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Executive Summary

Policy Made Public:

Technologies of Ddliberation and Representation in Rebuilding L ower Manhattan

Center on Organizationa Innovation, Columbia Univergity

New digita technologies have figured criticdly in the process of deciding the future of
Lower Manhattan after September 11th, not only supplying the infragructure for
soliciting public input but dso opening new channels of communication between citizens,
designers, advocacy groups, and decision-makers.

The research builds on our previous ethnographic work on organizationa responses to
September 11 and on the early stages of public didogue about the redevelopment of the
World Trade Center ste. One component of the current research is a comparative
longitudind study of participation in three public forums hdd to discuss the future of
Lower Manhattan, forums that relied on face-to-face, exdusvey onling and mixed
technologies of ddiberation. Interviews conducted shortly after each forum generated
data on the modd users of online deliberative forums relative to those who participated in
face-to-face ddiberative forums. Another round of interviews, conducted twelve months
after the initid ones, will yied ingghts into the impacts of online deiberative forums by
comparing participants attention to, engagement in, and expectations of the development
process over time. The project’'s second component focuses on the online didogues
themsdves. A discurdve andyss of a sample of the twenty-9x online discusson groups
that accompanied the face-to-face forum will identify the conditions that facilitate or
obstruct group discussions to approximate the equdity, reflexivity, reciprocity, and
openness that scholars have seen as halmarks of authentically democratic deliberation.

The third and fourth components of the research turn to the process by which multivoca
public didogues are trandaed into “public concens’ and then into design plans. By
compiling an archive of dl the webdtes devoted to Lower Manhattan redevelopment
issues and tracking changes in the form and dtructure of the webdgtes over time, the
project will examine how old and new advocecy groups are adapting to a politica
landscape in which new ddiberaive technologies may be chdlenging traditiond
mechanisms of citizen participation. In the fourth component of the research, the focus is
on communication between citizens, on one hand, and architects and public officids on
the other. Andyss of the website database will chart whether and how architects and
urban planners ae cepitdizing on new digitd technologies to involve resdents more
directly in desgn. Interviews with representatives of the agencies charged with
overseeing the development process will examine whether and how they are relying on
internet-mediated representations of the public in ther dedsonmeking—and with what
effect.



Policy Made Public:
Technologies of Deliberation and Representation in Rebuilding Lower Manhattan

Monique Girard, Francesca Polletta, and David Stark
Center on Organizationd Innovation, Columbia University

As they recovered from the immediate shock and devastation of the September 11
attack, the citizens of New York and their elected representatives were confronted by the
daunting chalenge of deciding the future of the World Trade Center ste.  So much had
been destroyed: Thousands had perished. Tens of thousands had been displaced from
their jobs. Tens of millions of square feet of office gpace had been destroyed or
damaged. Criticd infradtructure hubs in transportation, telecommunications, and
electricity had been devastated; large corporations forced to relocate; smdl retail, hotd,
and restaurant businesses crippled;  students, employees, and loca resdents displaced
and traumatized. The meaning and identity of Lower Manhattan as a financid dgtrict was
now uncertain, and a city whose dynamism was in large part as a globa crossroads was
now a place of insecurity. It was clear that redevelopment of the ste would be the most
sgnificant undertaking in the city’ s history.

As they rise to meet these materid and emotiona chdlenges, New Yorkers are
confronted by socid and political chdlenges no less daunting. There ae sO many
dekeholders with so many disparate cdlams  The families of victims have dams for
compensation and mord cdams about the datus of “hdlowed ground.” The Port
Authority, as the owner of the land, faces clams from its bondholders. The leaseholders
of the propeties, with clams from ther creditors place cams on ther insurers.
Companies file cdams for compensation. And al of these business entities press ther
interests on various governmentd units and agencies whose multiple and overlgpping
jurisdictions compound the complexity of the decison-making process. Meanwhile
resdents, schoals, rdigious and culturd inditutions in the adjacent neighborhoods clam
a role in the redevedlopment process, acknowledging the legitimacy of the clams of the
victims families but questioning proposds for a 16 acre memorid (“we don't want to
live next to a cemetery”). Others point to sudies showing that the economic and
psychologicad impact of the atack is grester in neighborhoods distant from ground zero
and ague that funds for redevdopment should be spent citywidee. ~ Some housing
developers point to high vacancy rates among exising office space in Lower Manhattan
and argue for new resdentia congruction. Low-income groups argue that it should be
affordable housng. Others argue for another kind of diverdty that brings universties,
museums, and an opera house to the Ste.  Environmentalists argue that the ste should be
a modd of sudstainable “green” development. Taxpayer groups argue that the properties
should be developed with an eye to improved fiscad revenues. Architects press for
impressve buildings, arguing that not only New Yorkers but al people touched by the
event need monuments as imaginatiive as the immengty of the tragedy. And urban
planners denounce the architects for proposas in which design leads the program instead
of the program leading the design.



