter public wadst integrated with a new

open space along remains of the Berlin wall, thet-fSade-Park.

The resulting planning approach relied on a flexibteering mode with minimal
regulating inputs from the public. Despite its itiécation as strategic development
zone, the city’s direct commitment — besides thavision of incentive structures
mainly through public subsidies — was from the eussgnificantly restrained. As the
strategic frame was made of an indicative systewbggctives implying incremental
market-based mechanism of implementation, the ioelalt frame adopted was a
relatively stable but loose, disjointed structureetationships.

Phase two: market-oriented strategic-relationalrfiiag

MediaSpree’s planning objectives were mainly pulstigrough joint marketing
efforts. This in fact amounted to a substantiakedation by the city to a private
interest coalition to define a development stratigythe area. The result was a flat
hierarchy behind which, however, lies an appararhidance of behaviours and
attitudes framed by market-oriented visions andabins clearly dominated, which
made the future of the area primary dependent erdémand-side and on investors’
preferences. This aspect, as we will see, bore rtapb consequences for the
project’s reception in public debate in the firepes of contention.

Accordingly, MediaSpree gained the status of atesfra projectde factomore by
marketing and branding than by formal political coitment. A crucial role was
played in this by the initiative taken Iblye area’s landowners — in large part public-
or semi-public corporations — shortly after the @ttt of theLeitbild to join a local
marketing agency. Originally founded as Spreem&udreoH, the agency was turned
a few years later into an association known as bMsgaee e.V., financed with the
contribution of the Federal scheme for regional eliggment and by members’
contributions.

Change from the original form of a limited liabjlitompany to an association,
introduced in 2004 and politically supported by tBerlin Senate, conferred the
agency a semi-public character strongly contrastiitty the original set-up. This

transformation however did not change its missigram agent of property interests,
entrusted with marketing properties, attractingesters, networking and counseling
members, and building an image for the purposenadfective overall development
of the area. Following the successful locationhaf headquarters of firms like MTV
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Europe and Universal, Mediaspree e.V. consistdotyssed its image-building and
marketing efforts on media-related industries.

Mediaspree e.V. represented an attempt at comtgastiweak market situation by
channeling investors’ attention on a unitarily netdd area. Its associative form
suggests transparency as an expression of nomsaksted conduct.

Despite this carefully constructed public imagedMspree e.V. was neither an open
forum for public consultation nor a true interesialition. On the one hand, an
extended range of local stakeholders was never iegip the public being
represented by local authorities — the Berlin Seaad the borough — in the advisory
board along with the Chamber of Commerce and thal ldgency for Labour. On
the other hand, while the agency acted as collectepresentative of property
owners, negotiations about concrete investmensdeate kept strictly individual.

Another significant feature that emerged along wfils relational setting is that
MediaSpree was never formally declared as a pyipribject of the city. In line with
its rather non-committal attitude, in overall terrtie Berlin Senate adopted a
delegation strategy which — next to a key roleM@diaspree e.V. — implied leaving
formal planning authority with the local boroughhel borough acted mainly as
controlling instance in enforcing planning laws,gukations and development
contracts. At this level of the planning procedute borough was thus entitled to
formulate its own goals and to exert influence emealopers. The key instrument for
this was the development contracts attached to leaibding plan and reflecting the
degree of cooperation between the public and tinater investors. The Senate
however kept planning authority over some areag—Anschutz and some others —
as well as significant influence over areas ofestatned enterprises. The presence
of land property of significant public-owned comgmnin fact the Berlin Senate a
stake in development in the area. It was to bectrowever, also a potential source
for conflicts of interest between the Senate ared bbrough — particularly, as we
shall see, as the project became contentious.

Phase three: awareness raising and antagonisticilzation

The project’'s strategic and relational framing thyiedescribed constitutes the
framework within which MediaSpree turned, withifieav years, into one of Berlin’s
hotspots of overt antagonism. Despite all thistotk relatively long for citizens
groups to raise their voice — in particular, papatory process having been kept
strictly formal. This is in part certainly due tbet practices of Mediaspree e.V.,
which have remained largely unaccountable as vwelirsaccessible to the general
public. Moreover, in first instance, its brandingpeoach constructed an artificial
image that was little targeted to as well as litd# by local citizens. In addition,
given the nature of the area and the significantsigial and symbolic separation
from its Kreuzberg side, developments on MediaSpramre areas did not
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necessarily raise expectations of typical neighbodhconflicts. For long, all these
factors contributed to the rather limited publisikility of the project.

This however was rapidly bound to change in the -B@i0s. A variety of

development contributed to introduce the first ghaé mobilization. For one, the
pervasive marketing and branding activity of theraxy — with its symbolic co-

optation inclusion of local ‘grassroots’ activiti@s image building — increasingly
raised awareness on the factual consequences whgaladevelopments for the
alternative milieux that had been making the amadus — and a major tourist
attraction — after Berlin’s reunification. Moreoyesiome key initiatives dramatically
contributed to rise local as well as supralocalrawess.

In fact, dependence on market forces led developwieNMediaSpree to be in part
defined by single disjointed development initiaiyéor which ad-hoc negotiation
frameworks were defined. These were clustered nicpéar in a section called
Oberbaum-City as well as in a large-scale projgdhk American investor Anschutz
Group — now known as O2-World Arena — for which elepment contracts were
signed with the borough in 2000.

