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RN

The priority given to “reconstruction of social ties”, “enbancing
of citizenship” and “promotion of participation” was not the
only possible way to face social problems. How conld this
particular  analysis  succeed, while  others  (pointing  at
transformation of the economic system, growing inequalities, or
persistent discrimination) have become impossible to conceive or

to listen? (Tissot 2007: 9)

Abstract

Our paper discusses Italian Participative Urban Regeneration Programs (PURPs) within the framework
of variegated neoliberalization (Brenner, Peck, Theodore 2010) and studies in governmentality
(Foucault 2004, Imrie e Raco 2000, Raco 2012, Ong 2000). In particular we will focus on the role and
main features of Facilitation Companies (FCs) working within PURPs to facilitate citizens’ participation
and to bring together the different points of view and interests expressed by national and/or local
governments, civil society, individual citizens. We analyzed: 1) interviews made to two FCs’ managers
2) two FCs’ website contents through Critical Discourse Analysis (Van Dijk 1997). Thus we expose the
first results of an explorative work aiming to study Facilitation Companies as a governmental
technology in the context of global neoliberalization processes. In doing so, we refer to two different
approaches in social science: 1) studies in governmentality (Foucault 2004, Rose, 1996), focusing on the
role that FCs assume within the new urban governance (in particular related to Social Policies); 2) a mix
of sociology of professions and public policy analysis (Nonjon 20006), focusing on the interaction
between the “participative” job sector and the “participative turn” in urban policies. We claim for the
possible impact of this analysis on the overall understanding of premises and results of Italian
Participative Urban Regeneration Programs.

Participative Urban Regeneration Programs have actually mobilized a considerable amount of (mostly

public) economic resources, workers and professional sectors: from international, national and local



representatives to their respective administrative officers, from architects to academics coming from
very different disciplines, from consulting agents to social workers and construction companies. A great
amount of academic and non-academic literature has been produced to affirm the importance of the
“participative turn” contributing to the emergence and the structuring of a new political, social,
economic and cultural paradigm: participatory urban policy. To prove the pervasive and hegemonic
character of this new paradigm it is enough to answer the following question: who can, indeed, study,
project or decide about the contemporary city without any reference to the concepts of governance,
participation, regeneration, integration of policies? Arguably: nobody.

In this short introduction we point to some major critical aspects that we find both in the Italian field
of Participatory Urban Regeneration Programs and in that of its analysis.

Firstly we recall the structural weakness of participative urban regeneration policies in Italy — with
regards to economic, cultural and organizational/institutional investments — compared to other
European experiences such as the French and the British ones (Allulli 2010, D'Albergo 2009, see par.6
for a deeper discussion on the point). While it seems that this weakness has until now discouraged a
deep critical analysis of PURPs experience, we claim the importance of such an analysis to better
understand and practice what an “innovative urban policy” could be. We find this lack particularly
noteworthy considering that — albeit its above mentioned weakness — it has been among the most
innovative ones in the field of Italian public policies. A critical analysis of the conditions of emergence
and affirmation of the paradigm and a realistic evaluation of its results are just beginning (see, for
different approaches: Pasqui 2010, Bifulco 2010, Moini 2012, Colombo e Gargiulo 2012) and haven’t
yet balanced the widespread rhetoric character of the Italian participative discourse. In our experience
in the fields of social research, social work, architecture and grassroots urban movements, we
frequently listened to academics and politicians talking about participation. Quite often, as the dialogue
became more confidential, we heard them say that “nobody actually knows what participation is really
about”, that “any policy now is supposed to be at least a bit participative, so you can find the P-word
anywhere, even in actually non-participative policies”, or that “you can never say no to a Round Table,
even if decisions are already taken”.

