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decision-making system in Sweden is built on representative democracy based on top-
down policy-making processes and vertical relations. Therefore, the simultaneous
coexistence of representative top-down policy-making processes and multi-faceted
participatory arrangements make Sweden an interesting example and suggests that some
dilemmas and tensions may arise in practice. At this point, in a political system with
strong representative democracy like Sweden, it provides important data on how actors
perceive participatory planning and how participatory planning is implemented. In this
context, this research discussed how participatory planning is perceived in urban
planning in the logic of representative democracy in Sweden. Ulleraker region of
Uppsala, in particular, was chosen to carry out the field research, and thus, interviews
on the subject were conducted in this region with the main actors of decision-making
processes in urban planning such as political representatives, public officials/planners,
and citizens.
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Son yillarda kent planlamasinda ortaya ¢ikan katilimci planlama yaklagimu, farkliliklart
kapsayan isbirlik¢i, iletisimsel ve miizakereci planlama siireglerine dayanmaktadir.
Basvuru Tarihi Application Date K“atlhmc'l plfcm!amamn te:mel.ama'm, gktérlgr 'arasmda yatay planlama araglar1 ve
stiregleri gelistirerek, aktorlerin (siyasi temsilciler, planlamacilar, vatandaslar) bakis
05.04.2021 04.05.2021 agistni planlama siireglerine dahil etmektir. Bununla birlikte, Isveg'teki karar alma
sistemi, yukaridan asagiya politika olusturma siireglerine ve dikey iliskilere dayali
temsili demokrasi tizerine inga edilmistir. Bu nedenle, temsili yukaridan asagiya politika
Yayma Kabul Tarihi Admission Date olusturma siireglerinin ve ¢ok yonlii katilimei diizenlemelerin eszamanli olarak bir arada
20.05.2021 05.20.2021 buh_nvlma51v, Isveg'i 11g1nc;.b1r ?mek haline get_lrmekte ve uygqlamadg bazl 11S11em ve
gerilimlerin ortaya ¢ikabilecegini 6nermektedir. Bu noktada, Isve¢ gibi giiclii temsili
demokrasiye sahip bir siyasi sistemde, aktorlerin katilime1 planlamayi nasil algiladiklar
ve katilimer planlamanin nasil uygulandigi konusunda 6nemli veriler saglamaktadir. Bu
DOl baglamda, bu arastirma Isveg'te temsili demokrasi mantiginda katilime1 planlamanin
https://doi.org/10.30798/makuiibf.910042 kent planlamasinda nasil algilandigini tartigmaktadir. Saha arastirmasi yapmak igin,

ozellikle Uppsala'nin Ullerdker bolgesi segilmis ve bu nedenle, anilan bolgede siyasi
temsilciler, kamu gorevlileri/planlamacilar gibi kent planlamasinda karar alma
siireclerinin  ana aktorleri ve vatandaslar ile konuyla ilgili goriismeler
gerceklestirilmistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Isvec, Ulleriker Bilgesi, Kent Planlamasi, Temsili Mantik,
Katilimct Mantik.
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GENISLETILMIS OZET
Calismanin Amaci

Isveg’te 1991ve 2004 yilinda yapilan yerel ydnetim yasalartyla yerel yonetimlere katilimci karar
alma siireclerini gelistirme goérevi verilmistir. Bu baglamda belediyelere, aktorler arasi iletisim ve
diyalogu 6zendirecek, aktdrlerin bilgi ve farkindaligini arttiracak 6nlemleri alma gérevleri verilmistir.
Benzer bicimde Isve¢ Planlama Yasas1 (2006) ile yerel yonetimlere aktorler arasi diyalogu arttiracak
katilimei bir planlama anlayisimin gelistirilmesi sorumlulugu verilmistir. Bdylece Isveg’te belediyeler,
s0z konusuyasalarda yer alan diizenlemeler dogrultusunda, katilimc1 planlamayi tesvik eden 6nlemleri
almak zorunda kalmiglardir. Bunlardan biri olan Uppsala Belediyesi, aktdrlerin karar alma siireglerine
ve planlamaya katilimim gelistirecek bazi diizenlemeler yapmistir. Bu baglamda, Uppsala Belediyesi
planlamaya iligkin kararlarda, karar dncesi diyalog toplantilarina agirlik veren uygulamalara yonelirken,
vatandaglarin ve diger aktorlerin yerel temsilcilerle ve planlamacilarla dogrudan iletisim
saglayabilmelerini kolaylastiracak araclar gelistirmistir. Ancak Isve¢’te yerel yonetim sistemi top-down
politika yapim siireclerine ve vertical iliskiler lizerine kurulmus temsili demokrasiye dayanmaktadir.
Dolayisiyla temsili yukaridan-agagiya (top-down) politika yapim siiregleri ve ¢ok yonlii katilimel
diizenlemelerin es zamanl birlikteligi Isve¢’i ilging bir rnek haline getirmektedir. Nitekim katilimci
mantik ve temsili mantik, aktdrlerin (yerel siyasetciler, yerel biirokratlar/planlamacilar ve vatandaslar)
rolleri ve karar alma siireclerine katilimi bakimindan birbirleriyle baristirilamaz derecede mantik
farkliliklar1 icermektedir. Bu baglamda Isve¢’te hem temsili hem de katilimer pratiklerin birlikteligi
temsili ve katilime1 uygulamalarin gerilim ve ikilemler yaratabilecegini akla getirmektedir. Bu noktada
aktorlerin katilmeiligt nasil algiladiklar1 pratikte olugmasi muhtemel ikilem ve gerilimlerin
anlasilabilmesine ve bunlara karsilik ¢6ziim mekanizmalar1 olusturulmasina yardim edebilir. Ayrica bu
calisma, katilimer diizenlemelerin temsili bir sistemde nasil uygulandigini ya da temsili bir sistemde
katilimer diizenlemelerin kurumsallastirilmasina yonelik girisimlerin nasil yapildigin1 anlama firsat1 da
yaratmaktadir. Bu c¢alismada, Isveg’te katilimer planlamamin karar alma siireci aktdrlerince nasil
algilandig1 aragtirilmistir.

