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1. Introduction: Justice in the City  

Once regarded as the physical embodiment of modernizing postwar democracies, the declining urban 

centers of Western cities since the late 1950s began manifesting a burgeoning gap between the ideal 

and reality of functionalist urban planning (Wakeman, 2014). On both sides of the Atlantic, the increas-

ing partnership between global property developers and bureaucratic public institutions resulted in the 

standardization of planning design and practice in postwar transnational urbanism (Klemek, 2011). 

Taken out of their original contexts, this global circulation of converging planning concepts and under-

lying socioeconomic objectives reinforced a myriad of new urban problems, such as diffusion of activ-

ities and functions to suburban locations, and market-oriented downtown revitalization (Gregg, 2019). 

In reaction to growth-oriented (sub)urban expansion (Goodman, 1972) on the one hand, and corporatist 

policy-making of non-representative public institutions (Clavel, 1986), on the other, the beginning of 

the 1960s, in turn, witnessed an emergence of grassroots mobilization and scientific debates, calling for 

human-centered urban development against private consumption and social isolation in the modern city 

(Mitscherlich, 1965). Concerned with the aesthetic and functional uniformity that obscures the internal 

differences within cities, architects and planners in this period stressed the urgency to create the con-

nective matrix of small-scale built environments. At this turn in urban politics, they advocated stimu-

lating an emotional connection of citizens with the general image of the city (Lynch, 1960), and pro-

moting social cohesion by mixture of interactions and uses among strangers in the city ‘that give(s) 

each other constant mutual support, both economically and socially’ (Jacobs, 1961: 14).  

While such celebration of close-grained ‘difference’ and ‘smallness’ still resonates with con-

temporary planning practice and urban design (see, for example, UN-Habitat, 2018), the idealization of 

diversity and its real-life application in this progressive movement simultaneously attracted criticisms 

for ignoring the contribution of existing social conditions to the city’s vitality or dullness (Gans, 1962). 

Indeed, the latent determinism that conflates multiple domains of urban diversity into a physical ab-

straction not only fails to reflect upon different social needs and wants in the real world, but also pre-

supposes its ‘nostalgic appeal to “community” as a panacea for our social and economic as well as our 

urban ills’ (Harvey, 1997: 2). Marxist and Poststructuralist scholars1 who criticized this idealistic un-

dertone in communitarianism questioned the intrinsic power relations regarding justice and injustice, in 

particular uneven distribution of economic resources (see Harvey, 2009), and lacking recognition of 

intersecting group differences (see Sandercock, 1998). Contrary to the communitarian bias that overes-

timates certain spatial forms to create a good city life, such (deliberative) democratic theorists, in re-

sponse, emphasized the procedural inequalities within corporate and state bureaucracies that reproduce 

                                                      
1 Both strands of debate focused on unequal social relations between group differences as the source of injustice. 

However, the latter was concerned not only with class-based domination in the context of capitalism, but also 

with social disrespect for multiple identities in the era of postmodernism. 
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the domination and oppression of marginalized voices in public decision-making2. By focusing on com-

munication and deliberation, scholars in this tradition advocated just processes in achieving the affir-

mation of group differences, such as ethnicity, gender, and race, calling for the restructuring of public 

participation that is more open and local (see Young, 1990). Arising from this viewpoint, some have 

further built on Lefebvre’s (1996) notion of the ‘right to the city’, envisioning full development of 

human and spatial capabilities against unjust social and economic processes (see Commons Planning 

in Marcuse, 2009; and Spatial Justice in Soja, 2010). 

Against this call for wider inclusion of difference in the social and political process, however, 

others have cast doubt on deeper democracy as the normative standards for just politics, giving priority 

to substantive outcomes – rather than communicative processes – that result from the real-world effects 

of public institutions and policies. In the planning literature, the primary concern over the communica-

tive shift toward a deliberative approach has been the conceptualization of ‘justice as something per-

formed in action rather than something that can be outlined in theory’ (Fincher and Iveson, 2012: 234). 

Those in this stream of work perceived that communicative planning theorists assume injustice to 

emerge from an inadequate recognition of diverse voices in the planning process itself, rather than a 

concrete outcome of its actual implementation located in a specific institutional, political, and social 

reality. Criticisms against effective communication as a parameter of justice confront the fallacy of 

localism, which may limit deliberation to exclusive social groups and, thus, produce outcomes biased 

toward certain interests (see Campbell, 2006). In this light, the opponents of the communicative model 

questioned, as to exactly which public institutions and policies can generate better processes based on 

distributive norms of justice and, as a result, which distributive effects for which social groups in the 

redistributive outcome (see Fainstein, 2005).  

This conceptual difference of seeing justice (as a matter of outcome, rather than process) holds 

great importance for not only identifying the root cause of the injustice in question, but also making 

explicit normative reflections on existing institutions and policies, ‘relat(ing) to actual cases or experi-

ences “on the ground”’ (Olson and Sayer, 2009: 189). Such a stance sees justice and injustice as a real-

world institutional outcome that emanates from the particular governance norms and practices under 

scrutiny that not only maldistribute resource or misrecognize difference, but ultimately misframe – thus 

misrepresent – ‘who counts as a bona fide subject of justice’ (Fraser, 2009: 5). Accordingly, the kind 

of planning that truly empowers misrepresented differences is seen to require the kind of policy that 

ensures equitable representation in the provision of public goods and services, not the one that simply 

strives for greater openness in democratic decision-making (Fung, 2006). Despite growing inclusion of 

                                                      
2 Deliberative democratic theory prioritizes the constitutional principles of basic liberty and opportunity of all as 

the foundation of justice in policy-making. This contrasts with the liberal conceptualization of justice as utilitarian 

morality of decision-makers serving the great majority. For more, see Gutmann and Thompson (1996). 
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civil society in new modes of governance, in fact, there is considerable empirical evidence that open 

communication and empowerment in public decision-making are not only insufficient to generate sub-

stantive policy effects in the outcome, but also subject to self-selection biases among resource-rich 

participants, which may further marginalize the disadvantaged in the process (see Warren, 2009). There-

fore, this strand of debate has argued that the pursuit of justice in an ever-diversifying urban life relates 

to providing a tailored attention to those who benefit relatively less from existing policy system of 

resource distribution and status recognition, rather than an equal treatment of group differences in the 

process of deliberation (see Fainstein, 2010).  

This dissertation builds on this ongoing debate on different conceptions of urban justice, in the 

context of increasing incorporation of the city’s diversifying populations into the local planning process. 

Reflecting on existing literature on citizen participation, social interaction, and urban governance across 

different academic disciplines, it aims to provide a systematic reflection on the role of urban institutions, 

of which cognitive, normative, and regulative effects prescribe social actors with structured contexts, 

as well as constraints, for their social behavior in everyday life (North, 1990; Scott, 1995). Specifically, 

it introduces the case of Vienna’s participatory urban renewal model (Soft Urban Renewal) to study 

both the place-specific opportunities and constraints of citizen participation in a complex governance 

process, of which social and political outcomes mirror the distinctive level of political capacity, finan-

cial resources, and structural conditions that surround the institutions and policies in question. 

Concerned with practical goals and empirical outcomes of growing citizen-state interaction, it 

takes inspiration from those in advocacy of equitable outcome over deliberative process. However, it 

sees that the extent and scope of its outreach rest not on the static arrangements of public institutions 

and government programs alone, but ultimately on the long-term legacies of political compromises and 

power struggles among governance actors that influence their unique trajectories of development. This 

analytical viewpoint confronts urban (in)justice as an institutional outcome that results from the specific 

political dynamics between competing discourses, ideologies, and practices with unequal implications 

for resource allocation (see Mahoney and Thelen, 2010).  

The approach here is to consider the key issues of urban justice within the concrete historical 

process of urban development using Vienna as a case in point. In fact, Vienna and its progressive redis-

tributive policies have gained considerable attention not only in the social sciences, but also in media 

and politics, inspiring activists and politicians across different cities to import its core ideas and prac-

tices. In the planning literature, some cite its housing, zoning and development policies as a model 

example of good planning. Yet, only a few has evoked the distinctive contexts and properties of its 

institutions and policies, obscuring the historical origins, change processes, and power asymmetries 

embedded in the organizational structure of the city’s overarching planning system. 



 

4 

 

In these reflections, the thesis discussion and the enclosed publications address the following 

research question: How have the historical power struggles among governance actors in external crises 

opened up a space for participatory governance in Vienna over time, and, in doing so, have shaped the 

specific capacities, constraints, and outcomes of citizen participation in the local planning process? This 

question concurs with the call to ‘develop robust understandings of why city planning systems…devel-

oped the way they did, and what impacts of planning have been in difference cities’ (Sorensen, 2015: 

31). Its primary objective is to unpack the concrete historical change processes of the city’s renewal 

institutions and policies, and identify their change-permitting – or –limiting – properties that mediate 

the place-specific consequences of structural shifts in their own ways and, as a result, emanate an urban 

outcome that is truly unique to the case of Vienna. 

The overall thesis discussion is structured as follows: First, it highlights the different analytical 

dimensions that surround the two major themes in this dissertation: a) the democratic values of growing 

citizen-state interaction in urban planning; and b) the social implications of participatory governance 

for everyday interaction in the city’s diverse places. Indeed, different strands of literature on urban 

governance have offered several ways to capture the origin, process, and outcome of new governance 

modes in planning, each of which – despite own shortcomings – has made significant contributions to 

real-world planning practices. Similarly, the increasing normalization of urban diversity as an everyday 

reality set off intense discussions across different disciplines of urban studies. Since then, each has 

located the source of conflict and division in different social and political contexts and, thus, called for 

different types of public intervention to address inequalities at the everyday and policy level. The aim 

of this chapter is to streamline the conflicting – and sometimes overlapping – concerns, arguments, and 

calls for intervention in the current state of debate on both thematic issues. 

Second, it addresses the need for research, including remaining gaps and questions, in existing 

scholarship on participatory governance in general, and the case of Vienna in particular. In short, extant 

research has largely focused on the negative interaction between the city’s top-down policy-making 

style and the growing push toward bottom-up innovation, concentrating decisional power to state actors, 

and, thus, inhibiting meaningful inclusion of civil society in the governance process. While this ten-

dency has led to a call for open communication and deliberation that empower non-institutional actors 

to directly influence policy-making, such a static approach to complex, long-term relationships among 

urban institutions and governance actors presents several analytical shortcomings. Likewise, the con-

ception of diversity and the resultant everyday sociality as a product of the neo-liberal governance of 

migration and integration has been less useful in understanding the specific capabilities of state actors 

and civil society within existing governance arrangements, obscuring more fundamental issues that sur-

round policy-making in the real world. These remaining gaps and questions in existing literature serve 

as the point of departure in this dissertation, providing the basis for the empirical reflections on the 
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structural challenges, response capacities and social impacts of Vienna’s renewal institutions and poli-

cies.  

Third, the methodological framework is presented, which outlines the mix of research methods 

that was deployed to empirically reflect on the long-term process and outcome of the two Soft Urban 

Renewal cases (Brunnenviertel/Sonnwendviertel) examined in this dissertation. This is followed by a 

short overview of the enclosed publications (3 published book chapters and 2 submitted manuscripts), 

each functioning as a section in Chapter 6. Finally, the concluding chapter returns to the main research 

question, reviewing the major research findings of each publication, and placing the core argument of 

the overall dissertation within the current debate on justice in the city.   

