
CITIZEN PARTICIPATION IN THE COMMUNITY
RENEWAL PROJECT OF DALLAS, TEXAS

Item Type text; Internship Report-Reproduction (electronic)

Authors Shawkey, Nancy Ann

Publisher The University of Arizona.

Rights Copyright © is held by the author. Digital access to this material
is made possible by the University Libraries, University of Arizona.
Further transmission, reproduction or presentation (such as
public display or performance) of protected items is prohibited
except with permission of the author.

Download date 16/05/2023 14:06:27

Link to Item http://hdl.handle.net/10150/555258

http://hdl.handle.net/10150/555258


CITIZEN PARTICIPATION IN THE 

COMMUNITY RENEWAL PROJECT OF 

DALLAS, TEXAS

by

Nancy Ann Shawkey

An Internship Report Submitted to the Faculty of the 

DEPARTMENT OF URBAN PLANNING 

In Partial Fulfillment of the Requirements 

For the Degree of 
MASTER OF SCIENCE 

WITH A MAJOR IN URBAN PLANNING 

In the Graduate College 

THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA

.::£f£̂ £JC£
'■/jllZZl :19J2cHj7£c7uK£
!;;:J7££SJ77 07



STATEMENT BY AUTHOR

This internship paper has been submitted in partial ful
fillment of requirements for an advanced degree at The University 
of Arizona and is deposited in the University Library to be made 
available to borrowers under rules of the Library.

Brief quotations from this internship paper are allowable 
without special permission, provided that accurate acknowledgment 
of source is made. Requests for permission for extended quotation 
from or reproduction of this manuscript in whole or in part may be 
granted by the head of the major department or the Dean of the 
Graduate College when in his judgment the proposed use of the 
material is in the interests of scholarhsip. In all other instances, 
however, permission must be obtained from the author.

SIGNED: (LjUV.

APPROVAL OF INTERNSHIP DIRECTOR

This internship paper has been approved on the date shown below:

^ 6 \ 11 "7 2»
Henry C..Hightower 

Professor of Urban Planning
Date



"Shall planning then be left entirely in the hands 
of bureaucrats? Not at all. I do not trust my
self to make decisions for the community. Plan
ning is making decisions profoundly affecting the 
whole form and character of the community and the 
manner of life of its people. That calls for 
deeply rooted citizen participation."

Hugh Pomeroy, 1953

During the summer months of 1970 I was employed by the City 

of Dallas,Texas, in the Community Renewal Project of their Depart

ment of Planning and Urban Development. As the supervisor for the 

Neighborhood Analysis and Influences Study I was responsible for 

contacting and interviewing some fifty Dallas civic and business 

leaders who had a knowledge of real estate, business, social work, 

and government. These interviews were designed to collect infor

mation concerning the various areas of Dallas which were considered 

to be blighted, and the major elements and causes of that blight; 

information gleaned from these sources would aid the Community 

Renewal Project's task of delineating those areas of the city to be 

improved.

Following the interviews a discussion was arranged among 

the department personnel to evaluate the suggestions regarding the 

blighted areas of Dallas, and those which required preventative 

improvement measures, and to examine the plans for the city on a 

community and neighborhood basis. This information was then dis

cussed, analyzed, and evaluated by the Neighborhood Analysis and 

Influences Study personnel. Recommendations were made and presented 

to the planning staff in order to assist in making plans for the 

future development of Dallas.
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Another study in progress dealt with the concept of citizen 

participation. The philosophy was to assure the citizens of related 

neighborhoods and communities a clear and direct access to the 

decisions being made concerning their environment, because it it 

the citizens who are best equipped to inform the planners and the 

policy makers of their pressing needs. The approach used was that 

of finding the existing problems and the current citizens' level 

of involvement in solving these problems, and then making recommen

dations for achieving greater citizen participation in the renewal 

process.

One means of involving citizens in planning was what the 

Dallas Department of Planning and Urban Development used, community 

meetings where all residents of the specified communities were 

notified by public service announcements and encouraged to attend 

in order to express their opinions and suggestions.

The concept of citizen participation interested me, and 

by attending my own and other community meetings I was able to 

study both sides of the proceedings and evaluate the experience.

The Dallas idea of citizen participation was not that of a complete 

partnership of residents and officials in making decisions which 

affected the community. Rather, it was a form of informing or 

consulting the citizens. While the residents' ideas, suggestions, 

and criticisms were offered and heard by the planning officials, 

more often the long sought-after goals of the planners in charge 

were instituted rather than the desires of the community as a whole.
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The concept of citizen participation is, or should be, an 

important part of the urban planning process. Breaking down the 

planning process into four phases of (1) goal formulation,(2) data 

collection and research, (3) plan preparation and programming, and 

(A) implementation, citizen participation is an integral element in 

the formulation of goals, one means of learning what the clients 

desire. But citizen participation does not stop there; it continues 

through the phases of data collection and research, plan preparation 

and programming, and implementation in a less conspicious manner. 

There can be no substitute for obtaining the grass roots point of 

view at the very beginning: What are the attitudes, desires, and 

needs of those who are to be affected by a planning program? Out 

of this two-way flow the planner can help identify conflicts which 

exist and point out how to resolve them. In turn, education of 

the citizens as to planning principles and how overall policies are 

determined will be helpful in obtaining the needed cooperation when 

the implementation stage of the final plan gets under way.

Viewing the citizens as the ultimate voice in the community 

decision-making, they as the planners’ clients can help share their 

ideas as a community. Planners must plan for people, and this 

requires a means of determining popular opinions. Citizen partici

pation is a method of two-way communication between planners and 

clients. Ideas should be discussed, not merely presented and put 

into action by officials without consultation between planners and 

citizens. Plans should be made in the best interests of the majority 

which is affected, with their comments, criticisms, and suggestions
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being considered and with a keen eye to the present and the future.

It is the purpose of this internship paper to describe the 

several forms of citizen participation, which form was used by the 

Dallas Department of Planning and Urban Development, and to offer 

a critical evalution of the procedure. The structure of the paper 

will follow an historical development of citizen participation from 

the 1950's to the present, and present the ideas put forth by various 

authors on the subject, my own definition of the concept, and a 

model of citizen participation.

The report is divided into three segments. The first is a 

discussion of the topic including theories of professionals and 

their definitions of citizen participation, and my perception of the 

concept. In the second section the experience of Dallas is 

described, explaining the structure, process, and product of citizen 

participation including steps taken by the Dallas Department of 

Planning and Urban Development, and what transpired in the community 

meetings which were held for eliciting citizen participation. The 

third segment is a critical evaluation of the Dallas procedure by 

means of performance criteria, with comments and suggestions, and 

a proposed structure, process, and product for an improved future 
system.
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Section 1: Introduction to 

and Discussion of Citizen

Participation in Planning



Democracy is based on the belief in individual dignity and 

responsibility, and that the institutions of government thus will 

be responsive to the desires of its citizens. Participatory democ

racy rests on the proposition that all groups, interests, ideas, 

and beliefs must be represented in the process. Citizen partici

pation must be initiated on the premise that it is a means of 

perfecting the democratic process of determining the most desirable 

goals of the community, of improving planning decision-making, and 

of creating an awareness that citizens can help shape their future 

environment. However, have our urban governments done enough to 

elicit the public's participation?