On one principle the various stakeholders agree: redevelopment of the WTC should be an
open and participatory process. The answer to the attack on our democracy can only be
more democracy. Exemplary, in this respect, is the following passage from the misson
gtatement of the Civic Alliance, a confederation of scores of civic associations,

“On October 1, 2001 more than 75 civic leaders gathered in an overcrowded
conference room to begin a process so daunting we hardly knew where to dart.
The yet-to-be-named Civic Alliance to Rebuild Downtown New York had many
different idess on how to rebuild, but were united behind one god — to
transcend business-as-usud in support of an open, inclusive rebuilding process
that would stand as a monument to democracy.”

Government officids and civic associdions recognize that the “busness as usud,” closed
door palitics that built the Twin Towers are especidly not tenable in circumstances where
the principles of an open society are generdly perceived as under attack and at stake.
Because the process of recondruction will be as important as the product, rebuilding the
physica space of Lower Manhattan has launched a reshaping of the space of the public
sphere.  In the wake of September 11" smdl-scale public forums proliferated and were
soon followed by more sysemdic efforts on the pat of governmenta agencies and
leading civic groups to solicit input from the public about the design of an gppropriate
memorid and the future of the World Trade Center (WTC) ste. These public forums
used very different technologies of deiberation—from ideas recorded on butcher block
paper, to polling via persond touchtone keypads, to threaded online discussons. They
offer a remarkable opportunity to compare technologies of ditizen participation in
governance.

The proposed research will examine the reshaping of the public sohere in an era when the
fidd of representation (in multiple senses of the term) is itsdf co-evolving with new
digital technologies To what extent and how is the public sphere reconfigured when it
encompasses expressions and representations in the new interactive medium of a virtual
public sphere? What and who ae the actors (entities, organizations, individuas)
debating New York's future in the online public sphere? What are the “named places”
paths, and patterns of interaction defining its topography? How are the socid interactions
supported in the virtud politicadl sphere changing the dynamics of the broader politica
fidd?

By policy made public we refer to a twinned process. We propose to examine, aong the
firg dimenson, practices tha exploit the new media to facilitate public participation in
the policy-making process. By sysematicdly comparing face-to-face, exclusvely onling,
and mixed technologies of deliberaion we address centrd questions in the sudy of
online citizen participation. Can online forums bring into public didogue people who do
not usudly participate in conventional political ingtitutions? Under what conditions does
the discusson that takes place in such forums gpproximae the standards of equdlity,
reflexivity, openness, and reasoned argument that scholars have seen as necessary for
authentic democratic ddiberation? Does paticipation in online didogues spur other
kinds of civic and politicd engagement? What kind of ddiberative weight do the results



of online discussions have in policymaking processes?  And what are the changing
internal dynamics among leaders and condtituents of civic associations — with their dams
of “representation” outsde of eectora politics — when ordinary citizens have new
possihilities (redlized or foreclosed) for direct access to information and more immediate
access to the policy making process?

Policy made public refers not only to representations of and by the public but adso
representations made to the public.  We propose to examine, adong this second
dimenson, how government agencies, civic associdions, architects, and urban planners
are using new technologies to present their policies, desgns, and programs to the public.

In this “politics of representation,” when disolay of modds is not limited to a particular
time and place, architects and urban planners do not need to await officid recognition to
present dternative visons for redevdopment. Smilarly, government sanctioned planners
and dedgners can appeal directly to the public for support for their proposas, 24/7.
Where and how ae such desgns maede avaladle online? What new visudization
technologies (eg., virtud wak-throughs, traffic pattern Smulations interactive GIS
mappings) are being deployed? Which inditutiond sectors — eg., universties, private
firms, professond associations, civic groups, individuds — are proving to be innovators
in exploring these new technologies of representation for displaying redevelopment
prograns to the public? Are government agencies simulated, if not compeled, to
provide comparable public access to proposals being officidly vetted? How do different
segments of the public vary in opportunities to acquire the visud language and
interpretive skills to read and manipulate these new interactive representations?

Our two dimendons are andyticdly didinct; but, in the practices of the digital politica
field, they are actudly interrdlated. Our research design tekes this into account. Each of
the two mgor components of the research — the fird focusng on technologies of
ddiberation and the second addressing technologies of representation — takes the other as
a secondary theme.  In a complex political setting, deliberative democracy can seldom be
direct democracy. Proposds produced in forums where members of the public
deliberated among themsdves are not immediately enacted but must ill be trandated,
represented, within the policy making process. Smilarly, the representations of policy
programs to the public will figure in further rounds of public deliberation. Thus, the core
problems of this sudy — the rdationship between deiberative and representative
democracy, of the part that can stand for the whole, of direct authorship and delegated
authority — are as old as democratic theory (for an overview, see Pitkin 1967) here recast
in the era of digitd technologies.