The initiative by Anschutz — one of the first maforeign investors in the area — to
build a large multifunctional event arena bouncexert a huge impact on the area.
Development contracts — by which Anschutz agresdagfs for road improvements
and contributions to the realization of a playimgd and the East-Side-Park along
the Spree — were defined directly with the Senata &me in which the overall
concept for MediaSpree was still in the making, ame decisively influenced by
Anschutz negotiating power vis-a-vis the borougtwhpelling need for facilitating
investments under public zero-cost development iiond. This led to obtaining a
prominent and intrusive position in the area. Oaeagoxical result was that the
planned East-Side-Park appeared to be degradedfagildy dependent on the
investor's will — keeping an unhindered riversidew and waterfront access — to
which even part of the former Berlin wall monuméas been sacrificed. This had a
tremendous impact on public perception on the thrieaan area that had turned over
years into one of the city’'s most dynamic and ceveathotspots of informal
development.

This rise of visibility went along with the proge#ge emergence of antagonistic
action, drawing in particular from autonomous-ahatcircles related to a mixed
milieu of squatters and extending to insurgent-eaiitalist and anti-gentrification
groupings, which had increasingly been pointinghi® segregation and polarization
effects of east-Berlin’s revitalization processes.

A crucial role as an ‘early riser’ and as a bro&kcitizens’ mobilization was to be
exerted by the formation of the associatidhediaSpree Versenken('Sink

MediaSpree!’), as it proved capable of directingerstion to the specific local
development challenges involved in the project vtying them to a broader, city-
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wide system-critical movement. In a few years, Mé&gtiree Versenken! managed to
develop reference to the Spree waterfront areaaimtohesive and bridging symbol.

On the one hand, the contentious practices it ptedhe- like demonstrations,
occupations and flash-mob inspired performanceserewapable of appealing to
actors and groups attached to specific local dgveémt issues, like the public nature
of the waterfront and the nature of its uses argr@piation, as well as to tie-in to
the pragmatic interests of a variety of local agtquarticularly of ‘pioneers’ of
temporary creative-cultural and leisure-orientedsusf space. By this, its actions
also contributed to turning the image-building camgps of Mediaspree e.V. upside-
down, and to introducing a symbolic re-appropriatad the image of the area. On
the other hand, MediaSpree Versenken! proved capablconnecting local and
supra-local interests and perspectives and in imgdgcales of protest. Accordingly,
while slogans like ‘Spree waterfront for alll’ raby became carriers of broader
forms of protest and mobilization and gained loaslwell supra-local attention —
beyond the ideological origins of the promoters—+aoted in an alternative vision of
local development, MediaSpree itself become anayebing symbol of opposition
to the ‘selling-out’ of the city.

Not surprisingly, the features of the relationdtiag also turned into a significant

matter of contention at a point in time in whiclsfi antagonistic actions raised

attention on the contentious potential of the prpjas the marketing agency and the
actors they represented lent themselves to becoamramenable symbolic target for
movements critical of neo-liberal urban developreentnot necessarily with direct

local ties.

Phase four: institutionalized dissent and diffusedtention

MediaSpree Versenken! became a significant actdinenproject’s arena by raising
attention on the exclusionary character of planmevelopment and on the
marginalization of local interests. In organizaibterms, MediaSpree Versenken!
represented anything but a decentralized-networkedement in the strict sense
(Tarrow 1998: 129), and actually kept a radicabldgical core throughout the cycle
of contention. Its actions, however, developed loa lbackground of a significant
resurgence diffusion of urban antagonism in Berlvith significant forms of
‘localizing protests’ (Mayer 2007), like the actopromoted by the Berlin Social
Forum founded in 2003, but also the emergence ofectious urban policy issues
leading to direct actions like the storming ands&guent public appropriation of the
Tempelhof area in 2009. In this respect, the resomaf its actions was amplificated
by the network-like diffusion of urban policy redgt contention in the late 2000s.

MediaSpree Versenken! contributed thus to confgruisibility and symbolic unity

to contentious forces around a project. What i® alstable, however, is that it
managed to develop elements of a counter-projecthwk even more than the
symbolically powerful, but techno-politically unwike alternative to Stuttgart 21 —
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could introduce a wedge in local planning. By titi®ventually gained an active role
in the policy process as it managed to channelffaséi public distress towards
recognizable planning counter-proposals.

Success in mobilizing citizens — under the slog&prée waterfront for alll’ —
towards a local consultative referendum, which wésately held in July 2008, led
to overwhelming support for a development alten®ato the official plans. This was
expressed in the form of concrete physical requares— a 50-meters clearing along
the whole of the eastern Spree-side in order tlizweea consistent public waterfront,
a unitary 22 m. building height, and a pedestrialyaise of the planned bridge —
which were easily identifiable beyond more or Ieksological divides, but would in
practice imply a moratorium and a substantial ieni®f formally and in part legally
binding agreed developments.

In the aftermath of the referendum, these requirgsnand their implications for
political action temporarily became the main fo@iscontention for current local
politics. Crucial for the dynamics of contentiormand MediaSpree was the fact the
referendum had forcefully altered the relationdtisg of the project, introducing
new constraints and resources for policy actorsis Timplied not only new
opportunities for representatives of the movemenintluence policy agendas, but
also the emergence of hidden intergovernmentaldesss it put the project’s main
public actors — the Berlin Senate and the boroddfriedrichshain-Kreuzberg — in a
rather awkward position.

While formally directed to the borough — statutprihandated to give a formal
response to the consultation — the referendumlgleas primarily directed against
the ‘neoliberal’ practices of Berlin’s governingadibion and of its business partners.
While the joint marketing agency was liquidatedate 2008 — formally because of
expiration of federal funding, but factually asignsof the weakness of its coalition
of interests face to the political challenge ahedatie Berlin Senate and its decided
unwillingness to revise strategies for the areaabwr the political target of
contention — with developments around Anschutz’sAb@ha as the main symbolic
marker.