There seems to be a widening gap between human needs and 

public resources, and a growing cynicism regarding the commitment 

of a community's institutions and leadership to meet these needs 

(Kemer Report, 1968, p .283). Three conclusions of the Report of 

the National Advisory Commission on Civil Disorders are significant 

in relation to the participation of the citizens in local government 

affairs. Citizens, generally speaking, have not been able to 

participate in their local governments due to various reasons; this 

inability to help make policy which affects them has created a 

problem. The problem has financial, political, and institutional 

dimensions. Almost all cities are simply unable to meet the 

growing need for public services and facilities with traditional 

sources of municipal revenues. Many cities are structured 

politically so that great numbers of citizens have little or no 

representation in the processes of government, and some cities lack
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either the will or the capacity to use effectively the resources 

that are open to them.

This volatile situation has been produced by the convergence 

of several developments. There exists a gulf in communication be

tween local government and the residents of the community (Kemer 

Report, p. 284). This seems to be a constant topic of politicians 

who promise to bring the citizen closer to this representatives and 

to the policy making itself. This lack of communication exists for 

all residents of our larger cities; it is, however, far more 

difficult to overcome for low-income, less educated citizens who 

are disproportionately supported by and dependent upon programs 

administered by agencies of. local government.

The lack of communication and the absense of regular 

contacts with residents prevent city leaders from learning about 

problems and grievances as they develop. As a result, tensions 

which could have been dissipated if responded to promptly, mount 

unnecessarily. Public officials lack the information about the 

nature of the trouble and its causes, and they lack rapport with 

local leaders who might be able to influence the community.

Many city governments are poorly organized to respond 

effectively to the residents? needs, even when these needs are 

made known to the appropriate public officials (Kemer Report, 

p .285). Current trends in municipal administration have had the 

effect of reducing the capacity of local government to respond to 

these needs effectively. Pressures for administration efficiency 

and cost-cutting have brought about withdrawal of many operations
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of city government from direct contact with citizens and neigh

borhoods and communities. Red tape and complexity have accompanied 

the centralization of local government. While the introduction of 

a merit system and a professionalized civil service have made the 

management of the cities more businesslike, it has tended to de

personalize and isolate government. Local governments have become 

a myriad of offices and departments, all requiring periodic checking 

for duplications. Some city governments must contend with another 

county, state, or nation.

Residents increasingly believe that they are excluded from 

the decision-making process which affects their lives and communities 

(Kemer Report, p.286). This feeling of exclusion has engendered 

hostility towards the governmental institution and has severely 

compromised the effectiveness of programs intended to provide 

improved services to residents.

No democratic society can long endure the existence within 

its major urban centers of a substantial number of citizens who 

feel deeply aggrieved as a group, yet lack confidence in the govern

ment to rectify perceived injustise and in their ability to bring 

about needed change.

With our society becoming more person-oriented than object- 

oriented, the goal of a participatory democracy has many implica

tions for the planning and decision-making governmental institutions. 
The society of the future will no doubt be an urban one. Urban 

planning must help give it shape and context; the planning of the 

future must invite the examination and discussion of political and 

social values; it must consider the needs and aspirations of all
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urban people.

There is a need to establish an effective urban democracy, 

one in which citizens may play an effective role in deciding public 

policy. Great care must be taken to insure that choices remain in 

the area of public view and participation. Involvement of the 

citizen is essential to the planning process under our democratic 

system. It is also consistent with specific programs emerging from 

Wabhington, D.C., and with local efforts that are bringing an ever- 

increasing sector of the community into the process.

As experience in the field has been gained, it has become 

evident that only genuine citizen participation can solve many of 

our problems. As other programs are organized within a pattern of 

detailed and highly localized attacks on community problems, this 

fact will become increasingly true for them as well.

If the urban planning process is to encourage democratic 

government, it must include citizens. This means not only permit

ting them to be heard, but also to become well informed about the 

underlying reasons for planning proposals, and to respond to them.

As the community decides upon courses of action, so too does the 

community examine its values; thus the involvement of the total 

community helps to assure the relevancy of the planning efforts.

The quality of life in American cities cannot be improved 

unless people of all classes, races, and ethnic groups, and public 

officials in all levels of government create processes and mechanisms 

for assessing problems, developing strategies, planning, and 

implementing corrective actions together. It is clear that local
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government must develop new relationships with and responsiveness 

to people in the neighborhood if residents are to benefit as people 

and grow in their capacity to function as citizens. It follows that 

citizen participation is a complicated cluster of rights and respon

sibilities that affects both citizens and local government.

Participation comes in many guises. It may be a membership 

on a Citizens' Advisory Board or other agency, policy board, or 

commission, the employment in public and private agencies, or the 

administration and operation of economic self-help programs. It 

also may be the individual exercise of rights and privileges of 

citizens.

No matter what form it takes, the aim of this participation 

is the protection and advancement of various interests. All minority 

groups must be heard; citizen participation is not merely a means 

to approve and act on majority interests. Such group activity is 

an important part of our decision-making process, making it more 

responsive to citizens' needs. Requests made by groups tend to 

have greater force than similar ones by individuals. A group pro

vides continuity even when the individuals who comprise it change, 

and its structure provides a recognizable and workable leadership."

There are at least three fundamental rationales for citizen 

participation. First, it constitutes a constructive activity which 

involves initiative, creativity, and self-reliance of every citizen. 

Second, participation is an affirmation of our belief in a commitment 

to the value of the individual. Citizen participation is a means 

of enabling the resources and energies of the individuals to become
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part of an effective democratic decision-making framework. And 

third, it represents a chance for utilizing untapped manpower 

resources which can assist in governing. In the process of trial 

and error there is tremendous value in the knowledge it affords 

which can be seen in the criticisms, corrective insight, and 

validation of efforts.

The third rationale may also be interpreted as. a potential 

means of formulating goals and objectives, but in the Dallas, Texas, 

experience there was a specific group which was appointed by the 

mayor, and later enlarged by voting in additional members, to 

formulate goals for Dallas' growth and improvement. This is one 

instance where Dallas could have made better use of its potential. 

Both power and information could have been gleaned; instead, the 

Goals for Dallas Committee displayed more power and influence among 

themselves than in their ability to learn about city problems.

Since the 1950's there has been an increase in citizen 

participation. In the early 1950's the extent of citizen participa

tion seemed to be a planning commission comprised of several citizens 

and county or city officials which was established in order to help 

in planning efforts for information and services, usually personnel 

and education. This was the "voice of the people" and it was the 

means by which the planners could put forth their ideas and plans, 

which then would be interpreted by the commissions for the citizens. 

This was done in hopes of yielding public understanding and to make 
the planning efforts more effective.