Taken together, the thesis discussion and the enclosed publications explore the contested issues 

of making participatory governance more just and diverse. As citizen participation and urban diversity 

became popular buzzwords in urban politics and social activism, both top-down and bottom-up push 

toward greater democracy and multiculturalism has made contemporary policy-making indeed more 

open and diverse than it has ever been before. Contrary to popular expectations of citizen participation 

and multiculturalism, however, their disconnections from the reality of both policy-making and every-

day life are compounded by various types of intervening contextual factors, such as institutional incen-

tives and constraints, existing intra-urban inequalities, and specific historical patterns of economic and 

urban development, among many others. In fact, new patterns of inequality and division have emerged 

in cities not only due to exacerbating structural and institutional conditions, but also as a direct result 

of such governmental actions (Fainstein, 2010: 35). Perceiving these issues as context-bound outcomes 

born out of the specific local setting in question, the additional purpose of this dissertation is to prompt 

discussion on the unique properties of the institutions and policies in cities, influencing their differen-

tiated abilities to innovate and cope with the increasing pressure for change. This dynamic approach to 

the local context and process of institutional development is aimed at informing both research and prac-

tice in the wake of globally circulating ‘best practices’, of which tendency to blur their historical situ-

atedness may render converging policies ineffective – if not negative – at a particular urban scale. Some 

value-added of this standpoint is discussed in the concluding chapter, contributing to the opportunities 

for future research directions in comparative urban studies. 

2. Theoretical Debates 

2.1. Diversity and Participation in Urban Governance 

Research on the nature of political participation and civic engagement in the urban context abounds3. 

Following post-Fordist state rescaling, urban scholars employed different theoretical lenses to delineate 

                                                      
3 There is a rich literature on mass political participation that builds on several theoretical orientations, spanning 

over the last few decades. These include: Socioeconomic Status Model (e.g., Verba et al., 1993); Rational Choice 
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the changing relationship between state and civil society of the Keynesian managerial state. One of the 

earliest discussions on this structural transformation stemmed from Regulation Theory, which stressed 

the macro-economic roots and implications behind the converging entrepreneurial governance trend in 

a zero-sum inter-urban competition (Harvey, 1989). In this light, critical geographers argued that the 

restructuring of Fordist regulatory forms and the resultant breakdown of state responsibility to lower 

levels or private actors reterritorialized the institutional space of flexible accumulation below the nation-

state (Swyngedouw, 1989). Scholars in this line of argument saw emerging market-like forms of gov-

ernance to have not only rolled-back existing regulatory frameworks for economic competitiveness, but 

also rolled-out new state intervention mechanisms, feeding back into new subjects and spaces of supply-

side policies at the urban level (Jessop, 2002). They perceived growing state-local partnership models, 

especially since the 1990s, to embody the simultaneous maturation of neoliberal policy regimes, which 

began incorporating the progressive critiques on bureaucratic Keynesianism and, thus, transforming 

community-driven mechanisms into new governing techniques for a competitive edge (Mayer, 2013).  

In ‘(the) shift from “government” to “governance”’ (Swyngedouw, 2005: 1993), this tradition 

of geographical scholarship considered that the roll-out of new instruments and tools for urban compet-

itiveness placed the city scale within the hierarchies of the global economy (Brenner, 2004), and out-

sourced diverse state functions and responsibilities to citizens and communities in the name of self-

management or self-organization (Taylor, 2007). Drawing on Foucault’s (1991) notion of governmen-

tality, it interpreted the emergence of new – yet weak – participatory forms and deliberative processes 

as the tools and instruments of the neoliberal governing rationality, using consensus formation to sup-

press political dissent and retain social legitimacy (Swyngedouw, 2009). Concerned with such neolib-

eral strategies that deregulate the market, on the one hand, and reregulate civil society, on the other, the 

Regulation Theory literature, therefore, viewed democratic deficits in new local partnerships conse-

quently to erode meaningful inclusion of civil society in state decision by limiting participatory channels 

to exclusive social networks, who lack democratic accountability (Purcell, 2009). 

Notwithstanding its scientific and social contributions challenging the dominant power struc-

tures (Harvey, 2006; Kesby, 2007), Regulation Theory has since faced a multitude of criticisms. While 

critical geographers, e.g. Peck and Tickell (2006) and Brenner et al. (2010), recognized context-sensi-

tive local conditions that contribute to variegated outcomes of neoliberalization, its claim on the hege-

monic neoliberal order at the global scale met with sustained criticism for universalizing the primary 

source of (urban) policy change (see Venugopal, 2015). In response, scholars across different disci-

plines within urban studies raised questions about the theory’s overemphasis on economic rationality 

                                                      
Theory (e.g., Aldrich, 1993); Social Capital Theory (e.g., Putnam, 1993); and Institutional Theory (e.g., Rothstein, 

1998). For the purpose of this thesis, the following section deals with the debate regarding citizen-state interaction 

in contemporary urban governance. 
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(Moulaert et al., 2007); conceptual stretching of neoliberalism (Storper, 2016); neglecting the resilience 

of existing institutional and political structures at the local level (Le Galès, 2016) and the role of insti-

tutionalized behaviors of state actors in the variegation process (González et al., 2018).  

Some planning theorists, inspired by the sociological variant of New Institutionalism4, stressed 

the transformative effects of place-based rules, norms and practices, reinforcing specific interactions 

between key participants in governance activities, ‘which shape the interests actors have, their concep-

tions of their strategies and their repertories of action’ (Coaffee and Healey, 2003: 1982). They laid 

emphasis on the generative power of governance actors and networks vis-à-vis its specific spatial and 

temporal context, being able – or unable – to frame new discourses and practices that challenge main-

stream politics (González and Healey, 2005). This strand of debate, therefore, argued that the trans-

formative potential of collective actions that can challenge the established planning culture much de-

pend on the diffusion of innovative concepts and practices to higher governance levels, necessitating 

legitimization by the society at large and institutionalization into routine governing policies (Healey, 

2006, 2012). Against the dominant governance culture, featuring centralist top-down knowledge trans-

fer and resource allocation and – as a result – inhibiting true community empowerment, this process-

oriented perspective advocated collaborative practices (Healey, 1998); consensus-building (Innes and 

Booher, 1999); and networked communities (Booher and Innes, 2002) for building the institutional ca-

pacity of grassroots activities. Inspired by Habermas’s (1984) theory of rationality based on consensual 

social coordination generating emancipatory knowledge, this communicative call was ‘grounded in a 

discursive understanding of knowledge…(and) anchored to a much deeper focus on discourse and de-

liberation’ (Fischer, 2009: 57).  

In contrast, other planning theorists in different schools of thought5 contended that the theory’s 

naïve trust in the power of open communication disregards existing socioeconomic problems and on-

the-ground institutional constraints, which might work against achieving communicative goals in real-

world situations (cf. Innes and Booher, 2015; see also Sager, 2009). In critique of undue assumptions 

about deliberative processes producing just planning outcomes, those, who were concerned with the 

practical application of democratic theory in non-ideal contexts, focused on the actual contents, designs, 

and outputs of the institutions and policies at issue, reflecting their respective context-sensitivity (Camp-

bell and Marshall, 2006). Planning theorists in this line of debate argued that adequate redistribution of 

                                                      
4 Rational Choice Institutionalism also made important contributions to planning theory, arguing that self-inter-

ested rational actors adjust institutional designs in order to reduce transaction costs in a complex interorganiza-

tional system – hence, coordinative planning between public and private sectors (see Alexander, 2007). Its main 

tenets, however, remain susceptible to criticism for abstracting institutions to aggregations of incentives and func-

tions, on the one hand, and reducing historical and sociological sensitivity, on the other (see Hay and Wincott, 

1998; Thelen, 1999).   
5 These include: Mouffe’s Agonistic Theory (McGuirk, 2001); Foucauldian Discourse Analysis (Fischler, 2000); 

political economy (Fainstein, 2000); and also Critical Social Theory itself (Huxley, 2000). 
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power to civil society requires normative judgements on existing decision-making system and its dis-

tributional consequences, evaluating the actual outcomes of public participation for the misrepresented 

and misrecognized in mainstream politics. Contrary to the conception of participatory justice based on 

the universal conditions of ideal speech or constitutional rights of basic opportunity, they focused on 

explicit governing principles to define urban justice, e.g. democracy; diversity; and equity6 (Fainstein, 

2010; see also Fincher and Iveson, 2008). By applying such normative criteria, they prioritized meas-

uring the relative extent of representation, recognition, and redistribution in existing public institutions 

and policies, and, thus, asking ‘who benefits and who accesses what outputs each group in the popula-

tion receives’ (59).  

Similarly, a growing body of literature on collaborative and participatory governance has also 

challenged the conception of horizontal and networked communication as a normative must on which 

urban justice is built (see Healey, 2012), or grassroots social movements as the principal force of social 

change (see Mayer, 2009). In response to proliferating new forms of local citizen-state interaction, there 

has been an increasing concern over not only tokenism in citizen participation legitimizing the vested 

interests of powerful policy actors, but also inequitable outcomes of community-based initiatives. De-

spite having emerged as a response to democratic deficits in electoral representation, self-selecting 

mechanisms in the bottom-up participatory approach often reinforced existing inequalities in the small-

scale planning process (e.g. Chiodelli and Baglione, 2014), and became a vehicle for promoting the 

‘most intense interests and loudest voices’ (Warren, 2008: 56). Without necessarily ruling out the po-

tential of the top-down approach to decision-making, the urban governance literature advocated the 

mutually reinforcing effects of collaboration between citizen and government capabilities (van 

Meerkerk, 2019), combining both institutional and social innovation (Eizaguirre et al., 2012), and 

achieving more affirmative public-community relationships as well as its effectiveness in action (Stout 

and Love, 2017). Therefore, this area of scholarship has increasingly shed light on the organizational 

settings and qualities of diverse participatory mechanisms that generate differentiated pathways and 

outcomes of citizen participation in public decision-making and its actual implementation (see Hen-

driks, 2014).  

 This organizational aspect of collaborative governance forms is gaining more relevance for 

designing equitable citizen participation in today’s networked policy-making. While similar participa-

tory instruments and tools travel between neighborhoods and cities in contemporary urban governance 

(e.g. Ganuza and Baiocchi, 2012), in fact, there is increasing evidence of ambiguities behind their di-

verging logics, according to which their respective aims, objectives, and target groups significantly 

differ in the local planning process (Bartocci et al., 2019).  Concerned with diverging experiences and 

                                                      
6 For its empirical application in other thematic areas of urban studies, see Connolly (2019); Dlabac et al. (2020); 

Steele et al. (2012).  
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outcomes that characterize the local governance contexts, those in this stream of work employed nor-

mative frameworks for evaluating the diverse possibilities of participatory institutions and their designs 

(e.g. Fung, 2006; Hendriks, 2014; Rowe and Frewer, 2004; Stout and Love, 2017). Expanding on – the 

limitations7 of – Arnstein’s (1969) influential ‘ladder of citizen participation’, Fung (2006, 2015), for 

example, framed a three-dimensional institutional design space, measuring  the particular potential and 

limits of participatory mechanisms in relation to ‘who’ (participants), ‘how’ (communication/decision-

making) and ‘what’ (authority/power) (see Figure 2.1.1). Here, justice-enhancing reforms, e.g. partici-

patory budgeting, diminish political inequality by expanding the ‘who’ and ‘what’ dimensions of the 

institutional design space, advancing the needs of those who are ill-served by a given institution or 

public policy from dealing with a particular urban problem (Fung, 2006: 72). Accordingly, they may 

require a substantive political objective and structural incentives that redistribute power and resource 

to a specific target group and area, of which ‘how’ dimension, as a result, diverge from other participa-

tory mechanisms promoting effectiveness, e.g. administrative decentralization, or legitimacy, e.g. public 

meetings and hearings. Although advocating checks and balances against malfunctioning institutions, 

such a justice-oriented approach to citizen participation does not rule out the redistributive potential of 

                                                      
7 According to Arnstein’s typology, the outcomes of participatory formats vary depending on the degree of deci-

sional power delegated to community groups (community control). While her theory has since been advanced by 

many (see Ianniello et al., 2019; Weymouth and Hartz-Karp, 2019), the question still stands among scholars, as 

to whether empowerment of autonomous citizens necessarily generate better outcomes for ‘society’s have-nots’ 

than insulated decision-making by professionals (see Fainstein and Lubinsky, 2021). Additionally, it remains yet 

doubtful, just how much full citizen control in the planning process is achievable or even desirable for public 

actors or citizens themselves (e.g. Bailey et al., 2011). 