In order to overcome these critical aspects, we point in two directions that we consider promising,
albeit until now very little explored:

1) put the participative turn in perspective, exploring the relationship between the paradigm of
Participative Urban Regeneration and the neoliberal one, which a) flourished in the same decades, b)
was promoted at the international level by the same actors, and c¢) made “the urban” the center of its
mostly financial accumulation regime. Far from asserting some mechanic coincidence between the two,
we suggest that a lot of work has to be done to analyze and discuss their complex relation. In doing so

we refer to “variegated neoliberalization” theory (Brenner, Peck, Theodore 2010);



2) looking at this paradigm through the lens of studies in governmentality, considering neoliberalism as
a mobile technology (Ong 20006). We therefore claim the importance of identifying and analyzing the
whole set of public and private actors involved in participatory urban regeneration policies and analyze
each of them as well as their interaction. This analysis should take into account the social features, the
rhetoric and the moving institutional and political frame with which each actor have to deal.

The paper is structured as follows: first of all we introduce our theoretical references (par. 2-3); then we
define Facilitation Companies and explore their role in relation with the concept of governmentality
(par. 4). In par. 5 we briefly explore the methodological tools used for the empirical analysis. Paragraph
6 and 7 introduce the case studies and paragraph 8 exposes our analysis. Finally, in par. 9 we draw

some partial conclusions.

Essential bibliography:

Allulli, M., 2010. Le politiche nurbane in Italia, Roma, Cittalia (www.cittalia.it)

Auser 2013. VT Rapporto sul Enti Locali e Terzo Settore, Roma

Belligni, S., Ravazzi, S., 2013. La politica ¢ la citta. Classe dirigente ¢ Regime Urbano a Torino, Bologna, 11
Mulino

Bifulco, L., 2010. Strumenti per la programmazione negoiale. 1 Piani di Zona e i Contratti di Qnartiere, in Rivista
Italiana di Politiche Pubbliche, 2, pp. 31-57

Bobbio, L., 2000, Produzione di politiche a mezo di contratti nella pubblica amministrazgione italiana, in Stato e
Mercato, 58, pp.111-141

Brenner, N. 2004. New State Spaces. New York, Oxford University Press

Brenner, N., Peck, J., Theodore, N., 2010. VVariegated neoliberalization, Geographies, modalities, pathaways, in
Global Networks, 10, 2, 182-222

Caffa, ., 2003. Quale progetto per i nostri quartieri, in Territorio, 24, pp. 61-63

Colombo, D., 2012. Stato sociale e neoliberismo, Napoli: Scriptaweb.

Colombo, D., Gargiulo, E., 2012. Partecipazione e privatizzazione nella programmazione sociale a livello locale. 1
discorsi dei documenti programmatori di alcune grandi citta italiane, Roma, XXVI Convegno Annuale SISP
Dente, B., Bobbio, L., Spada, A. 2005. Government or Governance of urban innovation? A tale of two cities, in
disP 162, 3, pp. 41-52

Donolo, C., 2000. I/ futuro delle politiche pubbliche, Milano, Bruno Mondadori

Donzelot, J. , 2000. Refonder la cobésion sociale, in Esprit, 330(12), pp. 5-23

Foucault, M., 2004. Naissance de la biopolitigne: Cours au College de France, 1978—1979, Paris,
Seuil/Gallimard, 2004

Fuller, C. and Geddes, M., 2008. Urban Governance Under Neoliberalism: New Labour and the Restructuring of
State-Space, in Antipode, 40 (2), pp. 252-282



Harvey, D., 1989. From Mangerialism to Entreprenenrialism: the transformation in Urban Govenance in Late
Capitalism, in Geografiska Annaler, Series B, Human Geography, Vol 71, No. 1, pp. 3-17

Keating, M., 1998. Thirty years of territorial polites in West Enrogpean Politics, 31, 1-2, pp. 60-81

Imrie, R. and Raco, M., 2000. Governmentality and Rights and Responsibilities in Urban Policy. In Environment
and Planning A, 32, pp. 2187-2204

Kazepov, Y. 2009, La dimensione territoriale delle politiche sociali in Italia, Roma, Carocci

Lazzarato, M. 2012, I/ governo delle disegnaglianze, Verona, Ombre Corte

Madama, 1. 2010, Le politiche di assistenza sociale, Bologna, 11 Mulino

Miller, P., Rose, N. 1990. Governing economic life in Economy and Society, 19:1, pp. 1-31

Moini, G., 2012. Teoria critica della partecipazione. Un approccio sociologico. Milano, Franco Angeli