The borough’s potential to influence developmenmt.tloe contrary, was reinforced,
even if controversial. Following the referendune ttorough was forced to balance
between dual political commitments. Its officialsten was — in line with formal
planning developments — that, while demanding idenation for citizens’
orientations, the referendum could possibly altee state of things. In fact,
established or progressing development contragfstiaed with developers define a
difficult balance of public and private interestdigh — so went the argument —
would have required amendments involving often dt&ncompensations. On the
other hand, the borough was asked to play a mediatde which could only be
possible if significant if partial recognition oitizens’ requests could impact on the
redefinition of the project.
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The resulting situation was conflictual. The Serateeveral occasions threated with
withdrawing the borough’s planning authority oviee tarea in case decisions should
be enforced that would imply devaluation and/or pensation measures.

Subsequently, the Senate confirmed the boroughtssty, as well as these threats,
upholding the original planning goals (Abgeordnétams 2008a) and pursuing a
strategy of sidelining the referendum’s result.

Moreover, after the liquidation of Mediaspree end. unitary representation of land
owners is presently in place. In July 2008, in teacto the referendum, twelve
major land owners have constituted an informal empent based on the
demonstrative rejection of any public dialogue. &l#iveless, controversy continued
on whether existing formal agreements really ctustil a binding legal obligation —
as the Senate argued — since not all areas actuadlydefined building contracts,
while several areas still lacked concrete commitsby developers.

The emergence of social antagonism thus also cre&te political opportunities for

the borough. While subaltern in terms of powertretes, its new position introduced
possibilities for refining its own role by exertirg more proactive and ad-hoc
mediation between public and private interests.

Following the referendum, the borough first prondogediscussion forum, and then
established a public commission — tBenderausschuss SpreerayBezirksamt
Friedrichshain-Kreuzberg 2007, 2009), including p#litical groupings of the
council as four citizens’ representatives — calteddeliberate on the planning
amendments demanded by popular vote. The commisssran attempt at bridging
interests and opening-up participation in respottséncreasing unease with the
shortcomings of formal decision-making processes. @uch, it asserted the
legitimacy of stakes beyond those represented bgiddpree e.V. and the need to
articulate consensus at a broader scale of invawenwhile the results reached by
the commission were disappointing and ineffectuabs- well as contested by
opponents (Initiativkreis Mediaspree Versenken 2009n upholding the formal
prerogatives of the project against demands fon@bait actually contributed to
creating a structured arena of exchange to a rarfigactors, leading to some
significant is partial and ad hoc change in plaovjgions on specific lots. It was an
expression of an insurgent dynamics of informalbashtion practices which, far
from capable of revising the overall strategy fog irea, nonetheless contributed to a
significant if piecemeal shift in attitudes and girees.

A first notable example was readiness shown byBéein Senate in late 2008 to
rethink its land-use policy along the Spree (Abdeetenhaus Berlin 2008b)
introducing measures for safeguarding non-commersiacial and experimental
activities and to adopt according up-dates ofLtiigbild.

This involved a revision of criteria for land agsigent adopted by the Berlin public
land agency, theiegenschaftsfondsntroducing new possibilities for the promotion
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of alternative socially oriented projects in stge (re-)development areas
(Abgeordnetenhaus Berlin 2010).

Significantly, this partial reorientation of publpolicy developed within a broader
public debate on the rationale of urban developni®tadtforum Berlin 2009) — of
which a project like MediaSpree had been a majtaiyzer.

Thus, while revision from rent maximization goatsvards a more socially oriented
(and more effective) land policy agenda was forynatluded - in the wake of an
insurgent housing policy issue — in Berlin’s nemalition agreement (SPD — CDU
2011), the issue also became a stake for broadmsfof mobilization. In 2011, the
civic initiative Stadt Neu Denkelnrought together a coalition of representativesifr
academia, professions, arts and civic associaaodsgroups around the idea of an
alternative approach to urban development. Soounar®00 individuals and civic
organizations were involved in activities centeoaddeveloping ideas and requesting
public policies allowing for socially attentive anflexible forms of urban
development capable of reflecting the social cvéigitend pluralism of local urban
contexts.

A further development which clearly reflects issumsd demands raised in the
framework of MediaSpree and other contemporary rptan controversies — and

which can be seen as a clear albeit partial regptanshifting public moods on urban
issues — is Berlin’'s Senate initiative of launcheng IBA Berlin 2020 as a policy

framework for a more experimental and participapgdroach to urban development
in the inner-city fringes (Senatsverwaltung 2011).

3.2. The case of Stuttgart 21, 1988-2012
Introduction

Stuttgart 21 is a project which has become theecafta complex and still on-going
social and political controversy, bearing differeonflict potentials and developing
along several significant social and political dime®ns. As such, it has already
acquired a significant position in public as wellscholarly attention. The intensity
and diffusion of antagonism developed around tlegept are uncommon to public
policy processes in Germany, and have promptedtatte e.g. on the ‘new’
sociological features of urban protest and citizerabilization around contentious
urban development initiatives — their peculiar sreectional and inter-generational
features being one of main aspects addressed @} segearchers.