Technologies of Deliberation

Digital Technologies for Deliberative Democracy. That the rebuilding of Lower
Manhattan would not be business as usua was evident in the variety of public forums
devoted to the rebuilding process that sprang up in the months after September 11.
Hearings sponsored by the Lower Manhattan Development Corporation (LMDC), the
chief decison making agency in the redevelopment of the World Trade Center Site, took
a conventiond form: participants lined up & a microphone to meke dSatements to



representatives of the agency. A very different kind of forum, Imagine New York, was
gponsored by a cadition of civic groups led by the Municipal Arts Society in April 2002.
In facilitated workshops held around the city, 3,500 New Yorkers met to talk about the
future of Lower Manhattan. Participants individuad and group ideas were recorded on
sheets of butcher block paper, then transcribed, collated, and synthesized by a steering
committee to produce 49 visons that were released to the public. Whereas Imagine New
York transformed group discussons into a set of recommendations for rebuilding largdy
by hand, another deiberative forum, Listening to the City, used sophisticated digita
technology to creste an “dectronic town meeting.” Sponsored by the Civic Alliance in
conjunction with the LMDC and the Port Authority, Listening to the City brought 4,500
people to a midtown convention center on July 20, 2002 to review proposed plans for the
WTC dgte and to ddiberate more broadly about the redevelopment of the area Facilitated
gndl group discussons were punctusted by individud polling by way of persond
computerized keypads. Poll results, dong with themes synthesized from the smdl group
discussons through table computers hooked to a wirdess loca area network were
periodically projected onto giant screens. Shortly after the July 20" event, eight hundred
people began two weeks of online discusson in a second phase of Listening to the City
organized around dmilar themes. Paticipants recommendations for the redeveopment
of the Ste were periodically posted on the website long with individua polling results.

These forums offer a rare opportunity to sudy sysematicaly the politicd users and uses
of new technologies of deliberation. Imagine New York, the July 20 Listening to the City
event, and the subsequent online didogues operated in roughly the same period and
addressed dmilar subgtantive themes but relied on three diginct models of public
ddiberation: traditiond smdl group, face-to-face ddiberation; face-to-face ddiberation
in a large group asssted by digitd technologies, and online ddiberation. By interviewing
paticipants a the time of therr participation and then again twelve months later, we will
gan indght not only into who participated in the different deliberative forms but dso
about how ther experience shgped their subsequent involvement with the ongoing
redevelopment process. By cdosdy sudying the online didogues themsdves, we will be
able to identify the discursve and organizational conditions that made for more or less
deliberdtive discourse. Findly, interviews with key organizationd actors in the planning
process will enable us to compare the ways in which the results of the three deiberative
forums have been disseminated and used. In particular, we will be interested in how the
results of online deliberation fare in contrast with those of face-to-face ddiberations in
ganing politicad credibility and influence. Together, these lines of research should hep
us to assess the progpects for online ddiberation as a possble dternative to face-to-face
public ddiberative forums and, more broadly, as an inditutiondized feature of public

policymaking.

An important subset of dudies on digitd governance has focused on the internet’s
capacity to foder the kind of public deliberation that crestes an informed citizenry,
deeper civic engagement, increased trust in political inditutions, and more participatory
governance. Early clams that the internet would creste a Habermassan public sphere
free of the inequities that characterize usud politicd interaction have yidded to more
cautious assessments (DiMaggio et d. 2001). There is srong evidence of persstent



income and educationa digparities in access to the internet as wdl in paterns of internet
use (Robinson et. d 2000; NTIA 2000; UCLA 2000). Research has thrown into question
the clam that internet usage promotes civic and political engagement (Bimber 2001, for
exanple, found that internet usage was podtivey associated only  with  financid
donations to campaigns among forms of politicadl engagement; see dso UCLA 2000 and
Rice 2002). And againg an idedized view of internet didogue as a modern public
commons, researchers have pointed out that internet forums often encourage only brief
interactions among like-minded participants, domination by a few participants, and ad
hominem attacks on those with differing views (Wilhdm 1998; Davis and Owens 1998;
Rojo and Ragsdae 1997; Berkman Center 2002; see Stromer-Galley 2002 for a review).
The verdict on more organized experiments in public online ddiberation, for example,
Santa Monicas Public Electronic Network, the Minnesota E-Democracy forum, the
United Kingdom Citizen Online Democracy, Bologna Itay’'s IperBolE project, and
lower-profile public conaultative efforts has been amilaly mixed (Dahlberg 2001, Frenz
and Rule 1999; Stanley et a. 2002).

If one message to be taken from the recent scholarship is tha the internet is by no means
intringcaly democraic (DiMaggio et d. 2001; van Dijk and Hacker 2000), another is
that we need to identify the features of eectronic didogue that foster effective
deliberation as wel as the circumdances in which such ddiberation is likdy to have
impacts on actud policies and politica processes. This points to two lines of research. If
we think of ddiberative discourse as characterized by an openness to diverse points of
view, equdity among participants, reflexivity about the rules of the game, and the mutud
vaidation of reasoned arguments, then we can begin to identify the organizationa and
discursve conditions in which online discourse evidences those features (on the
requirements of deliberative discourse, see Cohen 1989; Dryzek 1990; Fishkin 1991).
Scholars of online didogues have just begun to move in this direction, usng content- and
discourse-andytic methods to assess whether a particular online didogue approximates
dandards of ddiberative discourse (see Stanley et. d. 2002; Dahlberg 2001; Schneider
1996; Wilhelm 2000; on computer-mediated vs. face-to-face communication, see Baym
2002). The next dep is to identify the mechanisms by which shifts from debate or
discusson to deliberation occur and the conditions in which they are likely to do so.