Figure 2.1.1 Three-Dimensional Space of Participatory Design Choices 

Source: Own Elaboration after Fung’s (2006) Institutional Design Space 
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local state intervention. Instead, it stresses the importance of sustained mediation and interaction with 

all those involved in a complex governance process, rooted in the rules and criteria set by institutional-

ized organs of participation, which not only negate the uneven concentration of decisional power, but 

also ensure proper redistribution of resources to substantiate participatory outcomes (e.g. Sousa Santos, 

1998). In this respect, the incorporation of marginalized voices that truly advances social justice – rather 

than the interests of self-serving communities – is an institutional outcome. It results from active public 

engagement that not only recognizes multiple social identities in the process, but also attends to the 

promotion of equitable economic, political, and social opportunities for the least advantaged in the out-

come (see Conscience of Planning in Banerjee, 2007; Capabilities Approach in Fainstein, 2010; and 

Equity Planning in Krumholz and Hexter, 2018). 

2.2. Diversity and Social Interaction in Everyday Life 

Following the ‘proliferation and mutually conditioning effects of additional variables’ (Vertovec, 2007: 

1025), the ‘diversity-turn’ in the social sciences and policy discourse provided scholars with a new 

analytical lens for understanding urban complexity beyond the ethnicity-based research focus in prior 

scholarship (Berg and Sigona, 2013). Concerned with the new demographic reality of globalizing cities, 

geographers and sociologists in this line of work have explored the normalcy of increasing diversifica-

tion in everyday life and its translation into more ambiguous attitudes toward ‘others’ than the ordinary 

celebration of contemporary multiculturalism (see Neal et al., 2017). This ‘broadly intersectional ap-

proach8’ (Hall, 2017: 1565) sought to move away from the fixation of imagined group ideals in main-

stream politics to the concept of multiculture, where the perceived differences between individuals and 

communities have an unremarkable presence in their everyday instantiation. Reflecting on the 

Goffman’s (1963) rules of social interaction, according to which individuals appropriate social behav-

iors in the presence of ‘others’, these studies shed light on quotidian coexistence of the city’s diverse 

populations in public spaces, where group differences are unworthy of an eye reflection in the mundane 

reality of urban heterogeneity (see Civil Inattention in Jones et al., 2015; Neal et al., 2016; Radice, 

2016; and Wise and Velayutham, 2014).  

In this argument, everyday practice of living-with-difference characterizes the place-based eth-

ics of public civility, whereby individuals remain indifferent to each other in their (in)voluntary inter-

actions in short-lived encounters, as their temporal membership to semi-public spaces facilitates con-

viviality and receptivity. Such interactions embody everyday urbanism that requires no particular sense 

of multicultural communitarianism, but rather habituation of group differences rooted in their banality 

within ‘local micropublics’ (Amin, 2002). Here, ‘civilities of indifference to difference’ emerge from 

                                                      
8 Contrary to the criticism raised by feminist theorists (see Ahmed, 2008), the proponents of super-diversity see 

their conceptualization of emerging new social categories to elevate the limitations in the intersectional approach, 

which exclusively focuses on class, gender, and race (Meissner and Vertovec, 2015).   
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the ‘free, but fair play, plural but safe flow’ (Amin, 2012: 71) physical subset of the daily urban life, 

where ‘creative and intuitive…ordinary people’ learn to act civil (Gilroy, 2006). In such ‘parochial 

realm’, cultural, ethnic, racial, or religious differences are acknowledged, but avoided, and often talked 

about, but without necessarily being sanctioned (Wessendorf, 2014: 393).  

Given that such exchange mostly occurs in the city’s shared spaces, many focused on the pro-

saic nature of locally-built contact environment, such as café (Laurier and Philo, 2006), leisure space 

(Jackson, 2018), street (Hall, 2015), and park (Rishbeth and Rogaly, 2018), where thin forms of micro-

sociality encourage strangers to step outside their cultural comfort zones. Unlike the criticism on the 

‘distinct and deliberate bias toward positive relation’ (Sealy, 2018: 700), this strand of literature does 

not rule out the negative dialectics of conviviality in tension with commonplace intolerance (see Gilroy, 

2004). On the contrary, at the center of its argument, it situates everyday encounters and interactions at 

the crossroad between pre-existing conditions of aversion and the framing of migration in mainstream 

politics, ‘redefining social attitudes and feelings toward strangers’ (Amin, 2013: 5). Far from advocat-

ing a utopian multicultural society, this argument, instead, confronts multifaceted expressions of living-

with-difference, featuring both conviviality and conflict (Karner and Parker, 2011); indifference and 

racism (Tyler, 2016); and hospitality and hostility (Valluvan, 2016).  

Concurrent with its widespread use across different fields of social science, those, who argue 

against ‘super-diversity as a methodological lens’, cautioned that the abstraction of urban complexity 

into migration-driven social diversification obscures existing structural inequalities, political powers or 

policy concerns (see Aptekar, 2019; Hall, 2017; Sealy, 2018; cf. Vertovec, 2019). While the city’s co-

dwellers do indeed strike up a friendly conversation waiting in line at a shopping mall (Wise and Ve-

layutham, 2009) or remain indifferent to others’ presence at a communal library (Peterson, 2017), such 

a narrow conceptualization of everyday life underestimates the gap between micro-scale interpersonal 

connections and entrenched prejudices toward minority groups. In fact, the ethics of ‘indifferent-to-

difference’ in fleeting encounters between strangers might not sustain the same intensity of acceptance 

to create a meaningful intercultural dialogue between community-based narratives. In contrast to the 

common meaning in the multiculture literature, civil inattention in its original sense9 refers to the par-

ticular expressive order of emotive self-representation, which makes the ‘performer’ feels good, hon-

ored, and proud (Goffman, 1967: 9).  

In this light, geographers, who reflect on Allport’s (1954) hypothesis on contact-elicited reduc-

tion of intergroup anxiety, criticized the underlying cosmopolitan bias toward intercultural competence 

                                                      
9 According to Goffman’s (1963, 1967) dramaturgical approach, social interaction revolves around the working 

consensus of a temporal situation, where one acts ‘civil’ to maintain own self-image (face). Thus, one performs 

the courtesy of civil inattention for the sake of consistency between self-image and action, which otherwise results 

in embarrassing ‘defacement’ (out of line).  
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in the literature (see Valentine, 2008). Because human interactions rest on already-existing social hier-

archies in shared spaces, this strand of debate argued that physical proximity to difference alone is not 

enough to scale up individual moments of conviviality to mutual respect for social outgroups. While 

‘indifference-to-difference’ might indicate ‘ritualized codes of etiquette…sedimented into public 

modes of being’ (Valentine, 2008: 329), this argument sees superficial – whether incidental or purpose-

ful – encounters between individuals as insufficient to reduce social prejudices toward unknown ‘oth-

ers’ that are more deeply rooted in the specific histories and geographies of places (Valentine et al., 

2015). Instead, they opt for a context-sensitive approach to structural inequalities within everyday en-

counters and interactions, of which social outcomes are conditioned on other mediating contexts, such 

as values and attitudes toward ‘others’ rooted in the lived-experience of migration (Gawlewicz, 2016); 

spatial configurations of micro-scale contact zones (Mayblin et al., 2015); or socialization experiences 

with minorities (Piekut and Valentine, 2017).  

Additionally, the research within social psychology further contends that fleeting encounters in 

the daily context are highly contingent on the participants’ own interpretation of the rules of interaction, 

and, as such, ‘are only one way of investigating the relationship between contact and social 

change…and arguably not the most important way’ (Dixon et al., 2005: 706). Optimal conditions and 

strategies for ‘good contact’ that Contact Hypothesis proposes, such as cooperation toward the achieve-

ment of a superordinate goal, are, in fact, very limited in the everyday setting (699). Therefore, various 

socio-spatial contexts behind the intergroup experiences in question always operate in tandem with 

individual-level behavioral mechanisms, leading to social outcomes that are largely conditional (Lau-

rence, 2014). Given that unfocused interactions in the daily life might be mere temporal expressions of 

being-in-public, rather than significant intercultural exchange with meaningful social impacts, this 

stream of research, furthermore, warns of the descriptive naivety in the literature for misinforming pol-

icy-making, which underestimates more fundamental social issues in action (see Matejskova and Leit-

ner, 2011). Instead, it calls for a public policy with a specific focus on addressing existing urban ine-

qualities and, thus, enhancing the ‘perceived fairness of resource distribution between majority and 

minority populations’ (Valentine, 2008: 334), which connects social prejudice toward minority groups 

with the dynamics of urban politics (e.g. Rocha and Espino, 2009.).     

Reflecting on the increasing influence of neo-liberal restructuring in cities, some, among them 

anthropologists, have called upon the research to more directly engage with uneven power relations in 

the process of social transformation in contemporary urban life (see Glick Schiller and Schmidt, 2016). 

Their critical reading of the scholarship on social interaction in diverse ‘communities’ is wary of the 

messy conceptualization of everyday sociabilities10 and structural inequalities as naturally existing in 

                                                      
10 They argue that the sense of fleeting encounters and interactions that is commonly evoked in the super-diversity 

scholarship, in fact, denotes sociality, rather than sociability (Glick Schiller and Çağlar, 2016). Contrary to the 
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urban localities (e.g. Çağlar and Glick Schiller, 2018). Drawing on the critical geographers who position 

place within interconnected social and political processes of ‘being-made’ (Massey, 2005), this strand 

of debate builds on a new ethnographic approach, focusing on the intersecting – and globally expanding 

– multiscalar networks of power that turn such places into reality (see Mueller, 2016; Tsuda et al., 2014; 

Xiang, 2013). This methodological approach challenges the empiricism in existing research on global-

ization and transnationalism that limits the interrelationships between different actors, institutions, and 

places to a mere connection between otherwise distinct entities in the global world (see Comparative 

Relational Approach in Çağlar and Glick Schiller, 2021; see also Feldman, 2011). By upscaling living-

with-difference beyond the static physicality of a place – as it becomes, rather than it is, this perspective 

provides a new relational understanding of the cross-scale production and management of shifting urban 

narratives in the politics of place-making, around which migrants and non-migrants – also native-born 

minorities – alike form their social world and new relationships with each other (see Miraftab, 2016).  

In a similar vein, some geographers and sociologists have reflected on the politicization of di-

versity in the context of building creative and competitive cities, forming a simplified – and selective – 

narrative of coexistence and multiculturalism in policy-making and, as a result, creating particular social 

imaginaries about ‘others’ at the local level (see Raco and Tasan-Kok, 2019; Ye, 2019). Considering 

such differential inclusion ‘as part of the apparatus of governance and governmentality of diversity and 

the diverse subject’ (Ye, 2017: 1042), this scholarship argues that everyday manifestation of diversity 

in urban spaces embodies the representational framework behind the governance of migration and in-

tegration. They perceived that it selectively incorporates ‘others’ into governmental spaces for eco-

nomic and political purposes (see Hoekstra, 2018; Raco and Kesten, 2018; Uitermark et al., 2005; Ye 

and Yeoh, 2018). Here, the local perception of diversity and changing social surroundings is interpreted 

as a product of a highly contextual process, reflecting the specific history and geography of its location, 

where certain behaviours and expectations of ‘others’ are imposed by public interventions in different 

social spaces of everyday life, such as employment (Yeoh, 2006), mobility (Ye, 2017), or residence 

(Collins, 2016). Therefore, this strand of work contends that the ambivalences of living-with-difference 

in the daily life mirror the lived experiences that surround the politics of creative growth and develop-

ment, which ‘has gone hand-in-hand with growing socio-economic inequalities and division’ (Raco and 

Kesten, 2018: 911). Arguing that negative outgroup attitudes feed off growing inequalities in the built 

environment of contemporary urban policy, it calls for policy interventions that focus on economic, 

social, and political conditions, ‘promot(ing) more positive modes of encounter…regularized, repeated, 

and institutionally-mediated social interactions in breaking down barriers to difference’ (Raco, 2018: 

158). 