Above all, Stuttgart 21 has triggered a large pubtébate on issues concerning local
policy and the apparent legitimacy deficit of pabtiecision-making procedures
incapable of incorporating a truly agonistic dimensof politics. Accordingly, the
features taken by citizens’ mobilization againss throject have turned Stuttgart 21
into a catalyst for a broader public debate orfrigrgewal’ of local democracy.
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First phase: techno-political conception

The beginnings of the project’s political careee anarked by what will be
experienced as a key feature throughout the protebtlization, a significant lack of
transparency and of public openness. The markiegtevas the press conference in
which, on April 18, 1994, the project called ‘Sgattt 21’ was officially presented as
a partnership project of the German federal govemimthe Land Baden-
Wirttemberg, the City of Stuttgart and DeutscherBAIG (DB), involving a new
underground station on the location of the extanban redevelopment dismissed
railway grounds, and an improved railway connectmistuttgart airport. What was
presented by the protagonists themselves as a’'‘¢blginz Durr, CEO of DB,
Stuttgarter Nachrichten14 February 1995, quoted in: http://www.leben-in-
stuttgart.de/geschichte.htm) marked a style of cpaiaking which was
characteristic for a phase of techno-political @ptmn carried out ‘behind closed
doors’. In fact, a first concept by Stuttgart-badeshsportation expert Gerhard
Heimerl for a transit station connected to a nevwwesy line to Ulm had been
developed by DB since 1988, and was backed in 8dyete 1992 by a first crucial
intergovernmental agreement on a solution combirngew station to a specific
railway development option.

Significantly, in this phase, the way the proje@swmanaged in the public domain
does not allow it to arise above a threshold araitbn amenable to turning it into a
significant issue in political campaigns. This heped despite the fact that critique
had been voiced early: the alliandgmkehr Stuttgart composed of seven
environmental and transportation advocacy groupd, éxpressed dismissal of the
project, backed by the Greens which advocated thean* alternative
(Bundnis 90/Die Grunen 1995) — with arguments lateand large taken over by the
movement. This was certainly due to the peculigerimstitutional and inter-party
support which backed the project, but also to threnfof political communication
adopted. In both the elections of the state padi@nef Baden-Wurttemberg in April
1992 and the elections for Stuttgart city councildune 1994, Stuttgart 21 did not
play any significant role. Even more significanttile issue was almost completely
absent from official parties’ election campaignsr fthe Baden-Wiurttemberg
parliament in March 1996.

Second phase: formal planning

The latter elections took place at the outset esdtond phasef the process, which
marks the beginning of formal planning. From 198{(feasibility study presented
in January, first exposition of plans in Stuttgdi®B 1994) to early 1997 (decision
on the design competition for the station), thenfiations were laid for the start of
the legal planning procedure, tRaumordnungsverfahren

Meanwhile, a framework agreement among the ingiitat partners reached in
November 1995 established mutual responsibilitethé development and financing
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of the project, based on fixed costs forecaststhk aiceiling on public expenditure —
and defined performance benchmarks. Both provisiand in particular the former,
were to become major issues of contention as cdst-benefit ratio of the project
and, above all, the transparency of expenditurectmsts.

The inter-institutional agreement of November 19%s a landmark event in the
development of the project. After only two yearsnfirthe launch of the project, with
formal planning procedures still pending, a corttracfoundation for the project was
laid down binding all partners (DB, Federal goveemty State government and the
City of Stuttgart) to realizing the project undegfided financial and operational
conditions. The agreement provided for a timeframeé a building costs ceiling of
4,893 billion DM to be covered according to defireddhre rules by DB, the Federal
state, the State Baden-Wirttemberg, the Regiorren@ity of Stuttgart.

The double-bind realized between the parties in619%9o be later strengthened by
agreement between DB and the City of Stuttgart hiclv‘fixed’ the former’s gains
from the sale of the released railway tracks afeasirban development — was to
become a major political factor and a key argunienthe allegedly ‘irreversible’
character of the choice to build Stuttgart 21. Big,ta contradictory situation was
defined: on the one hand, a techno-political sotuiin a relatively advanced and
concrete decision-making stadium, backed by a bmdong-term financial and
operational agreement; on the other hand, a stithing formal planning procedure
which, while formally providing for them, in factiled out any public consideration
of techno-political alternatives of development.

A key defining element for the ensuing controversgince the
Raumordnungsverfahrerwas the practical impossibility for any signifitan
alternative concept to be analysed and discussqulibtic. In fact, the subsequent
formal planning procedure, thd°lanfeststellungsverfahrencontemplated an
alternative infrastructure and urban-regional tpamtation concept based on a
rationalization of the existing node, which howewars dismissed as not capable of
realizing the objectives of the project. The sgataim of Stuttgart 21 was since that
moment held as identical with the techno-politiGopted — by which, any
possibility for public debate to influence the nmatand features of the project was
effectively ruled out. Accordingly, during the foamplanning procedure and the
consultation process involved, no real interfagedialogue with instances based on
rejection of key tenets of the concept or on retgufes alternatives was in any way
made available. Rather, a political-institutioragic made of presumptive consensus
formation and procedural legitimation consisteftgcame dominant in framing the
context in which contention could develop.

Third phase: institutionally-framed contention

Mounting civic protest notwithstanding, the plampiprocess proceeded swiftly. In
February 1997, a first phase of formal public ihsignd consultation — as required
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by the Raumordnungsverfahren was opened: the objections submitted — mostly
referring to environmental and local impacts andoooperty rights — manifested the
project's potential for conflict. Nevertheless, imMNovember 1997, the
Raumordnungsverfahremas positively concluded and the operational plamn
phase, thePlanfeststellungsverfahrenintroduced. During thePlanfeststellungs-
verfahren 11,500 objections were presented by about 2,7i@ems, local
communities and environmental groups, which werestipodismissed as not
relevant.