A second critical area of research is on the impacts of online deiberation, both on
gpecific policies and on paticipants relaions to political inditutions generdly. Here, we
need more compardive, longitudind, and policy-focused dudies.  Although there are rich
dudies of online versus face-to-face work teams (eg., Hollingshead et d 1993; see a0
Hallingshead and Contractor 2002 for an overview of dudies on group communication
support systems), we lack systematic comparisons of online and face-to-face deliberation
(Gadtil 2000). In the last decade, efforts to involve citizens in face-to-face ddiberations
have proliferated, including ddiberative polls, citizen juries, citizen assemblies, and
large-scde citizen forums (Fishkin and Lutkin 1999; Burton and Mattson 1999). Some
research suggests that these exercises have contributed to a heightened sense of political
efficacy, trugt in politica inditutions, politicd sophidtication, and politicadl engagement
among participants (Fishkin and Lutkin 1999; Gadtil 2000). Can the same benefits be
clamed for participation in online didogues? To answer that, we need to determine both



who is paticipating in different ddiberative forms (Stromer-Gdley 2002) and what
impects ther participation has on ther views of and redionship to other forms of
political action (Jankowski and van Sdm 2000). That participation in a ddiberative
didogue builds trus in politica inditutions should not be taken as a given. One can
imagine that didogue paticipants who found public officads unreponsve to the
recommendations they had collectively generated might become less truding of politica
inditutions or that participation in public deiberaive exercises might lead to more
exigent expectations of public influence and, therefore, less satisfaction with the process.
We need, therefore, to learn more about how participation in public deliberation shapes
people's views of and rdationship to an actud policymaking process rather than to
palitics or politica representatives in the abstract.

To advance these lines of invedtigation, we propose, fird, a longitudinal study comparing
participation in Imagine New York, Listening to the City face-to-face dialogue, and
Listening to the City online dialogue. Who participates in public deiberative forums?
Who paticipates in online forums? And wha impacts do such exercises have on
participants views of and involvement with the policymaking process? To answer these
questions, we will rely on two rounds of interviews spaced twelve months gpart with a
sample of paticipants in the face-to-face ddiberatiive forum (Imagine New York), the
digitdly-assisted face-to-face forum (Listening to the City), and the online forum
(Ligening to the City online). Polletta has dready conducted 40 interviews with
participants in Imagine New York and 46 interviews with participants in the Listening to
the City meeting held on July 20. Interviews, which were conducted by phone shortly
after the event and included openrended and closed questions, covered participants
ressons for participating, their previous civic and political experiences, the perceved
drengths and weskness of the ddiberative technology, participants confidence in
decisonmakers before and after their participation, the kinds and degrees of opinion shift
they experienced as a result of ther participation, and their knowledge of and atention to
the Lower Manhattan redevelopment process. For data on the online users, we hope to
use a survey conducted by Weblab, the nonprofit that organized the online forum. The
questionnaire, which included openrended and closed questions, was constructed
independently from ours, but there is enough overlep to meke much of the data
comparable. In addition to these three groups, Polletta will shortly interview a control
group of people who registered for Listening to the City but did not teke part in it.

We plan to re-interview both the online and the face-to-face forum participants and the
nonpaticipants in July 2003. Answers to the firg round of questions will enable us to
compare respondents past experiences of civic and political engagement as well as ther
expectaions about the purpose and yidd of their participation in the ddiberative forum.
We should be able to ascertain whether the three ddiberative forums served didinctive
“publics'—and whether the online didogues tgpoped a public that usudly avoids more
edablished forms of civic and political participation. The second round of interviews will
shed light on how paticipation in the three deiberative forums shgped respondents
subsequent  involvement in the redevelopment process. We will be interested here in
whether participants paid more attention to the redevelopment process as a result of ther



deliberative experience, whether they sought new sources of information on the process,
whether they participated in other activities related to the redevelopment process, and
whether they participated in other kinds of political or advocacy efforts. We will dso be
able to assess how important a perception of officids responsveness was to
respondents  satisfaction with the process, and whether participation in a ddiberative
forum generaied higher expectaions of influence and thus more dissatisfaction with the
process than expressed by a control group of nonparticipants. Data generated from the
two rounds of interviews should thus enadle us to flesh out profiles of the modd users of
the different ddiberative forms as wel as to assess the influence of participation on
interviewees subsequent politica engagement.

We further propose a discourse-analytic study of the Listening to the City online
discusson groups. To wha extent do online didogues gpproximate the equdlity,
reflexivity, reciprocity, and openness that scholars have seen as the hdlmarks of
ddiberation? To answer tha question, we will conduct a discourse andyss of a sample
of the 26 online discusson groups that were conducted as a part of Ligening to the City
in the two weeks following the July 20 event. By tracing conversational sequences, we
hope to identify the factors associated with a shift from debate to ddiberation (Stanley .
ad 2002). By ddiberation, we mean discussons in which participation is diverse and
unconstrained, speskers acknowledge other points of view as legitimae, back up ther
own views with reasoned arguments, and acknowledge shifts in their perspectives (see
Dahlberg 2001; Schneider 1996; Yoohan, Kim et d. 2001). We are especidly interested
in the conditions in which speskers seek out and/or bring to bear on their discussons
technicd information about a particular issue—something that Students of democratic
discusson recognize as essentid to effective ddiberation but see as too often lacking in
deliberative forums.