The original role of the independent planning board was 

heavily weighted toward endorsement; as much as anything else, the
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board was a promotional group. The role of endorsement extended 

from the legitimacy of planning through the planner to the original 

physical plans. The board’s endorsement functions assumed major 

importance, and they became almost the full expression of formal 

citizen participation in planning. The product of the early 

process was identified almost exclusively as the City Plan, and was 

frequently viewed with reverence as an instrument of revelation 

rather than as a tool for municipal involvement; the choice was 

between the City Plan and an unplanned method of growth.

Later the concept of citizen participation in planning in

cluded the idea that participation was the only means by which 

citizens could become aware of their surroundings, what was being 

discussed and planned for them, and how the plans affected them. 

Participation was considered a means of hearing the citizens' ideas 

and interpretations of the plans; however, this was secondary to the 

information function. The objective was to arrive at policies col

lectively by a direct referendum or by means of elected represen

tatives in order to integrate the planning function with elected 

officials.

In the late 1950’s and early 1960's the grass roots approach 

to participation in planning was adopted; citizen participation was 

to be encouraged from the very beginning, with continuity of the 

citizen review and discussion from the first to the final drafts of 

the plans. In addition, the idea of a community organization methods 

specialist was introduced, and his presence on the staffs of as a 

consultant to each agency was encouraged. It was hoped that with



such a specialist on hand there would be improved information and 

feedback between planners and citizens through neighborhood meetings 

and councils.

The greatest boost to citizen participation in planning has 

been brought about recently by an ever increasing national emphasis 

on reviving American dities. Federal laws and regulations such as 

the Model Cities and urban renewal programs have accelerated the 

trend; citizen involvement is now one of the seven requirements for 

receiving Federal funds. Task forces and flexible citizen boards 

were set up in order that citizens could consult with planners in 

formal meetings as a cohesive unit, thus forming a layer of non- 

elected citizens between the planners and the legislature-electorate.

"It has been only during the last few years that most citizens 

cared about planning enough to enter into debate ovar a planning 

proposal. Planning has been an intellectual nicety, an abstraction 

that has rarely touched the lives of most citizens." (F.H. Beal, 

Goodman and Freund, p.332). It nattered not therefore, whether the 

planning approach was conducive to public participation. This, of 

course, is changing as the public increases its awareness and 

acceptance of the idea of planning. Planners have been called upon 

to tackle more and more public programs, and in so doing they have 

affected the lives of more people. The large amounts of federal 

aid that are being poured into urban areas have been a major factor 

in changing planning from an academic exercise to something that 

may directly alter the lives of urban citizens. As long as plans 

meant nothing, or as long as the time lag between plans and projects
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was long, citizens had nothing to lose by supporting the idea of 

planning. But as plans rapidly become projects, citizen interest 

in planning is no longer casual or academic.

There are various forms of citizen participation, and many 

professionals * models; the following three are those of Miss Sherry 

R. Amstein, Mr. Daniel Patrick Moynihan, and Mr. Edmund M. Burke, 

and are representative of today’s views of the concept.
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Mias Sherry R. Arnstein

Citizen participation in Miss Arnstein1s definition is a 

categorical term for citizen power. She defines citizen participa

tion in her article, " A Ladder of Citizen Participation" as being 

"the redistribution of power that enables the have-not citizens who 

are presently excluded from the political and economic processes to 

be deliberately included in the future. It is the strategy by which 

the have-nots join in determining how information is shared, goals 

and policies are operated, and benefits like contracts and patronage 

are parcelled out. In short, it is the means by which they can 

induce significant social reform which enables them to share in the 

benefits of the affluent society." (Arnstein, 1969, p.216).

Miss Amstein's concept of citizen participation includes 

eight levels of participation, with each level corresponding to the 

extent of citizens' power in determining the end product. The first 

and second rungs at the bottom of the ladder are manipulation and 

therapy, or forms of what Miss Arnstein calls non-participation; the 

objective here is not to enable people to participate in planning 

or conducting programs, but rather to enable the powerholders to 

"educate" or "cure" the participants. The next two steps up the 

ladder of citizen participation are informing and consultation, which 

Miss Arnstein has labeled tokenism. These allow the have-nots to 

hear and have a voice, but they lack the power.to insure that their 

views will be heeded by the powerful. When participation is restric

ted to these levels there is little or no follow-through, and no
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assurance of changing the status quo. Placation, she says, is merely 

a higher level of tokenism due to ground rules allowing the have- 

nots to advise, but retaining for the powerholders the continued 

right to decide.

Partnership enables citizens to negotiate and engage in 

trade-offs with powerholders, while at the highest levels of dele

gated power and citizen control, the have-not citizens obtain the 

majority of seats in decision-making, or full managerial power.

This points out the significant gradations of citizen partici

pation in planning; Miss Amstein says that knowing these gradations 

makes it possible to understand the increasing demand for partici

pation from all classes and groups of people.

The underlying issues are essentially the same: "nobodies" 

in several arenas are trying to become "somebodies" with enough 

power to make target institutions responsive to their views, aspira

tions, and needs.

The ladder juxtaposes powerless citizens with the powerful 

in order to highlight the fundamental divisions between them. Neither 

group is a homogeneous bloc; each has a host of divergent views, 

interests, and subgroups. However, in most cases, the have-nots do 

perceive the powerful as a "system" and powerholders do view the 

have-nots as a sea of "those people" with little comprehension of the 

class and caste differences among them (Amstein, p.217).

The eight rungs in the real world might be spread out into 

more than one hundred rungs with less sharp and "pure" distinctions 

among them. Also, some of the characteristics of each type might
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be applicable to other rungs, as legitimate or illegitimate charac

teristics of citizen participation.

What citizen participation should be is a combination of 

both groups' efforts and thinking, in my opinion. The men in 

positions of power, as Miss Arnstein sees it, should be meeting with 

those who are being affected by the legislation in order to hear 

their needs and desires as well as their reactions to the current 

situation. An objective of citizen participation is to advance the 

legitimate but uncommon interests. With give and take on both parts 

a more satisfactory product could be developed, with both sides being 

the policy makers and benefiters.



Mr. Daniel Patrick Moynihan

"Maximum feasible participation", the bywords of the war on 

poverty and the community action programs, were intended to mean the 

involvement of the poor in planning and implementing those programs, 

giving them a real voice in their institutions. However, as Mr. 

Moynihan points out in his book Maximum Feasible Misunderstanding, 

the original ideas on participation have been changed or ignored.

In his book he presents opinions based on his experience with partici

pation in the war on poverty and community action.

The ill-fated community action programs of the war on poverty 

were carried out in such a way as to produce a minimum of the social 

change its sponsors desired, and a maximum increase in the opposition 

to such change, of the kind they feared. But the problem of the 

poor participating in programs which were designed for their benefit 

was preceded by another problem: the political leaders did not seem 

much involved either. They wanted especially to involve those who 

had the power to do something about the poverty; Washington, D.C. 

also wanted a great many things that could not simultaneously be had 

(Moynihan, 1966, p.4.).