In this phase, contention around the project asig@ificantly, gaining a significant
role in political campaigns, for the first time, atcasion of local elections in
Stuttgart — involving choice of a new mayor — int@er 1996.

Despite significant elements of polarization anérepersonification of the issue in
party-political spheres, the dynamics of contentiaas still strongly framed by the
institutional and procedural logic of the formahphing process. This occurred in
two different, apparently contradictory, but intaried ways.

On the one hand, the formal planning process afferdramework for expressing
dissent on the project which — despite increasmgestation — still proved capable
of framing and ‘disciplining’ protest. In fact, thiframing capacity was to endure
until the mid-2000s, when the last judicial procesduensuing from the formal
planning process were finally decided against tiogepts’ opponents. A contribution
to or, at least, an attempt at ‘disciplining’ pigitevas also given by an institutional
strategy of ‘displacing’ dissent by opening spafmsparticipation on significant
local side-aspects of the overall project. A sigaifit moment in this strategy was
the public participation procedure initiated by @y of Stuttgart in 1997 on the
basis of the urban development framework conceptttie railway areas to be
dismissed, drafted by the city’s planning departm@tadtplanungsamt Stuttgart
1997). Attended by an average 200 citizens andldewvey in a highly contested
atmosphere between March 1997 and mid-1998, thécppdrticipation procedure
increasingly manifested the limits of an approagstesnatically devised to exclude
debate on the strategic conditions for developmetie area and, in particular, on
the feature of the infrastructural project on whicks premised. This rapidly led to
radicalization and to petitions of principle congag a truly democratic assessment
of the effectiveness and legitimacy of Stuttgaria®la whole. As a matter of fact, as
a side-effect of opponents’ disappointment aboublipuconsultation, the first
significant judicial initiatives against the citytecisions concerning the project were
launched by representatives of the movement.

On the other hand, the first significant organizedc initiatives started addressing
institutional possibilities for democratically rejeng the project. This is in particular
the case ot.eben in Stuttgart - kein Stuttgart,24 civic initiative founded in 1995,
which in July 1996 managed to gather 13,000 sigeatun support of a local petition
to change the city’s statute in order to allow hajda local referendum on Stuttgart
21. Demands for a democratic opening of decisiokingaprocedures, however,
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were doomed meet on deaf ears on side of polipadly coalitions in power. Until
2007 — and before regaining significance in 20htlem completely changed political
conditions — requests for a referendum remainedorsstant strategic focus of
opponents, and their recurrent dismissal the marikeran political-cultural
hegemonic elite and of its supporting interestditoa.

Between 1997 and 2001, Stuttgart was the scenersftant but scattered and often
minor protest activities against the project depilg within this dual frame. The
experiences made by contentious forces on botle tleeels — the establishment of
an effective interface for debate and strategieradtion, and the employment of
institutional resources — however, proved to werg to the shift in protest and to the
formation of a true an unprecedented social movéragainst the project during
2000s.

Fourth phase: extended and decentralized mobibrati

Despite procedural successes and resulting claitegdimation, the project’s

prospects become increasingly problematic in thie [2990s-early 2000s in
connection with inter-institutional issues (notdgabecause of the self-deceiving
timeframes and financial conditions defined for iéslization, face to the need to
complete the framework of agreements on matterrarfisaction involved) and,

furthermore, with significant change in the natanel forms of civic protest.

In order to understand the reasons for this sthifgee aspects must be considered.
The first concerns the increasingly problematic somment of the city’s government
to co-financing agreements with long-term politicand administrative
consequences. After a crucialcavenant between the Bund and DB was signed
March 2001 - securing federal support to a prdjeetfinancial viability of which
appeared increasingly questionable —, in Decemi@®&1 2he City of Stuttgart
purchased from DB — for an amount of 459 millionrd&u which, according to
opponents, clearly exceeds any reasonable prdiijabi the areas on which it
committed itself to realising 17,000 new jobs ardO00 residential units, thus
significantly contributing to securing financing fine project.

The second aspect concerns the increasing symbsilidlity of the project and of its
consequences as its realization approached. Cansieg on the demolition of parts
of the listed station hall building — designed guPBonatz in the late 1920s — and
on the destruction of parts of the popular histpack space, the Schlossgarten, in
the city center, in particular, contributed to legtdiscussions and spreading civic
mistrust, and marked the last stages of approvahefproject, which was finally
reached in 2007.

The third aspect is, as previously mentioned, thegmessive expiration of
procedural-juridical resources for effective oppiosi and the exhaustion of related
strategies of contention by civic initiatives agsithe project.
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As a matter of fact, between 2005 — when Pemfestellungsbeschlusgas adopted
— and April 2006 — when the last pending lawsuigmiast Stuttgart 21 were
dismissed in favour of the project by the Land tooir justice, rendering the
Planfestellungsbeschludsgally binding — not only the last formal hurdlies the
project, but also the last factors for strategitraent to contention were removed,
and a new structure of opportunity for new dirediagonistic actions emerged.

This was further reinforced when, in the followiygars, the latest attempts at
adjudicating the right for popular expression wexeloited. A significant escalation
in readiness to public protest was reached withntlegilization in favor of a local
referendum on the project, which was backed by &6@1000 signatures, but again
dismissed by a majority of the Stuttgart city caumcDecember 2007. In July 2009,
also the Land court of justice — on grounds of ¢xéant contractual agreements
among the parties reached in 1995 and 2001 — eeéjegbpular requests for a
referendum on the project.