Representations of the Public. How do efforts a deliberative democracy, such as
Imagine New York and Listening to the City, figure in the broader politics of policy-
making? If our fird st of questions addressed the impact of deliberation on citizen
participants (by doing follow-up studies on the users), our next set of questions addresses
the impact of public deliberation on the redevelopment process (by following how the
results of the deliberations are used). To study this process we have dready begun
interviewing the organizers of the online didogues, as wdl as members of advocacy
groups and officid decison-making bodies. Alongsde these interviews and participant
observation by our research team in various civic asociaions (continued throughout the
duration of the research), we will condruct a comprehensve database of the relevant
websites devoted to redevelopment issues as well as an archive of press coverage of the
redevelopment debate. In short, the import of the new deliberative technologies for
existing structures of governance cannot be understood in isolation from the broader
information ecology in which such technologies are embedded. Our searchable databases
makeit possble to trace the role of deliberative forums within that information ecology.

In judtifying their plans and proposas, decison-makers may refer varioudy to the results
of opinion polls, communications by forma representatives of sake-holding groups, or
the results of the face-to-face or online ddiberations as indication of “what the public



wants” Which technologies of public-opinion-gathering figure most  prominently in
datements made by decisonmakers as well as by the various stakeholders in the
development process? Do the sponsors of online didogues face specid difficulty in
ganing atention and credibility for ther efforts to tgp informed public opinion? For
example, is it harder to get media coverage for an online didogue than for a face-to-face
one? And does the anonymity of online didogues make it more difficult to dam that
those who participate in them are broadly representative of the public?

How have diverse groups sought to interpret and use the results of the public deliberative
efforts that have teken place? What ae the judifications given for why these
deliberations should be teken into account? Clams based on their character as
deliberatively democratic ae obvious but, in our prdiminary andyss, we adso find
spokespersons and other commentators making appeals to their “representative’ character
(eg., “drawn from a representative cross section of New Yorkers’). Under what
conditions is their representivity most sdient and, conversdly, when are their ddiberdive
features pointed to as proofs of their worthiness for congderation?  Our preiminary
research further indicates that some advocacy organizations are quedioning the
representative  character of the ddiberaive forums. They might be demographicaly
“representative,” they acknowledge, but no one or no forum, they chalenge, can cdlam to
represent “the public”  There are only discrete publics, and the red work of
representation is to gpesk on behdf of named and identifiable socia groups. Y,
because the new ddiberaive technologies ae bringing themes of ddiberation,
participation, and representation before the public, these more conventiona interest
groups are prodded to demondtrate their own character as open, representative, and
participatory — and to do so in the new public space of interactive technologies. That is,
the new ddiberative technologies must be studied in the broader context of representative
claims and representationd acts.

We propose to map representations in the virtual public sphere by creating and
analyzing a longitudinal database of the information ecology relevant to the
redevelopment debate. With modest funding from an SGER grant from NSF's Digitd
Societies Program we have begun to construct a database of the webstes reevant to the
redevelopment of Lower Manhattan. To date, we have identified gpproximately 180
organizations that have sponsored online or offline activities related to the redevelopment
process (a lig of these organizations is avalable from the Pl upon request). We propose
to mantan this database over the next two years, continuing to scan the online
environment for new entries, and updeting each dte a least bi-weekly, more frequently
as we automate the process. This online database will be augmented by a press archive
(in eectronic form). The contents of the press coverage and of the complete population
of webstes can then be searched for references to specific public forums hed on or
offline.  We will thus be able to chart how new advocacy groups and old ones refer to
these forums, offering competing interpretations of their results  For example, groups
cdling for the rebuilding of the WTC Towers have recently invoked the July 20
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Ligening to the City event as corroborating their contention that most New Y orkers want
the towers restored (NY Times, November 2, 2002).*

Our preliminary fiedd research suggests that the July 20" event (which received
extraordinary coverage in the press and online) was used by various actors, including
some members of the Lower Manhattan Redevelopment Corporation, to judtify reecting
the initid round of sx architecturd plans for the dte, leading to modifications in the
program guiddines and a new RFP extended to a broader range of architecturd firms.
Our informants indde the policymaking process further suggest that the favorable
reception of the July 20" meeting coincided with opinions that were dready held by the
LMDC. How will the LMDC respond to subsequent public ddiberations if the results
run counter its plan for the Ste, especidly in a context in which such deliberations have
dready been recognized by the LMDC as legitimae? Our longitudind study of the
debate, especidly during future cycles of ddiberations-proposas- ddiberations, will
dlow us to sysematicdly chat the reception of the new technologies of deliberation
under varying circumstances of consensus and conflict.