The United States Congress gave the program to Mr. Jack 

Conway who began to shake things up a bit, to structure the Community 

Renewal Projects so that they would have an "immediate and irrever

sible" impact on the communities. To this end they gradually expanded 

the notion of how much, at what stage, and for what purpose the poor 

were to be involved with the community action programs, concluding



that it would be "as much as possible, at all stages, and for every 

purpose."

However, under the Conway group the community action pro

grams were given a structure that neither those who drafted, spon

sored, or enacted them in any way ever intended. In addition, the 

forces which they sought to enact were to operate primarily in the 

black slums of the nation's largest cities; however, the planning 

groups were comprised of middle-class whites exclusively. At no 

time did any black have any role of consequence in the drafting of 

the poverty program or the community action program's guidelines, 

yet it was the black communities that were to be primarily affected.

There was frustration and dismay with the local community 

action agencies. Rather than a grass roots war on poverty, a war 

which was sensitive and responsive to local needs, it was a rigid 

program directed usually by bureaucrats who were unconcerned with 

local problems and conditions. There was little or no serious par

ticipation of the program beneficiaries in programs being planned 

and implemented by professionals and elite community leadership.

The war on poverty began in 1964; in 1966 more than nine 

hundred grants had been made to establish community action programs, 

but from the sponsors' viewpoints the program was not a success. The 

program was designed to encourage institutional cooperation but the 

key objective of the community action programs had been institutional 

change. There appears to have been very little actual participation 

by the poor in the operation of the poverty agency. Many battles 

were fought, but few were against poverty.
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Social science competence was not a missing element in the 

program's conception and management; what was missing was rather the 

understanding of the objective. The government did not understand 

what it was doing or trying to do; it had only a set of theories 

with which to work.

The community action idelogy became in ways more, not less, 

extreme in the face of evident failures. Complete community control, 

usually meaning black control, of all community-affecting institu

tions became the demand of the more militant whites and blacks, and 

this was far from the original intention.

In this author's opinion the role of social science lies not 

in the formulation of social policy, but in the measurement of its 

results. In this experience the results proved to be a failure. 

"Maximum feasible participation" emerged unclear, unexamined, and 

un-understood, and became an important issue for many activities 

removed from the racial equality struggle.

This experience was by no means citizen participation in 

planning. It was instead an idea which was tossed about and con

fused in the red tape of Washington politicials. However, it did 

bring to light the possibilities for citizen participation in pro

grams and planning, and its effects are still being felt.
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Mr. Edmund M. Burke

A critical analysis of the general goals of citizen partici

pation reveals a basic conflict between participatory democracy 

and professional expertise in Mr. Burke’s opinion. In order to 

help solve some of the resulting dilemmas caused by the citizens- 

planners conflicts, Burke offers several strategies in his article, 

"Citizen Participation Strategies", one of which should be adaptable 

to the role and resources of the particular case or organization.

A frequently proclaimed but rarely viable strategy of 

citizen participation focuses upon the presumed need for improvement 

of the individual participants. One focus is education, a form of 

citizenship training, in which citizens working together to solve 

community problems not only learn how democracy works but also learn 

to value and appreciate cooperation as a method of problem-solving. 

Another focus of this education-therapy strategy is using partici

pation therapeutically as a means for developing self-confidence and 

self-reliance. But there seems to be difficulty in implementing 

this strategy due to the inability to accommodate it to organiza

tional demands. The focus is upon the means; participation is the 

overriding objective, not the accomplishment of goals or group tasks. 

Therefore, the participants must be determiners of decisions and 

policies even to the point of allowing them to make unwise policy 

decisions or to create conflict and controversy.

Group participation has been found to be a major force for
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changing individual behavior; individuals tend to be influenced by 

the groups to which they belong and will more readily accept group- 

made decisions than individual efforts calling for change. The 

behavioral change strategy is change-oriented and is aimed at 

influencing individual behavior through group membership. The 

objective is to induce change in r. system or subsystem by changing 

the behavior of either the system’s members or influential repre

sentatives of the system. Because the group is seen as a source of 

influence over its members, by focusing upon group standards it is 

considered possible to change the behavior of the individual member.

However, the effectiveness of this strategy depends upon 

the participants' having a strong sense of identification-with the 

group, and feeling assured that their contributions and activities 

are meaningful both to themselves and to the group. In addition, 

there must be some satisfactions or gains from participation, through 

personal and group accomplishments or from the association with 

other members.

In the staff supplement strategy Burke uses the principle 

of voluntarism, the recruitment of citizens to carry out tasks for 

an organization which doesn't have the staff resources to carry them 

out itself. In Community planning this strategy has been used to 

supplement the expertise of particular citizens. The objective is 

to exploit the abilities, free time, and/or the expertise of indivi

duals to achieve a desired goal.

Another practice is to involve citizens in the use of an organi

zation in order to prevent anticipated obstructionism: cooptation.
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In this sense citizens are not seen as a means to achieve better 

planning goals or as partners in assisting an organization in 

achieving its goals; rather, they are viewed as potential elements 

of obstruction or frustration whose cooperation and sanction are 

found necessary. This cooperation can take two forms. One is 

employed in response to specific power forces; in order to capture 

or neutralize the influence of certain individuals, they are brought 

into the organization and included at the policy-making level because 

their influence is critical to the continuation of current organiza

tional policy. Another form is a device for winning consent and 

legitimacy from the citizenry at large. The underlying belief is 

that the need that the organization purports to serve is not in 

itself sufficiently persuasive to gain community support; thus, 

groups which reflect the community's sentiments are absorbed into 

the organization in order to gain legitimacy.

The fifth strategy which Burke puts forth is that of com

munity power: there are centers of power which exist .outside the 

formal political structure of a community and such centers are 

influential in shaping community decisions.

There are two strategies of citizen participation based on 

theories of community power, both designed to exploit community 

power. The first is to capture influentials by involving them as 

particilants in the organization in order to achieve organizational 

objectives; Mr. Burke calls this cooptation. Another significantly 

different strategy accepts the premises of community power theories, 

but not the conclusions. It is suggested that change can be
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caused by confronting existing power centers with the power of 

numbers, an organized and committed mass of citizenry. In effect, 

a new power center is created, based upon the size and dedication 

rather than control of wealth and institutions. This type of organi

zation has the ability to obtain accommodations from existing power 

centers from its inherent strength and its choice of tactics.

Although Burke says that the citizen should have the ultimate 

voice in community decision-making, in keeping with our democratic 

heritage, he states that citizens cannot participate in all decision

making functions due to the expertness necessary in the process. 

(Burke, p. 287). He gives the examples of questions regarding 

national security or technical competency. But who or what decides 

which decisions are beyond the realm of the citizen? There may not 

be an answer to this question. This is the basis of the dilemma: 

the demand for both participatory democracy and expertise in decision

making .

Because Burke spy.s that maximizing both value preferences is 

not possible, accommodations have to be made. For this reason 

citizen participation becomes a strategy, and his five methods are 

his key to solving the problems.