Meanwhile, the landscape of contentious practicgaingt the project was
significantly developing. Already during mobilizati for the referendum, random
demonstrations had been held demanding a stopetgihject, with an estimate
average of 5,000 participants. In July 2007, theious streams of opposition
expressed by actors, initiatives and groups inamodnd Stuttgart were bundled in
an umbrella organization calledktionsbindnis gegen S2The Aktionsbindnis
brought together most ‘historic’ protest groupsnalowith insurgent initiatives
developed along the way. Thktionsbindnisincluded local citizens’ associations
(Leben in Stuttgart e.V., SOS Stuttgart OkologiScizial), associations for ecologic
protection and heritage at state and local leB&IND, StiftungArchitekturforum
BW, Aktive ParkschitzerSchutzgemeinschaft-Filder e)Vpolitical parties of the
centre-left spectrum Grune, die Linke, SPD-Mitglieder gegen $2lnions'
representativesgewerkschafterinnen gegen Stuttgar},Zdnd specific issue-related
associations Rro Bahn e.\, Verkehrsclub Deutschlafhd The model was later
imitated by similar associations dealing with tegue in other regional contexts (e.qg.
Aktionsbindnis Heilbronner gegen S2The focus of mutual identification was
support for the concept known as K21, which hadndefy gained a key role as an
alternative to the official project after it wasepented in 2000 under the name
‘optimised terminal station’Kopfbahnhof and subsequently fine-tuned in terms of
both technical and financial terms. The conceptwstbon grounds of technical
performance and of its comparative cost-benefib rite futility of ‘megalomanic’
structural interventions, while still allowing fat5 ha, i.e. about three-quarters of
land-use gain through improvements on the railwagkis.

The Aktionsbindnisvas led by a coordination team of about twentyeas@ntatives,

which devised basic strategies concerning the teper of actions and the
communication and negotiation strategies to be tadopThe pattern of protest
initiatives however remained decentralized. It espnted, in this respect, a typical
example of a democratically decentralized moveni€atrow 1998: 129), i.e. of an
organizational setting drawing its strength fronpresenting a decentralized,
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segmented, and reticulated coalition of groups Whattowed for multifarious and
pluralist expressions of contention while providiag ‘master frame’ for mutual
identification and recognition.

The new constellation formed an important condifionthe development of a true
social movement in opposition to the project, asxitended not only the basis for
representation, but also opportunities for idecdifion with and participation in

contentious practices.

Under the umbrella of thAktionsbindnisthe movement soon promoted a broadly
accessible and appropriable repertoire of actiblust remarkable of all was the start
of the weeklyMontagsdemonstrati@n against the project held in front of the station
in Stuttgart’s city center. The career of Stuttgadontagsdemonstrationenstarted
almost spontaneously on October 26, 2009, with fiiasticipants — was to become as
remarkable as was the symbolic reference choser: ghblic Monday’s
demonstrations held by citizens of Leipzig, Dresdamd other cities in the
doomsdays of the German Democratic Republic in 188% public expression of a
withdrawal of trust and legitimation. The exterdecked by such statement of distress
towards politics and institutions by an increagyngload range of participants — held
for the one-hundredth time in November 2011 andnaid by a steadily rising
number of participants — was a powerful attractbistatewide media and public
attention for the Stuttgart 21 controversy. It alsmnstituted a new structure of
opportunity for broadening mobilization, in that l@id the conditions for the
emergence of a repertoire of forms of contentiordenaf peaceful direct actions
performed in public, like the weekly demonstratiotie tatzebaos and public ‘wall-
of-complaints’ postings, and other performance® lgit-ins, human chains, the
occupation of endangered trees, monuments and cppldices, as well as the
mobilization of creative and suggestive symbolglisas the recurrent Swiss national
flag waived during demonstrations: a symbol for hbaa referendum-based
democratic culture and for an integrated railwalymogk planning approach opposed
to the criticized DB planning philosophy).

Success by the Greens in June 2009 local electiarplacing for the first time the
Christian-Democrats as the largest party in citynmil — and the start of the
Montagsdemonstrationdater that year introduced a new public mobili@atphase,
further fuelled by the ongoing unveiling of conticns in the financial basis of the
project.

Under these changed social and political conditiangents around Stuttgart 21
rapidly precipitated. On February 2, 2010, thetfiree cuts marked the actual
beginning of construction works, which were readigpuntered by mass
demonstrations: on July 10, attendance reached@0(n August 25, under police
protection after demonstrators had occupied th& dmmolition of the north wing of

the old station terminal began. Two days latery @000 participants demonstrated
against the project forming a human chain arounce thtation. The
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Montagsdemonstrationegained a new salience and went on throughout the, ye
with participants constantly rising and reaching@$0,000 in late 2019.

Meanwhile, with politics at the federal, state aniy level becoming fully involved
with the issue — with the Greens as the partyHpalitwing of the project’'s
opposition, the Social Democrats in Stuttgart fynahccepting requests for a
referendum, and the federal and Land governmeiittiooa rejecting any claim for
political or legal revision — citizens’ protest emtled to the occupation of public
spaces in central Stuttgart. As a consequence afstirgent politicization — in view
of state election to be held in early 2011 — fagempts at mediation were initiated
on September 24, 2010, but failed. This phase ated in the dramatic events of
‘black Thursday’ when, on September 30, 2010, agthlattacks of armed police
forces on protesters during a demonstration agammstcutting of trees in the
Schlosspark left about four-hundred citizens huaimeong which 50 school children
— and one seriously injured. At this point in timeand with the determinant
contributions of these scenes of violence — Stuttgh had definitely become the
most mediatized event in recent history of Germalitips and society.