Our database of webdtes will dso dlow us to chat the changing shape of the virtud
public sphere.  Using protocols developed by Stark and his research team for andyzing
avil society webstes (for a project sponsored by NSF's Program on Innovation and
Organizationa Change) we will code webste features with the am of dudering dtes
according to ther explicit and implicit orientation to different audiences, ther genre
forms, and ther pogtioning within the virtua socid space dong an axis of information
versus paticipation and an axis of online versus offline activity (Bruszt, Stark, and
Vedres 2002; Orlikowski and Yates 1994). Because our study is longitudina we will ke
able to trace the typicd “carers” or trgectories, of the webstes in this fidd. For
example, do some websites become more ddiberative, introducing new features such as
online forums where earlier they had only provided information? Do other dtes, perhaps
even those such as Imagine New York, move away from deliberation toward advocacy on
the pat of discrete and identifiable publics?  Smilarly, by including hyperlinks in our
webgte andyss, we will be able to chat the changing topography of network ties within
the virtua public fidd (Monge and Contractor 2000; Bruszt et d 2002; Mogoutov 2002).

Because the online database will be continuoudy updated, we will be able to chart the
timing and patterns of how reference points (dominant themes, discursve markers,
symbalic frames, and references to discrete events) circulate within, and hence sructure,
the fidd. This comprehensve database will provide rich materid for applying exciting
combinations of network-, sequence-, and content-andytic methods (Abbott 1990;
Abbott and Hrycak 1990; Stark and Vedres 2001; Vedres and Csgo 2002). By dlowing
us to chat the circulation and interchange of such reference points, our research design
keeps open the posshility that the operative politica unit of ddiberative democracy is
not within the new ddiberative organizationd forms but across organizations. In tha
case, deliberative association would be a property of the networks that make up the field.

! Misrepresentations, as this example shows, are also part of how the deliberations enter the political
sphere.
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Representations to the Public. Architects and urban planners make presentations. No
less than eected officids and community spokespersons, they aso engage in acts of
representation.  Although their designs and plans might not explicitly represent specific
socid groups, they respond, conscioudy or not, to socia processes. The problem we
address in this part of the research, goes beyond the maxim that “architecture is politics in
done” We ae interested in the politics not only of the stone but adso of the
representations in three senses: 1) the various models, diagrams, maps, and other images
that architects and urban planners present to policy makers and the public are graphicaly
representational, 2) these plans and schemas directly or indirectly entail representations
of socid dructure, and 3) especidly in the current circumstances of Lower Manhattan
redevelopment, they represent programmatic visons of the 21% century city. These three
moments, moreover, are taking place in an era when new digitd tools of visudization are
avalable for making these representations. That is, just as the core problems of
democratic theory are being recast in the digital era o, too, the relationship between the
designer/planner, the policy maker, and the public are being recast in an era of interactive
technology. As our research design suggests, we see these possbilities as integrally
connected to new opportunities for deliberation and public participation.

We have dready begun to survey the modding tools avallable to the practitioners. Part
of the fied building work of Stark’s Center on Organizational Innovation (COI) has been
to build ties among socid scientists, architects, urban planners, and digitd technologists.
During the Spring 2002 term, the COI sponsored a specid, semester-long seminar, taught
by Visting Professor Mary Lou Maher (of University of Sydney’s Keys Centre of Design
Computing) in which grad dtudents in sociology as well as from the Interactive Design
Lab a Coumbia worked together in a virtud collaborative environment with
architecturd dudents a MIT. All of the activity for this course took place in the online
environment. In that same semeder, two of Stark’s graduate students were full-time
paticipants in urban planning sudios in Columbids architecture school for which the
clients were New York City’'s Community Board One (representing resdents) and the
Alliance for Downtown New York (a mgor busness association). In May 2002, COI
organized (under the initictive of Associate Director, Monique Girard, and jointly with
Columbias Urban Panning Program) a two-day conference that brought together
architects, urban planners, socid scientists, and community representatives to discuss
proposas for rebuilding Lower Manhattan presented by university architecturd and
planning sudios® (The program of the “EvolveNewYork, Open Studio Conference”
incduding dreaming audiolvisud of some of the presentations is avalable a
http:/Aww.coi.columbiaeduw/enyos schedulehtml). These contacts will be important for
access to practitioners with experience using the new visudization tools.

Our second task will be to examine the demand sde. That is, wha kinds of publicly
accessble digitd modeing tools and other interactive environments are being required
(formdly or informdly) in the policy-making process? In the first ingtance, do the
guidelines to architects and urban planners from the LMDC and other government and

2 participants included such leading figures as Peter Eisenman of Princeton, Diana Balmori of Yale, and
Michael Sorkin from New York, as well as presentations from the studios of Zaha Hadid in Yale and in
Vienna, and othersfrom Pratt, MIT, Harvard, the University of Toronto, and Columbia.
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guasi-governmental  agencies incdlude specific requirements for virtud wak throughs of
3D-rendered modds, online interactive GIS maps, and other digitd modes?
Specificaly, are there technica requirements that these environments must be presented
in formats that can be (easily) accessble to the broader public? If not, will civic
associations begin to make such demands? How are these demands made, through which
media or channds of communication, with what kinds of politica judifications, and with
what levd of technicd specificity? Our press and webstes archives, together with
interviews of key participants, will provide data for answering these questions.