For community planning his best strategies are behavioral 

change and staff supplement because these permit the planning agency 

to employ on a voluntary basis the expertise of community individuals. 

Citizens with particular talents are recruited into the organization 

and encouraged to contribute their specialized knowledge to solving 

the problems. In order to deal with the "politics” of planning the
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behavioral change idea would subject value preferences to a dialogue 

to air them within the context of the planning process. In addition, 

other organizations which are involved would be encouraged to par

ticipate in order to allay their fears, gain their advice, and seek 

their cooperation.

These strategies require knowledge ef and skill in the 

handling of the dynamics of group and individual behavior. The staff 

must be sensitive to individual differences while seeking to maximize 

rationality in their conributions. The intent is to work with 

citizens in a collaborative process by bringing citizens and planners 

together in a common effort, focusing on human activities as well 

as physical plans, and stressing two-way communications between the 

planners and their client publics.

Hr. Burke's strategies seem to encompass practically any 

possible situation which could arise is the area of citizen partici

pation. One or more of thse strategies would have been beneficial 

to the City of Dallas Department of Planning and Urban Development 

in their Community Renewal Project, in particular the behavioral 

change and staff supplement strategies. Had these two methods been 

used in the planning efforts,there would most likely have been more 

pleased citizens and fewer aggravated planners in Dallas.

My own model of citizen participation is closest to this, 

of the three professionals' modles. In my opinion, Mr. Burke's 

concept is the correct one to use with citizen participation in 

planning.
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My Model of Citizen Participation

Rather than the "haves vs. the have-nots style of Miss 

Amstein, or the criticisms offered by Mr. Moynihan, and most like 

the strategies by Mr. Burke, my own model of citizen participa

tion in planning calls for all residents to take part in planning 

by expressing their views and opinions. It is my thinking that 

everyone can and should take part in making the decisions which 

affect his future. However, since it is not possible or plausible 

that all residents of a city or of a community gather at once to 

discuss plans and ideas, I have constructed a model for citizen 

participation which uses representatives from the neighborhoods, 

communities, and city wards. It is by means of these representa

tives that residents may discuss ideas and opinions for plans as \
well as consulting directly with their councilman.

All residents cannot be trained in planning principles and 

techniques, and for this reason there is a need for their education 

and information about the plans and programs which are available.

It is the job of the planning department to provide the information 

and means of educating the residents about planning; in this manner 

they may see and study the options which are open to them and choose 

that plan which best fits their needs and desires. Planners should- 

in form the citizens of what all the alternatives are to their particu

lar problems, what the best solution is and why, and what the probable 

consequences would be. Citizens thus could be well informed about 

the possibilities, and after weighing them carefully, make their own



decisions about which plans to accept.
This is based on acceptance of the idea that planners and 

other officials responsible for planning and carrying out urban 

programs must recognize citizen participation as an essential 

ingredient of their efforts. In addition, ways and means must be 

found to develop among the representatives of all sectors of the 

population an understanding of the problems affecting their com

munities and participation in plans and programs to solve these, 

problems.

Planners’ final goals cannot be realized without widespread 

citizen understanding and support. Every planner hopes to have 

his plans accepted and carried out, and citizens are involved in 

the realization of those plans and ideas. A^so, many citizen groups 

as well as individuals, pressure councilman and mayors in regards to 

proposed plans. At the very first testing point citizens have an 

opportunity to express their opinions on the proposed plans, and 

unless they have a clear understanding of the plans chances are 

that they will protest them. Therefore, planners must consider 

citizen understanding and support a major ingredient in the realiza

tion of their goals.

The key to initiating effective citizen participation is the 

recognition of the representatives of the various population elements 

who can successfully command the support of their neighbors and 

associates. This means that planning bodies must know their com

munities and the various levels of leadership in the neighborhoods 

and communities.
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Successful citizen participation also involves the develop

ment of a real sense of sharing in the planning. The sense of owner

ship seems to generate loyalty and enthusiastic support. This means 

that citizens should be apprised of the problems facing their com

munities, be advised of the advantages and disadvantages of alter

native courses of action, and then select the plan which offers the 

best solutions for their particular needs.

Citizen participation must be planned to derive maximum 

effectiveness from each sector of the population in accordance with 

its capabilities. It must be conceived as a developing process, 

developing citizen understanding.

A successful democratic planning process for the city must 

allow for representation of the interests and identities of its 

many subcommunities. In order to accomplish this; objective, there 

must be two-way communication between citizens and planners, through 

the citizen representatives on neighborhood and community levels 

and through direct confrontation in community meetings.

With copperation between planners and citizens the common 

effort may thus be attained in a manner agreeable to both. But 

putting plans into action requires a high level of coordination and 

communication. Citizen participation in the planning efforts is the 

key, and this participation should take place at all the levels of 
neighborhood, community, and city-wide.

In order to avoide establishing another level of government 

in the already multi-leveled ograrizations, it is possible to 

rearrange present methods to attain effective communication and

\
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feedback.

-< The city should be divided into communities to facilitate

handling problems, avoid duplication of efforts, and group together 

the same or similar situations. In order to do this the various 

interest groups must be found and identified; even so, boundary lines 

are subject to change with time and issues, and therefore must be 

flexible. Individuals tend to identify with their community, or at 

least with their neighborhood, although this is not always the case. 

An effort must be made by the planning department and the represen

tatives of neighborhoods and communities to bring out the residents' 

opinions.

There may be several factions or subgroups within a neigh

borhood which also must be heard. In any case, wants and needs of the 

community must be made known to the planners and representatives.

Each community should be subdivided into neighborhoods, 

from four to eight depending upon the size and population of the 

particular community. (Please see example and chart below.) Such 

division would help citizens relate more easily to their own 

neighborhood and larger community, and to the city as a whole by 

beginning with a small, recognizable scale and progressing in size.

As an example, let us use a city of 500,000. The city has 

been divided into various ethnic and economic communities for many 
years, but the city planning staff has recently determined that 

there are thirty-six communities within the city limits, and has 

defined those areas on a master map. The city is also operating 

under the ward system, with nine wards whose councilman are
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elected. Each ward is comprised of four communities, in order to 

simplify matters; with each councilman being responsible for four 

communities he and his assistants should be readily accessible to 

the residents for their comments and consultation in regards to 

proposed legislation.

In this city of 500,000, each community would have from 

10,000 to 12,500 residents, and each neighborhood of the community 

from 1500 to 2500 residents. Using these figures as guidelines 

then a plan for representation and communication would be as follows:

Within each neighborhood representatives would be selected 

by the other residents to serve on a neighborhood council. The 

seven to twelve neighborhood representatives selected, on the 

basis of one representative per two hundred residents, would thus 

form a neighborhood council which would:

1. receive planning proposals from the planning staff

2. send representatives and ideas to the community council

3. make recommendations on the proposed plans to the 

community council.