Fifth phase: mediatized re-politicization and medtnegotiation

Under the pressure of September 2010 events, ashel time threat of a significant
regime change after the 2011 Land government elegtithe main actors on both
opponents and supporters agreed in October 201fetoeed for an extraordinary
measure of mediation. Remarkably, this new phagseboeed a distinctive re-
politicization of Stuttgart 21 with a condition e@&dical uncertainty among the
involved actors. This historic conjuncture may epl the peculiar mutual
interdependence that led political actors to age@ea moratorium of regular
procedures and to initiate a mediated negotiatiggeement in order to deal with the
conflict. Under unprecedented nation-wide publiterstion and media coverage,
what was originally a ‘local’ issue became the soma for experimenting and
debating a new form of public scrutiny and delilti@raaround a major project — and
an occasion for renewal of democratic practices.

This is not the place for discussing details of thediated negotiation procedure
conducted in Stuttgart along eight sessions betvi@snber 22 and November 30,
known in Germany as th8chlichtung Stuttgart 21The features and outcomes of
this highly significant but contradictory experimeme worth an analysis of its own
(see: Gualini 2011a, 2011b). Here we highlight atsperucial for understanding the
impact theSchlichtunghad on the social movement against Stuttgart 21a Arucial

* As is usually the case, figures on attendancelefonstrations obviously differ according to
sources: e.g. a demonstration on October 4, rifgét dlack Thursday’ — as reported Ber Stern
(2012) — was attended by 54,000 according to tharozers and by 25,000 according to police. It is
also worth noting that the rise of public oppositfostered emulatory reaction like the organization
of counter-demonstrations in favor of the projbeicked by advocacy groups liéir sind Stuttgart
21 andFir Stuttgart 2] often tied to governing coalition parties.
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result, the parties agreed that a ‘stress-testsaasg the expected performance of the
project would decide about its prospects of retibpa This key provision from the
mediation, albeit agreed upon by all the partieéscluding DB — to be binding, was
marred by two contradictions, which soon provednmdjor political relevance.
Firstly, the solution was basically technical anthreover, it was technical in a non-
neutral way, being strongly framed as a techniest of the proposed solution — the
official Stuttgart 21 project — and by no meansvay of testing alternatives that may
express a different view on the problem to be ask#@. In this sense, even if
allegedly binding, the stress-test represented pemiog whatsoever to alternative
views on Stuttgart 21. Secondly, all possible stt@tegies following from the stress-
test were subject to the contractual bonds extardng the project partners. This
amountedde factoto a black-mailing factor for DB towards both tbend Baden-
Wirttemberg and the City of Stuttgart, as it imglisubstantial and politically
unbearable claims for financial compensation in iasyance — from the extension of
moratoria on construction works to the demise & pmoject — that contravened
scheduled realization. In addition — as turnedadtgr the mediation sessions and in
particular after conduct of the stress-test — gngrnhdependence and transparency in
conduct and dissemination of results of the assestsproved impossible under such
conditions, lending DB in many respects an unrealsi@wvantage position.

It is significant that, after a highly contesteggentation of the result of the stress-
test on July 29, 2011 (SMA 2011), allegedly coniitghthe DB’s expectations of
technical performance and thus giving way to thgjqut, its validity was broadly
contested by representatives of fidionsbindniswhile attempts by the mediator,
Heiner Geildler, to bring into play a new ‘integvati solution based on the K21
concept (SMA and Geil3ler 2011), was readily disedsss already negatively
assessed in thelanfeststellungsverfahrerParadoxically, at this point in time,
arguments about the project’s ‘legitimation by mdares’ seemed to have won it.

Sixth phase: mediation breakdown, institutionalifpeation — and demobilization?

It is impossible to understand the shift in theleyof contention following the
Schlichtungwithout emphasizing change in political conditiansroduced by the
2011 Land elections and how they transformed oppdst structures for
mobilization. As a matter of fact, the March 201dcdons had already exerted their
influence long before being held, favoring the &gtowillingness to enter a
procedure of mediated negotiation. Much more disvapvas however their effect
as they led to an historic change in governmeninteg- with the Green party
becoming the second largest fraction in the BadémtMmberg parliament behind
CDU and ahead of SPD, and ultimately leading touaprecedented Greens-SPD
governing coalition which made Winfried Kretschmahe new prime minister of
Baden-Wurttemberg and the first Green prime minisi€&serman history, and which
relegated the Christian-Demaocrats to oppositiortHerfirst time in 40 years.
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As a result, the Land government had become thigutisnal, but internally divided,
representative of a diverse constituency of prapggionents: on the one hand, it was
to be held accountable for its electoral promigas, & particular, for promoting a
state-wide referendum in case ®ehlichtungwould not effectively stop the project:
on the other hand, however, it was now also acemmtmanaging institutional
agreements concerning the project.

Of this complex double-bind, the Greens-led govegnicoalition of Baden-
Warttemberg was soon to experience the consequendesfirst place, after the
referendum — held on a state-wide level on Noven#ygr2011, after a complex
institutional procedure to make it possible — féite reach majority for the rejection
of the project.