                                                      
intergroup exchange between social collectivities, the latter shall imply ‘real’ human associations around mutual 

experiences that bring individuals together in everyday life (Amirou, 1989).   
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3. Need for Research: Remaining Gaps and Questions in Existing Literature 

Vienna’s municipal socialism has a long history of promoting social inclusion in urban development 

through redistributive policy interventions. While other cities, such as Amsterdam, Barcelona, London, 

Singapore, or New York, have been at the center of debate on emerging forms of social citizenship in 

urban governance, Vienna has gained considerable scholarly attention in recent years, most notably in 

the field of housing (see Friesenecker and Cucca, 2021). As for the planning literature, scholars cite 

Vienna as a model planning example for other cities, suggesting ‘any list (of good planning examples) 

should include late imperial Vienna and the “Red Vienna” of the 1920s and early 1930s’ (Ward, 2013: 

300). Nevertheless, the distinctive political, social, and structural contexts that characterize the long-

run evolution of Vienna’s planning institutions and policies remain understudied, obscuring the histor-

ical origins, change processes, and power asymmetries embedded in the organizational structure of its 

planning system. So far, only a few reviews on the historical patterns of institutional development and 

their path-dependent outcomes exist, necessitating a ‘deeper analysis of the city’s planning history(,) 

and systematic confrontation with distinct planning phases’ (Suitner, 2021: 886).  

 This issue is not limited to extant research on Vienna’s planning system. Notwithstanding the 

growing interest on the variegated pathways of regulatory landscapes at the urban level, there is an 

overall lack of systematic exploration on the concrete historical processes of institutional change and 

their long-term legacies on the diverging local outcomes in different cities, which reinforce the distinc-

tive distributional effects of urban institutions in their overall developmental trajectories. In this light, 

scholars, who are inspired by Historical Institutionalism, called for incorporating the theory’s core con-

cepts, such as critical juncture, path-dependence, and incrementalism, into urban studies to capture the 

cause-and-effect relationships between the sequencing of policy events and the institutional outcome of 

interest (see Sorensen, 2015). Rather than seeing institutions as static sets of formal rules and practices, 

this perspective sees processes of institutional change – or continuity – to emerge from ‘ongoing mobi-

lization of political support…to resolve institutional ambiguities’ in favor of the beneficiaries of exist-

ing institutions (Mahoney and Thelen, 2010: 10).  

While much has been said about the mediating role of urban institutions and government pro-

grams behind the local outcomes of external crises (see Brenner et al., 2010), their existence alone fails 

to describe the very sources of institutional change patterns that characterize the internal dynamics of 

the specific policy-making system in question. In fact, the opportunities and constraints for change in 

external crises may depend on the part of the actors themselves, such as their ability to reflect on the 

errors in the past policy process, respond to feedback, and use these experiences to formulate a new 

direction in future policy-making (see Hay and Wincott, 1998; Howlett, 2009; Mahoney, 2000).  Con-

trary to the common use of path-dependence in the urban context, no policy decision made in a critical 

juncture remains entirely static in the long-run (cf. Robertson et al., 2010). While a long-standing policy 
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path might appear locked-in on the surface, the capacity of policy actors to act on feedback at the in-

strumental level can induce within-path variations of tools, incentives, techniques, and actions (Daug-

bjerg and Kay, 2020).  

Incorporating these concepts into the historical analysis of urban institutions and policies raises 

some questions, as to: Why do certain institutions and policies appear locked-in in one city, but continue 

to evolve in others? What are the intervening mechanisms and conditions behind the changing – or 

lasting – impact of past policy choices for present and future policy-making? Or how do these contextual 

factors influence the variegated outcomes of policy convergence in different cities? Such questions 

entail important implications for not only identifying the root cause of the specific urban issue in ques-

tion, but also formulating realistic and outcome-oriented policy interventions. 

The core concepts and approaches of Historical Institutionalism offer a valuable analytical lens, 

through which emerging urban problems can be viewed as a result of a concrete historical process of 

political compromises and power struggles. They shed light on the dialectic relationship between struc-

ture and agency, of which ‘outcomes can in no sense be derived from the extant institutional context 

itself’ (Hay and Wincott, 1998: 955). Indeed, existing studies on both citizen participation in urban 

governance and social interaction in everyday life began to pay more attention to the institutional and 

opportunity structures of cities, shaping the local outcomes of universal convergence within global cap-

italism. Without referencing the internal dynamics behind the unique developmental trajectories of the 

institutions and policies under scrutiny, however, this theoretical abstraction faces several key problems 

in explaining urban policy changes and their real-world instantiation, ‘present(ing) barriers to any un-

derstanding of the urban as a concrete social phenomenon’ (Storper and Scott, 2016: 1115).  

This dissertation addresses two major issues at stake. First, the indiscriminate conception of the 

urban as a mere localized version of global urbanism mistreats the hegemonic neoliberal order as the 

primary source of urban policy change. It misconceives growing citizen-state interaction in urban gov-

ernance as a product and popular social imaginaries of urban diversity as a by-product of the city’s neo-

liberal restructuring process in contemporary global capitalism, rather than a distinctive socio-spatial 

articulation of deliberate institutional attempts to govern conflicts and problems across different histor-

ical periods (see Le Galès, 2016; Storper, 2016; Venugopal, 2015). Theorizing systematic and hege-

monic power as the source of change leads to the second – and more practical – problem. So far, scholars 

across different academic disciplines have called for participatory democratic processes to transform 

the dominant governance relations in the context of neoliberal restructuring (see Brenner, 2017; Healey, 

2006; Mayer, 2013). However, the underlying assumption that greater grassroots participation in public 

decision-making can benefit society at large in the process and achieve justice in the outcome is less 

concerned about ‘the very core of social life where the basic mechanisms of injustice, inequality, polit-

ical oppression and other major causes of inequality and unrest reside’ (Scott and Storper, 2015: 13).  
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The practical limitations of the current approach to diversity in most discussions on everyday 

encounters and interactions typify these shortcomings. While building on different theoretical tradi-

tions, those in the scholarship on living-with-difference share an overall pessimistic view of public 

policy-making in the neo-liberal era, perceiving the thin celebration of diversity as a policy object to 

exacerbate existing inequalities in the city and, as a result, deepen the social divisions of difference in 

its everyday spaces. Grounded in the conception of diversity and the resultant everyday sociality as a 

product of the governance of migration and integration, different strands of debate have called upon 

civil society to mobilize against the dominant governance culture, and state actors to mediate social 

interactions between strangers by reducing structural inequalities. In this view, however, the question 

regarding which resource distribution and status recognition is at all possible for whom and by whom 

within existing governance arrangements remains unanswered, obscuring more fundamental issues that 

surround policy-making in the real world.     

In fact, cities represent only ‘one layer in the hierarchy of governance’ (Fainstein, 2010: 17), 

and, their capacity to intervene in structural problems, transform governance processes, and, as a result, 

overcome inequalities is very much limited within their respective sphere of influence. Some of the 

following questions may help to highlight the various ways, in which contextual factors shape the place-

specific potential and limits of increasing participation for an open and diverse governance process: 

Why did the city’s participatory institutions emerge and how did they evolve over time? Who were the 

main actors behind, and which interests were invested in their implementation? How were the resources 

allocated to these institutions? Or how did the (differentiated) motives, goals, and objectives among 

different governance actors affect the process and outcome of the citizen participation in question?  

The call for greater inclusion of civil society in public decision-making is not new in the schol-

arship on Vienna’s participatory governance, concerned with the specific political contexts behind, from 

which it emerged (see Section 6.2). Since Vienna rode to statehood in 1922, the Social Democratic 

Party has dominated the political bodies of the city, with the Austrofascist (1934-1938) and the Nazi 

period (1938-1945) being the only exception. Both as a city (Gemeinde) and a regional government in 

a federal state (Bundelsland), furthermore, Vienna has enjoyed considerable administrative freedom, 

which not only allowed its institutions to develop robustness to withstand external crises, but also limit 

decision-making power to the governing party and its large social ‘partners’. 

In the context of the ‘paternalist, sometimes even authoritarian, attitude of trusteeship’ in the 

city administration (Novy, 2011: 248), extant research sees that Vienna’s corporatist governing system 

prevents full-fledged participation of non-institutional actors (see, for example, Local Agenda 21 and 

Local Area Management in Novy and Hammer, 2007; see also Section 6.2). While the decades-long 

decentralization has incrementally opened up a diverse range of pathways to grassroots participation, it 
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sees the looming clientelism in the city’s Weberian-type bureaucracy as the major challenge for achiev-

ing substantive outcomes of participatory policies (Dangschat and Hamedinger, 2009; Feichtinger and 

Pregernig, 2005; Kornberger et al., 2017). Despite the growing political call for ‘codetermination and 

participation shap(ing) the development of the city’ (Municipal Department 18 - Urban Development 

and Planning, 2015: 15), scholars perceive that the vertical decision-making style of the city admin-

istration has compounded bureaucratic obstacles to meaningful inclusion of civil society in policy-mak-

ing (Brait and Hammer, 2017). According to this view, the current institutional design of citizen partic-

ipation in Vienna’s participatory development falls short of proper tools and mechanisms to ensure 

equitable political opportunities for the city’s growing vulnerable populations. In this light, the literature 

calls upon grassroots movements to challenge the dominant governance process and, vice versa, the 

city administration to diffuse power to citizens (see Frantz, 2005; Hoekstra and Dahlvik, 2018; Huber, 

2011; Novy and Hammer, 2007).  

Yet, less has been identified, as to how and why Vienna’s policy actors could mediate the grow-

ing pressure for change, and – despite strong negative-feedback – sustain its participatory institutions 

and policies over extended periods of time, resulting in the specific challenges, potential, and outcomes 

of citizen participation that are truly unique to the case of Vienna. So far, existing literature has only 

loosely evoked the patterns of path-dependence and institutional evolution, and focused on how the 

static sets of Vienna’s key institutions and policies translate a structural shift into a local outcome at a 

given point in time (e.g. Lawson, 2010; Radinger-Peer et al., 2018). This tendency toward temporal 

abstraction of the changing long-term effects, decisions, and consequences of Vienna’s policy-making 

style obscures the real-world motives, reasons, and context-bound natures behind the long-run evolution 

of its governance structure. While existing literature has indicated the institutional shift toward liberal 

governance or a post-welfare state in Vienna (e.g. Lévy-Vroelant and Reinprecht, 2014), the persisting 

core principles of existing institutions and policies, in contrast, suggest that there might be potential 

mechanisms of perpetuation at work. Despite new structural challenges, Vienna’s ability to resist ex-

ternal crises, retain a high-level of political and financial autonomy, and respond to emerging needs and 

demands, in fact, resulted in slow and incremental changes, rather than the fundamental restructuring 

or replacement of existing institutional arrangements (see Kazepov and Verwiebe, 2021). This local 

outcome results from the specific level of institutional capacity among Vienna’s state actors in dealing 

with crises, emerging from the past policy decisions, the sequential order of events, the mechanisms of 

change/continuity, and the scale of benefits that are all embedded in the distinctive trajectories of insti-

tutional development. Currently, the enduring social and political legacy of the power-laden history 

behind Vienna’s policy-making remains black-boxed, understating the concrete compromises and 

struggles between competing discourses, ideologies, and practices that shaped the distinctive levels of 

capacity and resources for different governance actors and institutions (cf. Suitner, 2021). 
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Reflecting on these tendencies in existing literature, this dissertation uses Soft Urban Renewal 

as a research window, through which to look at the context-bound potential and limits of incorporating 

civil society into decision-making, which emerge from the unique developmental trajectories of the 

city’s urban institutions and policies. To this end, the main research question it asks is as follows: How 

have the historical power struggles among governance actors in external crises opened up a space for 

participatory governance in Vienna over time, and, in doing so, have shaped the specific capacities, 

constraints, and outcomes of citizen participation in the local planning process? 