The community council would be comprised of one representa

tive from each of the four to eight neighborhoods, and its functions 

would be to

1. receive neighborhood and community plans from the planning 

staff

2. hear Recommendations from the neighborhood council delegates

3. make recommendations to the planning staff on

a. priorities

b. plans

c. projects



Following the nestings of the neighborhood and community 

councils, representatives would be ready to discuss the issues, . 

needs, and desires of the residents with the ward councilman and 

his assistants. In this manner the councilman would be fully aware 

of the citizens' opinions and expectations, and be able to meet with 

the City Plan Commission in order to coordinate plans and programs 

to be undertaken.

In the event that this does not work satisfactorily for the 

residents, there is an alternative: If the game of politics inter

feres with plans which are in the best interests of the residents, 

because the councilman are elected, then one of the four community 

representatives for each ward who meets with the ward councilman 

should be made a full voting member of the City Plan Commission. In 

this way there would be less chance of the politicians avoiding or 

sidetracking residents' requests and directions because the community 

representative would-be an ever-present reminder of the duties and 

requests at hand.

The community representatives should elect one from among 

them to serve as a full member of the City Plan Commission. He or 

she should be a recognized leader of his area and be able to com

municate well in order to make residents' desires and opinions 

known and understood.

The residents themselves should determine whether of not 

their councilman is acting in compliance with their wishes; if they 

decide that he is not, they then may notify him of their decision to 

place a representative on the City Plan Commission in order to
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assure their own protection. It is hoped that this would persuade 

the councilman to listen more carefully to residents' desires. If 

he does not comply with their demands he cannot expect to maintain 

his position on the council.

In order to establish and/or maintain communication between 

planners and citizens, there must be direct access and feedback 

between the two groups. This may be accomplished through several 

means. First, the planning staff should be large enough to maintain 

* at least one staff member per ward as the permanent office liaison 

in order that all questions and problems be directed to one person 

instead of being channeled through several staff members to find the 

answer. Knowing one particular person to contact in the planning 

office would contribute to a sense of confidence for the residents, 

in addition to increased office efficiency. The same person should 

be well-versed in community affairs through attending community 

meetings and council meetings.

An all-resident community meeting should then be held in 

order to present formally the plan which has been guided by citizens 

and their representatives' comments and criticisms. Following the 

presentation residents should be encouraged to voice their opinions 

and vote on whether or not to accept the plan.

If the plan shou ld not meet their approval and thus be re

jected, it should then be returned to the planning office where it 

can be revised in light of their comments and criticisms. If the 

plan is accepted, it is then approved by the City Plan Commission and 

the City Council, both of which have had a voice in the development 

of the plan.
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CITY: 500,000 POPULATION
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ORGANIZATIONAL TABLE FOR 

THE PROPOSED CITY

CITY 500,000 population 

9 wards

36 communities

Therefore, each ward is comprised of four communities and 

each community has from four to eight neighborhoods.

COMMUNITY 10,000-12,500 population

NEIGHBORHOOD 1500-2500 population
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JOINT MEETING OF*
iCITY COUNCIL, tlTY PLAN COMMISSION, A X p^  y/’LANNINQ̂  DEPARTMENT
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( MY MODEL OF CITIZEN PARTICIPATION

1. Neighborhood representatives: one representative per two 

hundred neighborhood residents

2. Neighborhood Council: seven to twelve representatives per 

neighborhood

3. Community Council: one representative per neighborhood

4. The councilman from each ward meets with one community

council representative from each of the four communities in

the ward.

5. ALTERNATIVE: One community council representative becomes 

a full voting member of the City Plan Commission.

6. Joint meeting of the City Council and the City Plan Commission 

to discuss plans and ideas from the previous meetings.
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There are several implications for the future of planning. 

First, it represents a new base for planning; in the community 

rather than only in an office. This means encouraging citizens of 

all ages and backgrounds to share in the planning and development 

of their surroundings, participating to organize their interests, 

defend their rights, and restore their self-confidence through 

power redistribution and a shared exercise of authority. Second, the 

planner must have a sensitivity to the difference between what he 

identifies as "needs" and what the citizens identify as "wants". 

Two-way communication between planners and citizens can bring to 

light the ideas and criticisms that each group has; discussing the 

advantages and disadvantages of alternatives provides a necessary 

sounding board for planners and citizens in their search for the 

best solution possible for their particular problems. Third, this 

represents a shift in emphasis from producing "paper plans" to a 

responsibility for assuring that the right questions are asked and 

answered, that the range of probable consequences is identified 

and evaluated, and that the decision-makers have the benefit of 

this advice and information.

Every alternative should be presented and discussed in order 

to inform the citizens of all possible choices facing them. In this 

way the possible solutions will all be studied and evaluated with 

their probable consequences in mind. This group activity is an 

important part of the decision-making process which responds to 

citizens' needs and desires.
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Developing the process and organizational structure for 

citizen participation requires first a genuine commitment to the 

idea. This commitment entails endorsing it in broad generalities, 

through a permanent staff, sufficient budget allowances, continuous 

information and feedback, adequate time for review, and responsive

ness. In addition, a sound citizen organization must be established 

and maintained on a continuing basis. This may be accomplished on 

a level parallel to the governmental structure in use at the time, 

or by means of a restructuring process.

The community organization has two roles: to help the 

residents of the community to analyze information on the problems 

which confront them and to understand the implications as well as 

the alternatives open to them for some type of social action; and 

- to help them to overcome a natural resistance to any kind of change 

and insure that they reach their own decisions.

Citizen participation is a keystone; it is the means by 

which citizens can inform themselves of the community’s activities 

and needs for improvement; assist in developing goals and objectives 

for improvement; inventory the community resources for accomplishing 

the objectives; learn and pursue methods and means for achieving 

goals; and serve as a medium for bringing private resources into 

the program.

The basic objective must be to strengthen the democratic 

process without giving up the solid achievements made in adminis

tration, research, and planning for the future. This may be done 

by welcoming and encouraging the growth and development of strong, 

stable neighborhood interest groups as a means of communication



with individual citizens, both as full participants in decision

making and as a source of future leadership. In addition, the 

advocacy of meaningful policy choices must be stimulated. Public 

hearings and organized neighborhood groups would serve as new and 

different sources of information.
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Section 11: The Efforts of

Citizen Participation in 

the Dallas, Texas, 

Community Renewal Project



In the development of the Dallas Community Renewal Project 

there were two major elements which comprised the concept of citizen 

participation in planning. These were the Goals for Dallas Committee 

with its twelve goals for the improvement of the city, and the Com

munity Renewal Project itself, which was dependent upon the idea of 

citizens participating in the plans and proposals for their city's 

growth, and for the project's success.

The planning staff at the City of Dallas Department of 

Planning and Urban Development was hoping to use the concept of 

citizen participation in order to make renewal efforts a success by 

pointing out to residents that they themselves were the ones who 

were planning the future of Dallas, that citizens' voices and 

opinions indeed would be heard. For this reason the planners had to 

maintain a firm, controlling hand over the project and convince the 

residents that they were in fact participating, that the plans were 

good for them, and the results were the best possible because they 

were tailored to each area.