Under these conditions, the movement had sinceriexped first instances of ‘de-
mobilization: remarkably persistent, but decliningarticipation to the
demonstrations in front of the station, as wellsasfar isolated, but significant
instances of polarization and radicalization. Oéajrpublic significance was, for
instance, not only overt denial of legitimation tbe referendum by several
opposition groups, including some of the key repnéatives of opponents, but also
the occasional outbrake of violence, originatedhgysplitting of strategies of groups
which had joined the Aktionsbindnis, but had deremgitimation to the mediated
negotiation process. As construction works at taga resumed on June 20, 2012,
the first violent clashes with police occurred -elgably due to the actions of a
splitting group, theParkschitzer— resulting in 15 arrests and in charges against
unknown for attempted manslaughter, within what been until then — and with the
exception of ‘black Thursday’ — a peaceful movement

4. Provisional conclusions: social mobilization, @tes of contention, and the
reflexive capacity of planning

It is obviously unwarranted to draw comparisonsrfriovo case-studies as diverse —
and still ongoing — as Stuttgart 21 and MediaSpi=xertheless, the focus we have
placed on the co-evolution of planning processes@mles of contention makes it

possible to recognize significant differences amédvance a few conclusions with

regard to our hypothesis.

In general terms, we can characterize the keyrdifilee between the two cases in the
following terms.

In the case of MediaSpree, the cycle of contentraoying from an essentially
antagonistic mobilization with strong political-mlegical tones, developed around
an opportunity structure which made it possibleestablish a ground for a broad
symbolic identification (the fusion of local andpsa-local urban policy issues
around MediaSpree as a ‘neoliberal’ symbol) as wslito develop elements of a
concrete alternative (an ‘other’ vision of urbanityr the area) which created
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opportunities for activating interest based claiffisis led to complex combination
of diffusion and differentiation of social mobilizan which, however, realized a
relative shift from ideologically based antagonisgawards more interest based
claims for recognition. Apparently, this was keythe development of an interface
with the statutory planning process and their acgord, ultimately, for the inclusion
of elements of the repertoire of contention inte $trategic response of actors.

The opportunity structure for social mobilizatiom the case of MediaSpree was
therefore increasingly shifting towards an altenatof the strategic-relational setting
of the project itself, and this — at least potdhtia introduced significant factors
affecting its evolution.

As of today, contestation and antagonistic actippear to have been playing a key
role in altering the relational framing of the prdj and, more significantly, in

possibly fostering reflexive strategic responseBeyl have generated significant
public attention and capacity of local mobilizatias well as opportunities for

redefining the role of public actors and for pdlyiaeframing their priorities. Far

from being settled, the controversy around Media8pappears to have at least
generated conditions for a significant reflexiveletion of the project.

Very much to the contrary, Stuttgart 21 seems timelate a paradigmatic example of
a planning process reinforcing an opportunity strec for enhanced ideological
radicalization of protest.

This is not to say, of course, that opposition tutt§art 21 was itself ‘ideological’ or
not grounded on concrete alternatives. It mearsayohowever, that the capacity to
develop alternatives within the strategic framewofkhe project — a role meant to
be played by arguments and proposals clusteringndrto the counter-project K21 —
was progressively marginalized by the early cloafréhe planning process to any
significant form of reflexivity with regard to theature of the insurgent contestation.
As a matter of fact, the modes of regulation ansktiglining embedded in the
statutory planning procedures — the legalizatiodis$ent and its dispersion through
singular compensation measures — in this case aidealize a dilution of protest,
but rather its reinforcement across highly divarderests and social groups. What
has therefore characterized Stuttgart 21 as a enapse of extensively cross-
sectional as well as intensively emotional sociabitization in opposition to a
public project is that it has become symbolic fo inresponsiveness of politics and
institutions and, for this reasons, increasinglijtigpal-ideological and antagonistic in
nature — despite its diffuse ‘bourgeois’ character.

Such a reading would contrast, of course, with onéerlining the ‘post-* or ‘anti-
political’ nature of Stuttgart 21 protest since, the contrary, it underlines the
political salience of a situation incapable of pdiwg for adequate arenas for dealing
with interest based claims. In this respect, tledlidgical and antagonistic nature of
social mobilization is probably attributable in dar part precisely to claims for
recognition by citizens feeling excluded and egjeghfrom public policy.
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This is not the place for a thorough analysis & teasons for this — which are in
large part recognizable in the institutional andgedural rationale of planning for
strategic development projects, in Germany as ¢legav What we want to point out
here is that, according to the features of the mplan process, social mobilization
around Stuttgart 21 gained momentum precisely imeotion to the emergence of
an opportunity structure that may appear surprisimgelation to the ‘concrete’
nature of the object of opposition: an opportursitsucture sustained by — but also
increasingly ‘stuck’ into — a complex frame domethtby symbolic and identity-
related recognition claims, with a distinctive auaaistic political-ideological
profile. This frame made it possible for a broadssrsection of local society to
identify and mobilize against the project, but resverse was the progressive
limitation and marginalization of opportunity sttumes for creative-integrative
influence. As a matter of fact, the attempt to digwemargins for integrative
solutions thorough a procedure of mediated negotigproduced almost farcical
results (Gualini 2011a, 2011b).

It is remarkable, in this respect, that even a @tathange in the relational setting
of local politics and institutions could not effeely alter the pattern of decision that
had clustered over time along the project, conatihg it as an un-reflexive — object
almost beyond the wish of the involved actorssibence only tragic that today —
after a generous, but highly belated, and ultinyateffective attempt at mediation,
marred by problematic framework conditions, as aslhafter a long sought-after but
ultimately failed referendum — the only possibleealatives (bot not unlikely) to

realization of the contested project appear toithereits financial-operational break-
down and abandonment, or a polarization and radatan of protest. At any rate,

Stuttgart 21 appears as of today as the ultimatanple of planning failure to

develop a capacity of strategic reflexivity andegnation vis-a-vis the dynamics of
social mobilization in a local context.
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