The enclosed publications in Chapter 6 – Journal Articles and Book Chapters ask specific re-

search questions of their own, reflecting the remaining gaps and questions in the respective literature 

that each builds on, including: What are the key contextual factors of cities behind differentiated out-

comes of the shared pressure for change in today’s globalized word? How did the pathway to partici-

patory governance develop over time in Vienna, benefiting or marginalizing which social groups and 

institutions in the process of mainstreaming citizen participation? What is the lasting social and political 

legacy of the specific way, in which Vienna’s renewal institutions and policies were implemented, in-

fluencing the process and outcome of its participatory urban renewal model in the long run? How does 

this context-bound nature behind the evolution of Soft Urban Renewal shape the way, in which affected 

social groups perceive their changing social surroundings and form new relationships with others? And, 

lastly, what future implications does the socio-historical conceptualization of institutional change pro-

cess and outcome have for the possibilities of Vienna’s urban institutions to act on emerging vulnera-

bilities and new challenges ahead? 

4. Methodological Framework 

4.1. Structural Analysis 

The research first began with an analysis on the general structural trend of Vienna’s urban change pro-

cess in comparison to some of other major European cities. Using a diverse range of secondary data 

sources (EUROSTAT/Public Employment Service Austria/Statistics Austria), its primary objective was 

to gain a comparative insight into the differentiated outcomes of post-Fordist urban transformation in 

relation to some key demographic and economic measures. The structural analysis served two major 

purposes for this dissertation. First, a light comparison between European cities was aimed at measuring 

the diverging levels of inclusion/exclusion patterns across the key analytical dimensions, such as labor 

market and housing, alongside with some basic sociodemographic characteristics. Informed by the var-

ying welfare regimes and policy contexts of different European cities, its intent was to provide empirical 

evidence of the intra-European differentiation unfolding in the major metropolitan areas of the continent, 

which has intensified following the Great Recession between 2007 and 2009. In fact, the growing di-

versification among cities with similar welfare policies indicates that there are other social forces of 
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divergence in action, challenging the prior analytical homogeneity in ideal-typical welfare regime the-

ory (see Section 6.1). Second, the structural data collection was intended to build the background 

knowledge about the development of Vienna’s key planning strategies and policies in the time period 

considered. Both individual and aggregate indicators of the city’s long-term structural transformation 

were used to analyze the relationship between the macro-trends within deindustrialization, re-urbaniza-

tion, and retrenchment, and the changing politics of place-making and urban development. Furthermore, 

the register-based census data for population (1991-2017) and housing (1981-2011) were also analyzed 

down to the lowest statistical enumeration district level, identifying the specific trends and develop-

ments in the two Soft Urban Renewal cases examined in the enclosed publications. Overall, the col-

lected structural data provided an important analytical basis for establishing a general knowledge base 

of the field for the next research process.  

4.2. Process-Tracing 

 Teasing out developmental pathways of policy processes builds on different types of sequencing tem-

porally ordered policy events. One method derives from the self-reinforcing logic of path-dependence, 

wherein positive feedback mechanisms reproduce earlier events to persist over an extended period, 

causing institutional lock-in of decisions made in critical junctures. Building on the economic model of 

increasing returns to scale (Authur, 1989; David, 1985), those in this strand of Historical Institutional-

ism perceived that policy decisions made in the right moments of opportunity are difficult to reverse,   

because ‘new institutions and policies are costly to create and often generate learning effects, coordi-

nation effects, and adaptive expectations’ (Pierson, 2000: 259). A reactive process, on the other hand,  

refers to a causal chain, in which preceding events in the sequence trigger reactive actions that ‘are 

marked by backlash processes that transform and perhaps reverse earlier events’ (Mahoney, 2000: 526). 

While the former is conditioned on the absence or presence of causal variables at a specific point in 

time that generate path-dependence, the latter is triggered by case-specific causal mechanisms, which 

transmit causal forces only once component events are positioned – and all present – in a sequential 

manner. This difference has important methodological implications for research design that empirically 

tests the causal hypothesis in question (Beach and Pedersen, 2013). Given that a single event alone is 

insufficient to create a cause-and-effect relationship behind the institutional outcome of interest, an 

analysis of a reactive sequence requires tracing all relevant causal links that connect each event in a 

long-standing policy sequence, which ‘more accurately describe the actual nature of policy dynamics 

present in the field examined’ (Howlett, 2009: 254). Whereas a cross-case comparison by small-n causal 

inference is a preferred method for analyzing a self-reinforcing sequence, the scholarship on reactive 

sequencing, therefore, suggests process-tracing as a useful tool to make a within-case causal inference   

about causal mechanisms behind the institutional evolution at work (see Bennett and Elman, 2006; 

Falleti and Mahoney, 2015; Mahoney, 2015).   
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  The goal of process-tracing in this dissertation was to establish a causal explanation behind the 

fragmentation between the renewal institutions in Soft Urban Renewal, of which participatory processes 

and outcomes diverged in different temporal (the mid-1990s/the mid-2010s) and spatial contexts (Brun-

nenviertel/Sonnwendviertel) within a long-standing policy sequence (see Explaining-Outcome Process-

Tracing in Beach and Pedersen, 2013; see also Figure 4.2.1). Reflecting on existing theorization of 

Vienna’s corporatist policy-making as the cause behind the persistent tokenism in the decentralized 

planning process, it reverse-traced the concrete historical ‘facts’ behind the downward rescaling of the 

city’s participatory planning back to the antecedent historical conditions of its first implementation in 

the early 1970s (see Figure 1 in Section 6.3). The established timeline behind institutional change, 

however, revealed that the institutional mechanism of a top-down approach to decentralization provides 

an insufficient explanation, as to how and why the same set of Vienna’s decentralized renewal institu-

tions and policies generate a differentiated planning outcome, once situated in a different temporal and 

spatial location. This led to an alternative explanation that there might have been other key structural 

factor (Population Degrowth/Suburbanization) under a specific scope condition (Substandard Housing 

Stock in Historic Inner-City Neighborhoods) were jointly at work, producing a context-bound outcome 

of Soft Urban Renewal at a given point in time. Bearing in mind that such an exogenously given set of 

material conditions can dictate a ‘certain range of conceivable strategies of each actor’ (Parsons, 2007: 

55), the evidence of the potential structural causal mechanism behind the possibilities and constraints 

of government action was searched in the following phase of document content analysis. 

4.3. Document Analysis 

The analysis of the city’s major planning documents was aimed at capturing the key contextual infor-

mation about policy choices within the reiterative process of formulating and reformulating participa-

tory goals and means since the early 1970s. This included: a) the institutional context and structural 

Figure 4.2.1 Illustration of Explaining-Outcome Process-Tracing 

Source: Own Elaboration after Different Process-Tracing Models by Beach and Pedersen (2013) 
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circumstance, within which the policy focus on citizen participation in each planning document 

emerged; b) the anticipated political and social gains of expanding citizen participation to broader social 

groups; and c) the specific empirical content and activities of their design and designing in the actual 

planning process. Building on the knowledge gained from the literature review, the structural analysis, 

and the alternative explanation developed from process-tracing, a codebook was developed to conduct 

a content analysis of the city’s major urban development plans - STEP (1984/1995/2005/2014), their 

preceding planning guidelines (1972/1991/2001/2004/2011), Participation Masterplan (2017), Smart 

City Framework Strategies (2014/2019), and the relevant planning documents for Soft Urban Renewal 

of Brunnenviertel (2000/2002/2004) and Sonnwendviertel (2015/2017). The guiding questions for ex-

tracting information from these documents and coding for correspondence with the identified categories 

include: 1) what is the perception of urban situations and existing regulations behind the new participa-

tion strategies in relation to specific urban areas and target groups? (Perception); 2) what are the under-

lying behavioral aspects among state actors behind the way, in which such strategies and target groups 

are selected? (Expectation); and 3) what are the specific tools and mechanisms that are aimed for sub-

stantive outcomes in the actual planning process? (Action). The evidence gathered in this phase served 

as the empirical basis for making a causal inference about the presence of both institutional and struc-

tural mechanisms behind the diverging effects of Soft Urban Renewal, which is detailed in Section 6.3. 

4.4. Expert Interviews 

The data from the document content analysis was used for organizing the follow-up expert interviews 

with commissioned professionals, grassroots activists, and planners at different governance levels of 

Vienna’s participatory development (10 in total). At the city level, the sample included three planners 

from Municipal Department 18 (Urban Development and Planning) and Executive Group for Construc-

tion and Technology, and one commissioned public participation expert, all of whom were directly 

involved in drafting the analyzed documents on the city’s overall planning strategies in the past three 

decades. At the district level, two planners from the local urban renewal office were interviewed, who 

played a central role in the renewal processes of Brunnenviertel and Sonnwendviertel. Additionally, 

four interviews with non-institutional experts were conducted, three of whom initiated the first grass-

roots movement in Brunnenviertel in the early phase of its renewal. Lastly, one commissioned architect 

who led the block renewal of Sonnwendviertel was interviewed. The key objective of these expert in-

terviews was not only to gather professional knowledge of the planning process per se, but also to 

understand the agency-structure dynamics of their interactions and relationships, reflecting the decision-

making rules, collective orientations and interpretations behind Soft Urban Renewal. The focus here 

was to elicit information about the subjective dimension of their knowledge within the specific institu-

tional-organizational context, highlighting the differentiated interests, motives, and goals of promoting 

citizen participation in the renewal of both neighborhoods. In fact, expert interviews are useful to gain 
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access to implicit information about the embeddedness and situatedness of expert knowledge, whose 

interpretation of the issue will inhere some level of institutional, social, and personal reflexivity (Bogner 

et al., 2009). Building on the ‘facts’ gathered in the earlier data collection phase, the general thematic 

guideline for the expert interviews focused on the circumstances, experiences, and processes surround-

ing the logic behind the key decision-making moments for Vienna’s participatory development in gen-

eral, and Soft Urban Renewal in particular. Following the interpretative approach to expert interviewing 

(Meuser and Nagel, 2009), the transcribed and paraphrased interview data were coded, compressed into 

thematic units, which were then formulated into different categories for theoretical generalization.   