Third, what kinds of models are presented by officia agencies and what are the levels of
participation by the public? “Participatory GIS’ (Globd Information Systems) seems to
hold great promise for community-based planning (Harris and Weiner 1996, 1998;
Hamilton et d 2001). Although studies of these and related IT sysems have typicdly
found only modest levels of paticipation (Schmidt-Belz et d 1997, Stask 1999; and
Rinner 2001 for a summary), some prototypes such as those that support online public
comments on maps (i.e, linking discusson with graphical  representation)  report
encouraging aspects (Kingston et a 1999 for a case study).

Fourth, how do the new interactive technologies figure in the politics of representation in
which architects and urban planners —in fact, anyone with a scheme or proposad who has
access to some digital resources — can present ther idess directly to the public? For
example, do officaly sanctioned architecturd firms make extra efforts to present ther
models in eadly accessble forms in hopes of capturing public atention and gain public
support that can be leveraged in the sdection process? How will architects and planners
who are excluded from officid competitions use web-based tools in attempts to increase
the diversty of desgn solutions? We know from our prdiminary research that this
process has dready begun. In an aticde in Architectural Record_occasoned by his
paticipation in the Jly 20" Listening to the City event, New York City architect,
Michael Sorkin, argued that redricting the second round of architectura competition to
firms who had worked on at least three $100 million projects effectively ensured thet
only very large corporate firms would be digible to compete. Caling for “opening up the
process’ to “give the people some authentic choices” Sorkin concluded his essay, “Let
us have the kind of red discusson that can only come from having red dternatives. To
that end, | invite anyone with a scheme to podt it a the following website www.not-
ground-zero.org’ (Sorkin 2002).

Our webste archive will make it possble to document the number and types of such
dternative exhibitions. We can further establish the timing and peatterns of the adoption
of various forms of digitd modding that ae publidy accessble. For example, ae
private architectura firms and professonad associations leaders or laggards? Do officid
agencies mimic each other or do they learn from other sectors? Are universties
innovators or is this role more likely to be taken by civic associations? And how should
we underdand “innovation” in this context? By purdy technica criteria, programs
featuring the very latest technologies might be seen as innovaive even if they require
highly esoteric skills and high bandwidth access ~ But perhaps innovation in this case
proceeds through “socio-technical” solutions — perhaps even “low tech, high touch”
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solutions — in which civic organizations creste generative environments tha foster
learning of new visud languages and new navigationd skills (Beunza and Stark 2002
Kely and Stark 2002). These organizationd innovations would recognize that in place of
“the public,” as an undifferentisted mass, socio-technologies should be responsive to
differentiated publics in which usars are conscioudy and reflexivey pat of the desgn
processitsalf (Suchman 1987, 2000b; Neff and Stark 2002).

The role of digital technologies in the deliberations of policymakers. To understand
whether and how the results of digitaly fecilitated deiberations and representations are
entering the deliberations of those charged with overseeing the policymaking process, we
will interview key participants in that process. We have excdlent contacts in the LMDC
(severd LMDC members, for example, participated in our Open Studio conference in
May 2002) as wdl as among various civic asocidions. To wha extent are officid
agencies rdying on digitdly-mediated representations of the public in their decisort
meking — and with what effect?
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Conclusion

At mid-century, organizationd andysts a Columbia Universty led by Robert Merton
and Paul Lazarsfeld launched two ambitious research programs. On one track, Merton
and his graduate students Peter Blau, Alvin Gouldner, and James Coleman examined the
origins and functioning of bureaucracy usng a rich repertoire of methods including small
group analyss, ethnography, and survey research. On the second, parald track Merton
and Lazarsfdd edtablished the Bureau of Radio Research to examine the dynamics of
mass communication.  Methodologicd pioneers, they developed the focus group method
and used projection booths to study the demographics of audience reception well before
their colleagues in comparative literature discovered “ reception theory.”

Whereas our Columbia predecessors charted the rise of bureaucratic organizations and
the emergence of mass communication, we have a new opportunity, & our century’s turn,
to chart the emergence of collaborative, non-hierarchical formsin an era of interactive
media. But the andogy holds only to a point: if Merton and Lazarsfeld could pursue
their twinned projects in pardld, ours must be conjoined in an era when questions of
organizational design are closdly related to design of the digitd interface. We take up
that chdlenge in this research project to develop new methodologica tools to study the
changing topography of the politicad fidd in a highly visble tet of the trandformative
potentia of democratic participation.