In December, 1965, the Goals for Dallas Committee was estab

lished by Mayor Erik Jonnson in order to set goals to meet the needs 

brought about by the city's growth. The original committee was

comprised of twelve Dallas top business leaders, appointed by the
!

mayor. The philosophy of the Goals for Dallas Committee was that 

people should help in the planning of their future through estab

lishing goals for the overall needs of the city, defining specific 

and detailed objectives, and checking accomplishments against the
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goals, objectives, and plans as changes dictated them.

Early in 1966 a planning committee of civic leaders agreed 

to provide the leadership and guidance for the project, and a pro

fessional staff was hired to formulate goals. Professional writers 

were commissioned to prepare essays on the chosen thirteen subject 

areas, and from these them twelve categories for goals were later 

selected by the planning committee.

The original committee members then nominated and elected 

additional members, thus expanding the Goals for Dallas Committee 

to sixty. Under each category or subject area a list of specific 

goals was developed through the establishment of plans, schedules, 

and priorities. From August 1966 through August 1969 these goals 

were published and discussed with the Dallas citizens in: private 

club meetings, public meetings, and via the mass media. In May 1970 

a conference was held to examine the comments and suggestions from 

previous meetings; this resulted in the final edition of Goals for 

Dallas.

In the adopted Goals for Dallas, one of the specific goals 

was the initiation of a program to inform Dallas citizens directly 

about city affairs. The thinking behind this was that citizens must 

have a positive role: saying what they want, making suggestions, 

understanding community problems, and supporting programs which 

pursue common purposes.

The present municipal government of Dallas is the Council- 

Manager form with a nine member elected City Council which serves 

as the policy-making body, and a manager who is employed by the
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council as the chief administrative and executive officer. As the 

city has grown its citizens have tended to lose contact with their 

local government.

Dallas altered the basic Council-Manager plan to fit the 

city's specific needs. It added a series of checks and balances that 

frequently are missing from the usual city charter; these are in

tended to permit the operation of efficient government along business 

principles, but at the same time are intended to make it more re

sponsible to the democratic process of government.

The Council is the city's elected governing body, which allows 

for an independent check on all parties and departments. The mayor 

is a councilman and the presiding officer of the council. The nine 

councilman, acting as the council, make decisions on all official 

acts of the city's governing body by a majority vote and are solely 

responsible for the administration of the city's government.

All nine councilmen are elected at the same time for two- 

year terms, serving with only token remuneration. Each is elected by 

all the city's voters and each is responsible to all the citizens of 

Dallas.

While the councilman for each ward is chosen by all the 

voters, the city nevertheless operates under a system of council 

districting so that six of the nine must be residents of specified 
districts.

The relation of the citizen to his local government is a 

major problem in the metropolitan area. There is a strong tendency 

to lose one's identity in a city of a million population, a figure
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which Dallas is now approaching.

The quality of the city government reflects largely the 

overall qualifications of the'City Council. This in turn necessitates 

placing good, capable leaders on that governing body. There always 

are some persons who will volunteer; but there also in a need to 

interest others. Here is where the individual citizen and the civic 

organizations have important roles to play.

Within the Dallas Community Renewal Project the idea of 

citizen participation was seen as being a major factor in the success 

or failure of the project. The aim was to help the thirty-five 

Dallas communities, which were previously delineated by the Depart

ment of Planning and Urban Development, to develop their own capacities 

for problem solving. This entailed the active utilization of local 

leasership and organization which could profitably assist in the 

community efforts, through the community power group approach.

Citizen participation in the Dallas Community Renewal 

Project was planned along the following lines: involvement of citizens 

and citizen groups, participation at the neighborhood and community 

levels, and through public meetings.

The Dallas Department of Planning and Urban Development was 

preparing an interim comprehensive plan for the city with the purpose 

of helping to guide the professional staff, the Plan Commission, and 

the City Council in making reasonable development recommendations 

and decisions based upon an overall scheme of planned growth.

The program was divided into two major phases. The first 

phase consisted of an inventory of the existing land use, presented
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at the neighborhood and community levels. The Department of Planning 

and Urban Development hoped that plans could be more readily under

stood by the citizens at this scale. The emphasis here was upon 

developing the concept that numbers of people and where they live 

should be related to the community and its neighborhoods. Community 

meetings would be held where plans for each community and its several 

neighborhoods would be presented to the residents for their comments, 

suggestions, and criticisms. Based upon the resident reaction, the 

plan would then be accepted or returned to the planners for revisions, 

and re-presented at another community meeting.

In the second phase,-.two weeks prior to each second community 

meeting a discussion was held where the planners and community repre

sentatives could review and discuss the plans. This provided a 

testing grounds for the plan and a time for airing complaints and 

making explanations.

Later, each of the Dallas communities again held a community 

meeting in a centrally located place and residents were encouraged 

to attend and voice their opinions of the plan, and whether or not 

to accept it. If the plan was acceptable it was then submitted to 

the Plan Commission for its approval, and sent to the City Council 

where approval there would mean its becoming a part of the planning 

for the city's growth and development.

If the residents did not accept the plan, it again was re

turned to the planning office for revision and re-presented to the 

community at another meeting.

The City of Dallas Department of Planning and Urban Devel

opment assured citizens that they were indeed participating in the
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plans for their city and communities. However, the planners were 

maintaining control of the plans in that they were allowing only a 

limited range of planning ideas to be presented and discussed, and 

decided upon. The citizens themselves did not have the ultimate 

voice in their community and city plans, as genuine citizen partici

pation should provide. Therefore, Dallas' experience was not true 

citizen participation in planning, but merely a limited portion.

At this point I would like to state briefly the key differences 

between my proposal and what the City of Dallas did with citizen 

participation in planning.

First, in my model all residents of the city are able to take 

an active part themselves, or through the neighborhood and community 

representatives and councilman, in the planning for their city's 

future. This was the intention in Dallas; however, it was not what 

actually happened. Dallas residents lacked the specific represen

tatives who could discuss plans and proposals with the planners; 

instead, all the residents were expected to voice their opinions 

individually. As a result, few residents took the initiative to 

consult the planning department.personnaly or in the Community 

Phase meetings.

Secondly, in both the Dallas experience and my own model for 

citizen participation the city is divided into communities and neigh

borhoods. This division facilitates handling problems, avoids 

duplication of efforts, and serves to group together the same or 

similar situations.

Thirdly, although Dallas operated under the ward system this
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was not used to its benefit with citizen participation; councilman 

were elected "at large" and therefore had no specific areas to repre

sent. In my model the ward system can be used more advantageously 

by having one councilman represent on the City Council the interests 

of four communities. In addition, the residents themselves may act 

to place a representative on the City Plan Commission to assure 

their own protection.

Fourthly, although the Dallas planning office staff was large 

there were problems with communication, organization, and information. 

Under my model the large planning staff could be better utilized by 

having one planner be appointed the permanent office liaison for each 

ward. These office liaisons could help solve the communications and 

information problems and help to organize the planning procedures.