4.5. Fieldwork 

The empirical material presented in Section 6.4 stems from a fieldwork conducted in various semi-

public and public spaces around Brunnenviertel between January and August 2019. The primary objec-

tive of this narrative data collection phase was to capture the local perception toward the changing social 

and physical environment in the neighborhood, which has undergone a series of participatory renewal 

processes between the mid-1990s and the late 2000s. Building on the information on the concrete plan-

ning outcomes of its renewal that was acquired from the preceding document content analysis and ex-

pert interviews, the focus here was to understand the social implications of the specific citizen-state 

collaboration model used in the planning process. Prior to conducting interviews, three semi-public 

spaces in the neighborhood were routinely visited, where contacts were established, and informal con-

versations with the occupants were recorded in fieldnotes. Among those whom I acquainted with 

through multiple visits to the three sites, 10 semi-structured interviews were carried out, which took 

inspirations from the episodic interview techniques (Flick, 2000), and were designed to elicit their con-

crete lived-experiences – or ‘episodes’ – from interacting with other residents and visitors in specific 

locations in the daily life. The recruitment of 9 other respondents was done through convenience sam-

pling on an open public square (Yppenplatz) and the adjacent street-market (Brunnenmarkt). Here, most 

of the interviews was conducted in a causal, unstructured fashion with open-ended questions. Same as 

the interpretative scheme from the previous phase, a step-by-step guide for doing thematic analysis was 

applied to transcribe and paraphrase each interview, which was coded and then ordered into the core 

thematic issues that surround the new forms of urban sociability in relation to the specific planning 

outcomes of Brunnenviertel’s transformation.  
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5. Overview of the Enclosed Publications 

The following compilation of publications sheds light on the actual experiences and outcomes of citizen 

participation in Vienna’s regenerating neighborhoods that are embedded in the unique developmental 

trajectories of its planning institutions and renewal programs, stretching over a half-century. In line with 

urban scholars in the neo-Weberian debate on modern cities (see Häußermann, 2005; Isin, 2003; 

Kazepov, 2005), their overall intention is to shed light on the mediating role of Vienna’s governance 

arrangements with specific historic roots and own internal dynamics, characterizing the distinctive way, 

in which it deals with emerging urban problems. To do so, the key objective is to unpack the concrete 

historical change processes of the city’s renewal institutions and policies, and identify their distinctive 

contexts and properties that shape the local consequences of structural shifts and, as a result, determine 

the specific level of social inclusion, democratic process, and planning outcome of citizen participation 

in Soft Urban Renewal. 

Since the municipal socialism of Red Vienna in the 1920s,Vienna has been considered as a 

model of inclusive cities, promoting social equity through high-quality public services, such as educa-

tion, housing, and public transportation (see Redak et al., 2003). In this regard, the first section, Euro-

pean Cities between Continuity and Change, discusses the distinctive characteristics of such an inclu-

sive city model, challenging the Poststructuralist view of the declining significance of cities as active 

mediators in today’s global network capitalism. In contrast, it argues that the persisting diversity be-

tween cities along socioeconomic and sociopolitical indicators shows the largely different local trajec-

tories and outcomes of post-Fordist urban transformation at the urban scale. Their differentiated abilities 

to govern social change reflect not only different welfare state regimes, but also their respective cultural, 

historical, institutional, and political contexts, shaping the way, in which cities are facing and respond-

ing to major challenges today. As such, Vienna’s response to – and the outcome of – the growing pres-

sure for change characterizes the distinctive developmental pathways of its urban institutions and poli-

cies in conjunction with other scope conditions, such as geopolitical position, political culture, popula-

tion trend, and urban design, among many others.  

Considering such key contextual factors that influence the institutional reaction to burgeoning 

social and political problems, the second section, Vienna’s Participatory Shift in Urban Development 

Policy, attends to the historical legacy of Vienna’s interventionist urban politics, contributing to specific 

potential and challenges of citizen participation in the city’s new planning system. It focuses on the 

enduring consequences of Vienna’s vertical policy-making approach to participatory planning. Specif-

ically, it reflects on the increased participation of organized community actors in the examples of two 

planning institutions, i.e. Local Agenda 21 and Urban Renewal Offices (Gebietsbetreuung), going hand 

in hand with self-selecting biases in the affluent inner-city districts, and reinforcing an uneven spatial 

distribution of participation opportunities in small-scale neighborhood planning. Such outcomes do not 
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only cast light on the apparent trade-offs between process innovation and citizen empowerment. They 

provide rich information on the unique political dynamics within Vienna’s participatory urban govern-

ance, featuring the longstanding political dominance of the Social Democratic Party in the city admin-

istration. In turn, it shows how their specific mode of accommodating emerging social needs, mediating 

shifting structural conditions, and designing policy responses has allocated distinctive levels of capacity 

and resources to different governance actors and institutions for pursuing institutional change. 

In these reflections, the third section, Shifting Causal Effects of Vienna’s ‘Soft Urban Renewal’, 

traces back the motives, reasons, and implications behind the power-laden context of Vienna’s urban 

renewal model, identifying the key institutional and structural mechanisms that set its distinctive devel-

opmental trajectory into motion. It situates the local processes and outcomes of Soft Urban Renewal in 

the specific historical sequence of policy events that are connected through the ‘reiterated problem-

solving’ (Haydu, 1998) of the governing Social Democrats. As shown, a chain of their ad-hoc policy 

responses to growing dissatisfaction with the city’s technocratic planning practices drove incremental 

changes – rather than fundamental restructuring, leading to processes of layering new renewal goals 

and participatory instruments onto existing institutions and policies. While this mode of change resulted 

in an institutional output that still characterizes the institutional architecture of Soft Urban Renewal 

today, this section further reveals that its real-world effects diverged at different points in time, contin-

gent on their respective temporal and spatial contexts in the policy sequence, which influenced the 

diverging contents of the actual policy outcome. It argues that the legacies of critical junctures are rarely 

static, but bound by agency, structure, and temporality that surround the institutional complexity in 

multilevel policy-making, and the multiplicity of accumulating – and differing – interests of policy 

actors, stretching over lengthy periods of time.   

Bearing in mind that specific historical and institutional contexts can either break down social 

divides or reinforce them in citizen participation (see Silver et al., 2010), the fourth section, Local Per-

ception of Urban Diversity and the Politics of Place-Making, adds to the local experiences and social 

outcomes of participatory planning, and their implications for everyday life. It draws from the regula-

tory, and value-added, impacts of good urban governance, involving structural incentives to activate 

participation of the affected residents, and their active, sustained interaction with public institutions. 

Contrary to the concerns over deepening social divides in state-led gentrification (see Lees, 2012), it 

argues that the social outcomes of urban renewal are largely conditioned on the specific organizational 

structure of collaborative governance arrangements, and the specific regulatory capacity of state actors 

that characterize the case in question. In particular, the case of Soft Urban Renewal presented in this 

section attests to the facilitative role of ‘bottom-linked governance’ (Eizaguirre et al., 2012), connecting 

the respective competences of policy actors and civil society in a new governance space, and, thus, 

avoiding evident traps in both bottom-up and top-down approaches to citizen participation. In turn, this 
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synergic link empowered the representative bodies of diverse social groups in both the planning and 

decision-making process, and produced substantive planning outcomes that reflect their respective in-

terests in regenerating a dilapidated multiethnic neighborhood. As the findings show, this has created a 

pluralistic local culture, where both old residents and newcomers could preserve their multiple local 

ownerships in a shared urban infrastructure, and form a new sense of belonging to their changing social 

environment, without imposing a singular narrative of urban diversity.  

Learning from the contingent histories of how and why urban institutions and policies came to 

life has important implications for not only their context-bound impacts, responses, and outcomes at 

present, but also future policy-making in dealing with new vulnerabilities and challenges ahead. Their 

joint effect may reinforce a new participation gap, intersecting with emerging inequalities in the provi-

sion of other key public services. The last section, Between Urban Justice and Challenges Ahead, sum-

marizes the major urban trends in housing, labor market, political participation, and environment that 

are currently shaping the new boundaries of recognition, redistribution, and representation in Vienna. 

It perceives that the city’s existing institutions and policies are increasingly at odds with the core prin-

ciples of justice in recent years, failing to provide equitable social and political opportunities for the 

least advantaged. As the new exclusionary tendencies in other policy fields show, this shift emerges 

from the changing social needs, claims, and demands, featured by the declining working-class and the 

burgeoning electoral gap among the city’s migrant population. Considering such lessons taken from the 

challenges that cut across the whole urban social fabric, it argues that maintaining equitable participa-

tion in today’s Vienna requires a tailored attention to emerging vulnerable groups in intersecting issues 

of urban politics beyond the field of urban planning.  
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6. Journal Articles and Book Chapters 

6.1. European Cities between Continuity and Change 

Kazepov Y, Cucca R, Ahn B, et al. (2021) European Cities between Continuity and Change. In: Orum 

AM, Ruiz-Tagle J and Vicari-Haddock S (eds) Companion to Urban and Regional Studies: Hobo-

ken, NJ: Wiley-Blackwell: Wiley-Blackwell, pp. 109–134.  

Status: Published  
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6.2. Vienna’s Participatory Shift in Urban Development Policy 

Ahn B and Mocca E (2021) Unlocking the Door of the City Hall: Vienna’s Participatory Shift in Urban 

Development Policy. In: Kazepov Y and Verwiebe R (eds) Vienna in Transition: Still a Just City? 

Abingdon, Oxon & New York: Routledge, pp. 35-49 

Status: Published 
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6.3. Shifting Causal Effects of Vienna’s ‘Soft Urban Renewal’ 

Ahn B (2021a) Path Dependent Neighbourhoods: Tracing the Shifting Causal Effects of Vienna’s ‘Soft 

Urban Renewal’. Planning Perspectives. 

Submitted: 22. July 2021 

Decision: 14. October 2021 

Status: Under 1st Revision 
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6.4. Local Perception of Urban Diversity and the Politics of Place-Making 

Ahn B (2021b) Together in the Distance: Local Perception of Urban Diversity and the Politics of Place-

Making in a Multiethnic Neighbourhood. Environment and Planning C: Politics and Space. 

Submitted: 10. August 2021 

Decision: Pending 

Status: Resubmitted after 2nd Revision 
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6.5. Between Urban Justice and the Challenges Ahead 

Kazepov Y, Verwiebe R, Friesenecker M, et al. (2021) Vienna's Resilience: Between Urban Justice and 

the Challenges Ahead. In: Kazepov Y and Verwiebe R (eds) Vienna in Transition: Still a Just City? 

Abingdon, Oxon & New York: Routledge, pp. 146-158. 

Status: Published 
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7. In Conclusion: Justice of the City 

Between the late-1960s and the mid-1970s, the growing demand among progressive scholars and grass-

roots movements for greater democracy in public decision-making made government programs more 

open and participatory in North American and Western European cities, encouraging the political lead-

ership to enter into direct collaboration with non-institutional actors in the planning process. With the 

early signs of economic stagnation on both sides of the Atlantic at the time, the political desirability of 

growth-oriented urban development simultaneously declined, giving rise to progressive municipal pol-

itics that began to employ new governance mechanisms to accommodate – or manage – emerging social 

needs and wants. As participatory forms and deliberative processes matured in the following decades, 

such an entrepreneurial approach to urban governance, however, sparked a heated debate on the pre-

vailing governmental rationality behind ‘glocalization strategies’ (Brenner, 2004), ‘governance-be-

yond-the-state’ (Swyngedouw, 2005) or ‘government at a distance’ (Rose and Miller, 1992), indicating 

a particular spatiality of post-Fordist urban politics.  

In this light, those in critical urban scholarship perceived that growing public-private partner-

ships in regenerating urban centers of globalizing cities went in hand and hand with the incorporation 

of the bottom-up strategies of grassroots movements to suppress dissent, and the transformation of 

place-specific cultures and infrastructures into economic assets (see Mayer, 2006). This line of debate 

saw the new forms of urban entrepreneurialism to stand fundamentally at odds with the principles of 

democratic governing, ‘replac(ing) debate, disagreement and dissent with a series of technologies of 

governing that fuse around consensus, agreement, accountancy metrics and technological environmen-

tal management’ (Swyngedouw, 2009: 604). Notwithstanding the increasing celebration of diversity, 

openness, and participation in state-led place-making practices, they argued that the neoliberal govern-

mentality behind the new governance modes selectively incorporates non-institutional actors into gov-

ernmental spaces for economic and political purposes in the context of building competitive cities.  