By tracing how the results of the face-to-face digitdly-asssted face-to-face, and online
didogues have been interpreted and used both by their sponsors and by other parties in
the process, we will to shed light on the dynamics of policymaking, media coverage, and
advocacy that determine the degree to which public ddiberation actudly informs public
policy. By isolating the specid chdlenges tha the sponsors of online didogues have
faced, we will be ade to identify potentid obstacles to the wider use of eectronic

democracy in policymaking.
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Per sonnel

The research team for this project is uniquely Stuated to carry out this ambitious study.
The PI and Co-PI have long-standing interests in democratic processes, Stark from the
sudy of democratization in Eastern Europe after the Cold War and Polletta from the
dudy of socid movements in the United States The misson of the Center on
Organizationad Innovetion (COI), which Stark directs and to which Polletta is an
dfiliated faculty member, is to dudy the co-evolution of collaboraive organizationd
forms and new digital technologies. To that end it has sponsored a set of innovative
research projects on how firms and civic associations are udng information and
interactive technol ogies (see www.coi.columbia.edu).

Our research team, moreover, has been actively involved in researching problems of
reponse, recovery, and redevelopment in Lower Manhatan admost immediately
following the attack on September 11" Stark and one of his graduate students had been
conducting ethnographic research in the trading room of a mgor internationd invesment
bank located in the World Financid Center, and they were invited to observe its painful
reocation to New Jarsey dready during the firs week when trading resumed (Beunza
and Stark, 2003). On December 4, 2001 the COI convened a closed roundtable
discusson focusng on the role of technology in immediate response and recovery. The
paticipants were senior executives, including Chief Information Officers and Chief
Technology Officers, of companies directly affected by the atack (such as Cantor
Fitzgerdd, Merill Lynch, Deutsche Bank, Sun Microsystems, etc). Andyss of the
transcripts of tha meeting and findings from our relaed fidd research point to the
importance of sdf-organization in response and recovery (Kdly and Stark 2002), and a
gmilar impulse gppears to lie behind the spontaneous credtion of O many civic
asociations related to the longer-term process of redevelopment. Struck by the early cals
to make the redevelopment of Lower Manhattan a participatory process, in November
2001 Polletta began participant observation of groups and coditions that formed to press
for public involvement in planning. She joined the dteering committee of Imagine New
York, a codition of civic groups tha eventudly involved thousands of New Yorkers in
discussons about the future of Lower Manhattan, and began to study more broadly the
processes by which new and old advocacy groups negotiated a changed landscape of
citizen participation.

David Stark, Principd Invedigator, is Arthur Lehman Professor of Sociology and
Internationa  Affairs a Columbia Universty and a member of the externd faculty of the
Santa Fe Inditute. He is a recipient of a Guggenhem Fdlowship and is currently on
leave a the RussHl Sage Foundation in New York City. Stark has been studying
organizationd innovation for more than twenty years in a vaiety of setings usng
combinations of ethnographic fidd research and network anadyss of quantitative data.
His book, Postsocialist Pathways (with Lasdo Bruszt) makes a case for deiberative
asociations as dternatives to markets and hierarchies in coping with the inditutiona
uncertainties of the trandformation from communism.  Since joining the Columbia faculty
in 1997, Stark has turned to his attertion to ancother transformation: changes in economic
and political life in the era of new information and interactive technologies.  With
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anthropologist, Monique Girard (Associate Director of the COl and a senior research
associate for the proposed project), he sudied a new media sartup firm in Manhattan's
Slicon Alley from boom to bust (Girad and Stark, 2002). With Danid Beunza he
conducted ethnographic fidd research in a Wal Stregt dectronic trading room focusing
on changes in socio-technicd networks in the wake of the quantitative revolution in
finance (Beunza and Stark 2002, 2003). He has dso written on user participation in the
desgn process (“Permanently Betaa Respondve Organization in the Internet Era” Neff
and Stark 2002), on the use d information and interactive technologies in the immediate
wake of the WTC attack (Kely and Stark 2002), and on the civic associaions and
interactive technologies in Eastern Europe (Bach and Stark 2002, 2003; Bruszt, Stark and
Vedres 2002). As this partid lig of co-authored papers indicates, Stark has an excellent
record of working and writing together with his post-docs and graduate students, and the
proposed project promises Smilar opportunities for mentoring.

Francesca Polletta is Associate Professor of Sociology a Columbia University. She
brings to this research expertise on the conditions for democratic decison-making, the
role of advocacy organizaions in policymaking, and methods of discourse andyss.
Polletta recently completed a comparative higorical study of experiments in movement
democracy, entitted Freedom Is an Endless Meeting: Democracy in American Social
Movements (Univ. Chicago, 2002). The book is pat of a larger agenda amed a
understanding the processes by which particular understandings of democracy gain
inditutiona  purchase, defining new lines of contention as well as modes of cooperation
(Polletta 2001). Polletta has published widdy on contemporary and historicad socid
movements (Polletta 1998a; Polletta and Jasper 2001; Goodwin, Jasper, and Polletta
2001) and on the role of culture in inditutiond policymaking (Polletta 1998b). Since
November 2001, she has been studying decison-making around the redevelopment of the
World Trade Center dte, combining participant observation with longitudina interviews
to determine whether new modes of public deiberation are reshagping traditionad urban
planning processes. Past professona experience in urban design in New York City gives
her contacts in those circles as well as a grasp of the complexities of the development
process.

Monique Girard is Asociate Director of the Center on Organizational Innovation at
Columbia Universty.
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