Finally, although Dallas did hold community meetings to pre

sent the plans for residents' approval, their methods needed improve

ment. In my model of community meetings the plans for each com

munity will be thoroughly explained and discussed with all residents 

of that community and the community and neighborhood representatives 

assuming active roles in asking and/or answering questions, in addition 

to those by planners.

In this author's opinion, the City of Dallas Department of 

Planning and Urban Development's Community Renewal Project was both 

a success and a failure. Due to the citizen participation in the 

Community Renewal Project, as defined by the Department of Planning 

and Urban Development, the project was a success; people were 

listening to presentations and expounding on the plans and expressing
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their views, asking for and getting revisions in plans for parks 

and shopping areas, and showing concern for their community and city. 

However, this participation was being manipulated by the planners 

in charge; the citizens were participating in the planning,' but only 

within the narrow channel which was open to them.

The Dallas program should be altered in several ways and at 

several points in order to ensure genuine citizen participation in 

planning where citizens would make the final decisions. The following 

is a critical evaluation of the structure, process, and product of the 

Dallas efforts, with suggestions for improved handling and a model 

to follow.
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Section 111: Critical Evaluation

of Citizen Participation in the 

Dallas Community Renewal Project



In the preceeding sections I have described the experience 

which the City of Dallas had with its Community Renewal Project 

and citizen participation, and I have designed a model for improved 

citizen participation in planning. The following is a critical 

evaluation of the Dallas efforts. Basing my criticisms of Dallas' 

efforts on my own model for citizen participation, I find several 

major differences.

In my model all residents may take part themselves and through 

their representatives to the neighborhood and community meetings.

In Dallas although it was intended that all residents take an active 

part, all were not able to do so by attending the scheduled com

munity meetings and expressing their own views concerning the proposed 

plans. Many seemed reluctant to speak their minds when they were not 

sure what was being presented, and they were not fully educated about 

all the possibilities open to them. It is my belief that the planning 

department is responsible for educating the residents and giving 

them all the available information regarding proposals in order that 

they may make their own decisions. This would generate widespread 

citizen understanding of the plan, the concepts and problems involved, 

and lend citizen support because they have been able to choose their 
own course of sction.

Another factor in the lack of participation by Dallasites 

was the poor communications by the planning department. An early 

bias against the Community Renewal Project was caused by the Depart

ment of Planning and Urban Development's failure to explain that the
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federal funding of the project did not necessitate federally imposed 

goals, but that Dallas would be setting its own goals and objectives. 

Had this been made clear at the outset most likely there would have 

been better understanding and more cooperation by the residents. This 

again points out that communication is necessary for a successful 

citizen participation project. The lack of communication and informa

tion about the scheduled community meetings was another problem, but 

not necessarily one peculiar to Dallas.

One point of agreement between the Dallas project and my own 

model is the division of the city into neighborhoods and communities. 

Such a division facilitates handling problems by grouping the same or 

simlar situations together and dealing with them on a small scale. 

Dallas was divided into thirty-five communities with several neigh

borhoods each, and the division was quite good.

The job of dividing the city into its various communities is 

a serious one and should therefore be handled with great care and 

study. Perhaps the best qualified staff persons for the job would be 

those who have lived in the city for many years, who know the city 

and its people well. The selection of the persons for this job is 

up to the director of each planning department.

While the ward system was in use in Dallas, it was not, in 

my opinion and according to ray model, used to its fullest advantage. 

Because Dallas citizens elect their councilman "at large" they have 

no direct representation on the City Council, no one directly 

accountable to those of each community. For this reason my model 

makes each city councilman directly responsible to four of the city’s
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communities. In this way each councilman knows exactly who his con

stituents are, and what they expect him to do for them. Not only does 

this give the residents a voice in the council, it also provides them 

with another voiceilin city planning.

Closely related is the idea of neighborhood and community 

councilman, which give the residents of each neighborhood and com- 

' munity another means of expressing their, opinions and getting explana

tions of the proposed plans. This organizational structure allows 

citizens to study the ideas presented and make their own recommenda

tions prior to the formal presentation. This was not afforded the 

residents of Dallas; instead, they were called together at the com

munity meetings for the plan's presentation and discussion. If they 

did not agree with the plan and did not accept it, the plan was then 

returned to the planning department to be revised in accordance with 

their suggestions, where possible. Later, it was re-presented at 

another community meetings, and voted on again. This required time and 

efforts which could have been saved by previous consultation with the 

neighborhood and community representatives, as my model shows.

In addition, my own model of citizen participation makes 

provision for one additional representative per ward to serve on the 

City Plan Commission with full voting rights. If the residents feel 

that their councilman has not been considering their best intersts 

they may act to place their own representative on the Plan Commission 

in order to assure their own protection.

My model is based on the acceptance of the concept of citizen 

participation. Total commitment to the idea is an essential ingredient
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this means that everyone in the planning office must understand 

thoroughly and agree with the methods involved. In Dallas this was 

not the case. There were many levels of understanding and more of 

agreement and disagreement, which was a disadvantage to the program 

at the start. However, this too was the result of poor communication 

and was slowly corrected, although very late in the program.

Publicity, or the lack of it, was one big problem with the 

Dallas Community Renewal Project. Publicity for the community meetings 

was almost non-existent; what there was in the line of posters, signs, 

public announcements on the radio and television, and notices in the 

newspapers seemed haphazard. Although there were funds available for 

publicity, the person in charge regarded such expenditures unnecessary.

A public relations specialist should have been hired to handle 

the publicity for the Community Renewal Project; instead there were 

several staff members who were assigned to post signs, send bulletins 

to radio and television stations and to the newspapers. Their efforts 

were not coordinated, and the effects were far from what was intended 

and required. Attendance at the meetings was not very good, but it 

certainly would have improved if the publicity methods had been 

more effective.

A related problem was that of poor information sharing by the 

planners, commission members, and councilman. What was necessary was 

a brief but thorough sketch of the plans and ideas for the members 

of the Plan Commission and City Council with the planning staff in 

order that any questions they might have could be answered, and to 

prepare for possible questions from the residents. This advance
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preparation would require time and study but the efforts made would 

be well worth it;. In Dallas it seemed that following the presenta

tions many of the commission and council members were among the 

first to leave the community meetings in order to avoid answering 

questions which they did not know how to answer. Had there been 

advance preparation for the question and answer sessions this might 

not have happened.

In conclusion, by following my model for citizen participa

tion there would be more interested citizens, better information and 

communication between the planning department and city residents, and 

better representation of citizens’ interests in the city governmental 

bodies and plans. Rather than a short-lived committee with little 

or no authority, my model would make citizen participation in planning 

a permanent, continuing organization, as it should be to ensure the 

proper representation of the residents’ ideas. In this manner, it 

would become planning in and by the communities of Dallas rather than 

only "paper plans" drawn in an office.

There was an opportunity which was missed in Dallas. The 

city's planning staff began on the proper note; they merely did not 

carry out the plans. We must realize, however, that there were no 

especially good models to follow in 1970, or even today,for citizen 

participation in planning. I hope that the model which I have designed 

may present the means for more and better citizen participation pro

jects in the future.
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