This early structural perspective on the rescaling process inspired urban scholars across differ-

ent disciplines to situate the growing inclusion of civil society in planning activities within the wider 

governance context, whose reactions and calls for intervention, however, varied according to the re-

spective theoretical tradition each built on. For one, communicative planning theorists focused on the 

transformative potential of concrete planning episodes and called upon planners to take a more interac-

tive role in shifting the dominant governance culture into a more dynamic one with substantial value 

diversity. Drawing on the Habermas’s theory of communicative rationality, they contended that the 

transformative effects of a participatory process could be achieved through collaborative planning or 

pragmatic joint inquiry, creating a shared intersubjective understanding between competing stakehold-

ers in a specific partnership (see Coaffee and Healey, 2003; Healey, 2006; Innes and Booher, 1999). In 

turn, this argument saw that building such a participatory polity would encourage people to work 
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through governance challenges collectively based on a shared sense of identity, which ‘is likely to lead 

to an outcome…perceived as more fair than merely imposing a general rule or technical solution’ (Hea-

ley, 2012: 32).  

Criticisms of this naïve trust in the emancipatory and transformative potential of communica-

tion in the planning process are well documented in the literature (see Introduction and Section 2.1). 

According to Foucauldian interpretations, the utopian philosophy of communicative action disregards 

the political costs of deliberative democracy in real-world policy-making and the exclusionary nature 

of state practices, which can render consensus-based interaction and joint decision-making not only 

ineffective, but more vulnerable to ‘inequalities that result from globalization, intensified competition, 

and increased territorial segregation’ (Fischler, 2000: 365; see also Matthews, 2012). From an agonistic 

point of view, the politics of consensus-building fails to acknowledge the uneven power relationships 

between different subjects, who are ‘variously located in relations of domination which structure and 

are structured by overlapping…power-grids’ (McGuirk, 2001: 213). Here, the aim of democratic plan-

ning lies on the recognition of diverse – and marginalized – voices and the institutionalization of inclu-

sive participation with multiple opportunities in the decision-making process (214).  

These varying theoretical reflections on the planning process were concerned with social injus-

tice that stems from the lack of democratic procedures within formal government organizations. In con-

trast, those, who place justice in the substantive outcomes of participation, have made normative reflec-

tions on existing institutions and policies based on explicit norms of justice (see Fincher and Iveson, 

2012). In the real world, the actual outcomes of the deliberative process can widely vary, depending on 

the respective urban context, in which they are situated. While some cities, such as Singapore and Vi-

enna, have traditionally provided less participatory opportunities to their citizens, their insulated, tech-

nocratic policy-making have continued to mitigate market mechanisms in the provision of high-quality 

public services, and to provide one of the highest living standards in the world (Fainstein, 2021; Frie-

senecker and Cucca, 2021). In comparison to others, where citizen participation proliferates in public 

decision-making, and yet the private-sector dominates profit-driven urban development (see, for exam-

ple, Scally and Tighe, 2015), such cities offer a good example of how increasing new participatory 

forms in the process may not be a prerequisite for promoting urban justice in the outcome.  

Contrary to popular belief both in research and practice, decentralized forms of participation 

without a substantive political objective and a proper organizational structure may suffer from a few 

biases, such as self-selection of participants driven by self-interest, which can exacerbate existing ine-

qualities and reinforce social divides among the city’s diverse populations. Of course, that is not to say 

that participation does not matter for achieving justice goals, but that its democratic potential should 

always be placed in its specific content and context, in which it unfolds. 
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Writing about the issues of justice and injustice in the city, scholars made different and com-

peting judgments on specific conceptions about the just city. They developed various ways, in which 

the virtue of public institutions and government policies can be evaluated, and the general idea of good-

ness and fairness in spatial processes can be advanced in the respective urban context examined (Mo-

roni, 2020). While some make empirical reflections on injustice in the city as a system and others make 

normative judgements on justice in the city within an urban institutional framework, both strands of 

discussion regard democratic participation – whether as a process (equal deliberation) or an outcome 

(fair representation) – as a possible social and institutional means to promote the interests of the disad-

vantaged in mainstream politics.  

Indeed, public decision-making in urban planning is a complex process, wherein multifaceted 

interests of diverse stakeholders at different governance levels collide, distributing not only benefits, 

but also losses to both policymakers and policy-takers. Given the vested financial, territorial interests 

of those with substantial influence and resources in the planning process, restructuring neighborhoods, 

cities, or regions through redevelopment of existing urban infrastructure inevitably involves enhancing 

the visibility of some, but not others. If existing rules and practices cannot advocate the interest of the 

disadvantaged in this redevelopment process, and, as a result, further marginalize them from access to 

basic public services in the outcome, targeted recruitment can be a potential solution for providing 

equitable opportunities on the condition that it follows a substantive redistributive objective and a 

proper participation mechanism (Fung, 2006).  

While different streams of argument propose different ways, in which this gap can be closed, 

the call on planners to take an active role in intervening in the governance process – thus providing 

justice for the marginalized – is ubiquitous. Despite their limited power, scholars stressed that planners 

can achieve justice-oriented planning goals by political backing from grassroots movements and pro-

gressive politicians (Fainstein, 2010), or building closer relationships with other (powerful) governance 

actors in different institutional arenas (Healey, 2007). The extent, to which this is attainable, shall de-

pend on existing institutional arrangements that are available at the given urban scale.  

Such a way of looking at the governance processes and interactions, however, inhere some 

fundamental issues relating to the temporal and behavioral aspects of long-run policy formulation, 

through which the specific interest-driven policy contents and their designs evolve over time. While 

existing urban institutions and government programs might provide normative grounds, on which jus-

tice in the city could be evaluated in specific situations, such knowledge about static sets of formal rules 

and practices is insufficient to explain some of the following issues: How and why do certain structures, 

institutions, and policies – despite reinforcing injustices – persist over time? Whose interests are in-

vested and which policy instruments are deployed in sustaining existing power relations? And which 

realistic policy solutions and programs can state actors formulate within not only their jurisdiction, but 
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also the distinctive pathways of their institutions? Such questions are increasingly relevant for under-

standing the place-specific mechanisms behind the diverging local outcomes of converging planning 

policies, especially between cities in a similar institutional environment or welfare state regime. In fact, 

the real capacity among those who are involved in the governance process to pursue justice may not lie 

simply on existing – or potential – institutions and government programs in the city, but rather the long-

run institutional change patterns and the overall developmental trajectory of the city. 

At the start, this doctoral project began with the general question about what makes cities 

unique in the ways, in which they react to the converging urban challenges in today’s globalized world. 

Currently, there is extensive literature on not only the converging patterns and processes of change, but 

also the increasing global circulation of converging policy ideas. The point of departure in this research, 

in contrast, was the remaining questions regarding how such global structural and policy trends are 

manifested at the local level, what types of change mechanisms might be behind their localization pro-

cess, and how ordinary people, as a result, experience this global-local nexus in the daily life.  

Of course, such an inquiry into the place-specific characteristics behind the local outcomes of 

global trends is not novel in urban studies. Geographers and sociologists, who took inspiration from 

Weberian historical sociology of the city, explored the distinctive institutional and opportunity struc-

tures of cities at length, and saw differing governance regimes as the major reason behind the local 

trajectories of change and their differentiated outcomes (see Section 6.1). While this stream of debate 

made important contributions highlighting the key contextual factors that differentiate cities and regions 

(see Le Galès, 2018), the neo-Weberian typology of city alone falls short of explaining the specific 

causal mechanisms behind the increasing divergence even within the same city model, and the actual-

ization of such mechanisms in the real-world governance process. The neo-Weberian viewpoint on 

institutions and structures as the sole source of change understates the role of strategic actors in the 

governance process who (need to) interpret problems in their own ways, compete with prevailing alter-

natives, and make important choices in times of crisis.  

Reflecting on citizen participation in Vienna’s Soft Urban Renewal as a research window, this 

dissertation explored the dialectic relationship between agency and structure, which, in the right mo-

ment of opportunity, can ‘play a decisive causal role in setting an institution on a certain path of devel-

opment, a path that then persists over a long period of time’ (Capoccia, 2015: 148). In answering the 

main research question (see Chapter 3), the enclosed publications explain the distinctive developmental 

trajectories of the city’s renewal institutions, which have shaped the specific capacities, constraints, and 

outcomes of activating affected residents in the renewal of its dilapidated neighborhoods. Despite the 

growing academic and political interest in Vienna’s progressive redistributive policies, historical anal-

yses on the long-run patterned processes of institutional development and their path-dependent out-



 

154 

 

comes with policy implications have been rare in international literature. Without referencing the inter-

nal dynamics behind the unique developmental trajectories of its institutions and policies, extant re-

search has often misconceived emerging forms of citizen involvement in public decision-making as a 

product of the city’s neo-liberal restructuring, and, as a result, called upon state actors and civil society 

for ideological, less-pragmatic responses based on unrealistic assumptions about the real-world policy 

process. In contrast, this dissertation demonstrates that the process and outcome of growing citizen-

state interaction, in fact, depend more on the specific ways, in which the city’s participatory institutions 

and policies have developed over time, the specific institutional modes of changing existing rules and 

designing policy instruments, and other micro-level components within the overall policy process. As 

the fieldwork results reveal, such sets of context-bound properties of institutions can permit – or con-

strain – specific scope for governance actors to achieve desirable outcomes, which, in turn, ultimately 

matters for how ordinary people live and shape their social worlds around the actual consequence of 

the participatory planning process.    

As the findings in the enclosed publications show, there are a few contextual factors that char-

acterize the patterned processes of Vienna’s participatory governance in general, and citizen participa-

tion in Soft Urban Renewal in particular. Contrary to the common belief in existing literature, the city’s 

vertical policy-making has continuously expanded the role of non-institutional actors, empowering 

them with considerable decision-making power in various areas of urban development. Currently, Vi-

enna’s residents enjoy the opportunity to organize community initiatives, secure financial resources, 

and realize small-scale planning projects at the neighborhood level. As Section 6.2 reveals, the problem 

lies not so much on the fact that ordinary people lack power to influence the planning process, but rather 

that the city’s specific mode of designing citizen participation began reinforcing existing intra-urban 

inequalities and, as a result, uneven spatial distribution of participatory opportunities across the city.  

Since the early-1970s, the city government has added multiple layers of new participatory forms 

onto the existing institutional framework without changing the core planning system, as ad hoc re-

sponses to growing dissatisfaction with its planning policy. The city’s quick reactions always made new 

institutional outputs, but their quick solutions made fewer social outcomes. Section 6.3 and 6.4 show 

the specific outcomes of this reiterated problem-solving by the city government in the example of Soft 

Urban Renewal, emerging from the rescaling of renewal and housing policies down to the city level, on 

the one hand, and the specific socio-spatial condition of its decaying housing stock in the inner-city 

districts, on the other. At the time of the ongoing political scandals in the 1970s, these institutional and 

structural contexts enabled the city government to translate growing public discontent with its techno-

cratic planning strategies into a participatory renewal model, creating decentralized renewal institutions 

in dilapidated urban areas with substandard apartments. Their exclusive oversight of urban development 

allowed the city government to deploy new participatory instruments in times of political crises in the 
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proceeding policy sequence, but also to retain the limited role and function of existing renewal institu-

tions, which, in reality, represented the city’s interests in property development. This specific develop-

ment pattern, featured by a chain of less-systematic policy interventions, had an enduring consequence 

for the process and outcome of Soft Urban Renewal, producing a division of labor between the renewal 

institutions. At the institutional level, such an unstructured mode of layering process ultimately desta-

bilized the coordination between the renewal institutions, which fragmented diversifying pathways to 

participation and excluded affected residents from the local renewal process.  

However, the findings from careful process-tracing show that the temporal and spatial compo-

nents of the policy process can make a significant difference in the outcome, in terms of how state actors 

adjust existing institutional arrangements, choose policy instruments and targets, and anticipate specific 

outcomes, according to their accumulating – or changing – interests in the long-stretching policy se-

quence. In the 1990s, the reform trend toward collaborative governance and the ensuing addition of new 

project management tools began altering the effect of existing participatory pathways in Soft Urban 

Renewal. This occurred at the same time as Austria’s accession to the EU, giving the city government 

considerable financial resources within the framework of the EU’s territorial cohesion policy to imple-

ment a wide range of redevelopment projects in decaying urban areas, including Brunnenviertel. In 

accordance with its funding guideline, the city launched a new organizational structure of Soft Urban 

Renewal, facilitating collaborative partnerships for co-creation and co-management of small-scale re-

newal and community-building projects. This empowered the representatives of affected social groups 

with a strategic leverage in the process, wielding substantial influence on renewing existing urban in-

frastructure in the outcome. This bottom-link approach, connecting government’s capabilities with the 

locals’ capabilities, has had important social implications for ordinary people who must live and form 

new social relationships around the actual outcome of the planning process. 

 The synergy between top-down and bottom-up approaches in a long collaborative renewal 

process produced a newfound neighborhood identity around not only the new urban infrastructure, but 

existing urban diversity – once regarded as ‘bad’, ‘dangerous’, ‘rough’, which both old and new resi-

dents now feel proud to be part of. At the micro-level, this was sustained by the neighbourhood’s phys-

ical capacity to host multiple social identities without imposing a singular narrative of diversity. The 

respondents valued the fact that they now live in a neighbourhood that is widely regarded as the city’s 

‘multicultural hub’, but, most importantly, that they still have their own social places to interact with 

their own social groups in the daily life. As the case of Brunnenviertel shows, such spatial availability 

plays an instrumental role in sustaining a cohesive multiculture in a regenerating neighbourhood, be-

cause the preservation of places and spaces, where multiple social identities can be projected, can avert 

assimilation of actually existing diversity into the elitist celebration of ‘creative’ difference.   
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Since its beginning in the early-1970s, inclusion of civil society in Vienna’s urban governance 

has come a long way. Given the specific political context, from which it has emerged, existing literature 

points to the lack of meaningful inclusion of civil society in the governance process, rooted in ‘centralist 

top-down models of technocratic planning’ (Novy, 2011: 246). Indeed, the vertical policy-making style 

of the city administration, dominated by the Social Democratic Party, has only reluctantly opened up 

participatory pathways to non-institutional actors, and limited their role predominantly to the field of 

urban planning. This political context provides valuable background information on the development 

and implementation of Vienna’s participatory policies, but not a sufficient one to explain the political 

compromises and power struggles between the key governance actors and the properties of existing 

institutions themselves, driving patterned processes of change. At worst, the proposition that the bot-

tom-up, grassroots mobilization of ordinary people should gain control over urban development not 

only disregards existing inequalities that might deepen injustice, but also neglects the specific social 

and political capacity of the city to formulate realistic policy solutions to address real-world problems. 

 In fact, Vienna’s political autonomy and financial capacity as a federal province has enabled 

state actors to experiment with different modes of institutional change, readjusting existing institutional 

arrangements, and introducing new policy instruments against emerging structural challenges and social 

needs. As Section 6.5 argues, strong public intervention in the key policy areas characterizes the par-

ticular political dimension of Vienna’s urban justice, mediating the contradictory effect of citizen par-

ticipation that may reinforce further marginalization of the disadvantaged. In the context of the rapid 

demographic transition in recent years, however, the situation is changing (see Riederer et al., 2019). 

Despite growing opportunities for citizen participation in different areas of urban development, the 

growing socioeconomic vulnerability among disadvantaged populations has put the city under increas-

ing pressure to not only provide adequate opportunities for representation in the planning process, but 

equal access to labor and housing market, which have become increasingly polarized. While ‘innova-

tive’ participatory solutions to address such problems grow, the deepening inequalities between the 

city’s diversifying populations limit their potential to close the deficits of representative democracy. 

Consequently, a new meaningful, democratic turn in Vienna’s urban politics may require a transversal 

approach to planning, which address urban issues intersecting different policy domains.  

An analysis of the long-run patterned processes of institutional development and change pro-

vide a valuable comparative insight into the core contextual differences between cities and their insti-

tutions surrounding ‘the result of particular compromises, made in particular places, at specific times, 

and… a balance of power in place at the time they were established’ (Sorensen, 2015: 26). Needless to 

say, citizen participation in state-led renewal programs exist not only in Vienna, but practically every-

where and anywhere with a supply of deprived urban areas and – whether profit or purpose-driven – a 

demand for better land resources (see Clark and Wise, 2018). The same goes for technocratic policy-
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making or one-party dominance in urban politics, which characterize different – although fewer – cities 

across the world. Singapore, in some regard, has been considered to meet the criteria for a just city, 

where provision of a high standard of living need not follow open and deliberative decision-making 

(Fainstein, 2021). Like Vienna, Singapore’s strong public intervention into urban development miti-

gated the potential influence of profit-driven market actors, and, as a city-state – although Vienna being 

a non-sovereign one, it enjoys considerable administrative freedom and financial resources to self-gov-

ern. At the policy level, the apparent similarities between cities are more obvious. For years, Vienna’s 

housing, zoning and development policies have been widely regarded as a ‘best practice’, inspiring 

activists and politicians across different cities to import its core ideas and practices. Can Vienna’s in-

stitutions and policies be simply emulated and have the same effect in different cities? Although we 

observe an increasing transnational flow of converging policy ideas across the world, and as a result, 

similar institutions and policies being implemented in different cities, their actual outcomes may vary 

significantly depending on existing institutional and opportunity structures with specific roots and dy-

namics, shaping the distinctive trajectories of their future development. Indeed, recognizing formal in-

stitutions and structural conditions in cities do provide information about their ostensible similarities 

and differences on the surface. However, the histories behind the different moments of critical juncture, 

the timing and sequencing of ensuing change processes within developmental pathways may provide 

more depth information about the differentiating impacts of, reactions and solutions to converging ur-

ban challenges that truly characterize the city under examination. In this sense, future research in com-

parative urban studies would benefit from explanations of change patterns within the wider historical 

context of policy process, instead of treating self-standing institutions and polices as units of analysis.  
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10. Annex  

10.1 Abstracts 

English 

This dissertation builds on the ongoing debate on the concept and conceptions of urban justice, in the 

context of increasing incorporation of the city’s diversifying populations into the local planning process. 

It uses Vienna’s participatory urban renewal model (Soft Urban Renewal) as a research window, 

through which to examine the place-specific opportunities and constraints of citizen participation, and 

their resultant social outcomes in the daily life. It argues that the local capacity to make citizen partici-

pation equitable for the city’s vulnerable populations rests on not only formal rules and practices, but 

also the distinctive developmental trajectories of the institutions and policies in question, and their pat-

terned processes of change, opening up a specific opportunity structure for governance actors to produce 

an anticipated outcome. Specifically, it answers how participatory governance in Vienna has developed 

over time, which key contextual factors set its long-run evolution in motion, and how the compromises 

and struggles between governance actors in that process have shaped the specific capacities, constraints, 

and outcomes of citizen participation in its regenerating neighborhoods.  

Building on the results from a mix of multiple research methods, the enclosed publications 

reveal that Vienna’s specific pattern of deploying participatory instruments, featured by a chain of ad 

hoc policy responses in times of crisis, had an enduring consequence for the process and outcome of 

citizen participation in Soft Urban Renewal. Such an unstructured mode of institutional design ulti-

mately destabilized the coordination between the renewal institutions, which fragmented the diversify-

ing pathways to participation and excluded affected residents from the local renewal process. While 

this institutional output still characterizes the institutional architecture of Soft Urban Renewal to this 

day, this dissertation further shows how the effects of the same institutional arrangement diverged at 

different points in time, contingent on their respective temporal and spatial context in the overall policy 

sequence. As the empirical findings attest, this temporal and spatial dimension of the policy process 

made a significant difference in terms of how policy actors adjust existing institutional arrangements, 

choose policy instruments and targets, anticipate specific outcomes, and, as a result, how ordinary peo-

ple live and form new social relationships around the actual consequence of the participatory planning 

process.  

Deutsch 

Die vorliegende Dissertation beschäftigt sich mit der laufenden Debatte über das Konzept und die Vor-

stellungen von urbaner Gerechtigkeit im Kontext von zunehmender Einbindung der diversen Bevölke-

rungsgruppen in den partizipativen Planungsprozess. Das Forschungsinteresse liegt auf Wiens „sanfte 
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Stadterneuerung“ und konzentriert sich auf die ortsspezifischen Möglichkeiten und Grenzen von Bür-

gerbeteiligung und die sich daraus ergebenden sozialen Auswirkungen auf das Alltagseben. Es argu-

mentiert, dass die lokale Fähigkeit, die Bürgerbeteiligung für die benachteiligten Bevölkerungsgruppen 

gerecht zu gestalten, nicht nur auf institutionellen und strukturellen Faktoren beruht, sondern auch auf 

den besonderen Entwicklungsverläufen der betreffenden Institutionen und Politiken und ihren struktu-

rierten Veränderungsprozessen, die den Governance-Akteuren eine spezifische Gelegenheitsstruktur 

eröffnen, um die gewünschten Ergebnisse zu erzielen. Konkret geht es um die Frage, wie sich partizi-

pative Governance in Wien im Laufe der Zeit entwickelt hat, welche kontextuellen Schlüsselfaktoren 

ihre langfristige Entwicklung in Gang gesetzt haben und wie die Machtkämpfe und Kompromisse zwi-

schen den Governance-Akteuren in diesem Prozess die spezifischen Kapazitäten, Zwänge und Ergeb-

nisse der Bürgerbeteiligung in den sich erneuernden Grätzeln Wiens geprägt haben. 

Aufbauend auf den Ergebnissen eines Mixes verschiedener Forschungsmethoden zeigen die 

beiliegenden Publikationen, dass der spezifische institutionelle Entwicklungspfad der Stadt beim Ein-

satz partizipativer Instrumente, die durch eine Kette von Ad-hoc-Reaktionen in Krisenzeiten gekenn-

zeichnet waren, dauerhafte Auswirkungen auf den Prozess und die Ergebnisse der Bürgerbeteiligung in 

der sanften Stadterneuerung hatten. Eine solche unstrukturierte Art des institutionellen Designs desta-

bilisierte schließlich die Koordination zwischen den zentralen Erneuerungsinstitutionen, was zu einer 

Fragmentierung der verschiedenen Beteiligungsmöglichkeiten führte und die betroffenen BewohnerIn-

nen vom lokalen Erneuerungsprozess ausschloss. Während dieser institutionelle Output die institutio-

nelle Architektur von Soft Urban Renewal bis heute prägt, zeigt diese Dissertation darüber hinaus, wie 

die Auswirkungen desselben institutionellen Arrangements zu unterschiedlichen Zeitpunkten divergier-

ten, abhängig von den jeweiligen zeitlichen und räumlichen Kontexten im Gesamtablauf der Politikse-

quenz. Wie die empirischen Ergebnisse zeigen, machte diese zeitliche und räumliche Komponente des 

Politikprozesses einen bedeutenden Unterschied in der Art und Weise, wie die politischen Akteure be-

stehende institutionelle Arrangements anpassen, politische Instrumente und Ziele auswählen und be-

stimmte Ergebnisse antizipieren, und infolgedessen, wie normale BürgerInnen ihr Alltagsleben und 

neue soziale Beziehungen um die tatsächlichen Folgen des partizipativen Planungsprozesses herum bil-

den. 
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