Arastirma Sorulari

Daha 6zelde su sorulara cevap aranmistir: (1) Yerel siyasal temsilciler katilimer planlamay1
nasil algilamaktadirlar? (2) Planlamacilar katilimei planlamayi nasil algilamaktadirlar? (3) Vatandaglar
katilimc1 planlamay1 nasil algilamaktadirlar?

Literatiir Arastirmasi

Isveg’te katilimeilik tartismalarinin temelinde, &zellikle yerel diizeyde vatandaslarin siyasi parti
politikalarina ve uygulamalarina ilgi ve katilim oranlarinin belirgin bigimde diismiis olmas1 yer almistir.
Bu sorunun giderilebilmesi maksadiyla, The Swedish Association of Local and Regional Authorities
(Sveriges Kommuner och Landsting), yerel diizeyde politika yapim siireglerine vatandaslarin

farkindalig1 ve katilimim artiracak diyalog Onerileri gelistirmistir. Bu baglamda, tiim aktorlerin stirekli
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iletisim i¢inde oldugu, katilimcilara bilgi akisimin saglandigi, katilimcilarin temel kaygilarinin etkin
bicimde dinlendigi ve karara miimkiin oldugunca yansitildig1 diyalog yontemlerinin 6nemine dikkat
cekilmistir. Bunun i¢in belediyelere, yerel siyasal temsilciler, vatandaglar ve kamu gorevlileri arasinda
ti¢ boyutlu bir diyalog ve is birligi mekanizmalarinin olusturulmasi 6nerilmistir. Boylece belediyelerin
rolii vatandaslari etkin bicimde dinlemek, diyalog ve is birligi araclar1 gelistirmek iken, vatandaslarin
rolii, goriis ve kaygilarini yetkililerle paylasmak ve diyalog siireclerine katilmak olarak belirtilmistir.
Nihayetinde Isveg¢’in 290 belediyesinin %83’ii bu éneriler dogrultusunda yerel diyalogu gelistirecek
caligmalar yiiriitmistiir. Belediyeleri katilime1 formda diizenlemeler yapmaya ydnlendiren bir diger
etken de, ydnetisim olmustur. Isve¢’te yerel diizeyde aktdrler arasinda network gelistirmeye odaklanmis
yonetisim trendi gelisme gostermistir. Boylece yonetim geleneksel hiyerarsik top-down bir yonetim
bigimi olarak goriiliirken, yonetisim ag tabanli yatay (horizontal) bir yonetim formu olarak gorilmiustiir.
Bu baglamda belediyelere, diyalog siireglerini gelistirilmenin yani sira organizasyon yapilarini
yonetisim dogrultusunda degistirmeleri de onerilmistir.

Yontem

Bu calismada ana veri toplama ydntemi olarak yari yapilandirilmigs miilakat teknigi
kullanilmistir. Bu yontemin tercih edilmesinin temel sebebi: (1) Calismanin amaci dogrultusunda
belirlenen arastirma sorularina anlamli cevaplar iiretilebilmesi (2) Calismanin amaci ve problematigi
dogrultusunda 6nceden hazirlanmis sorular disinda, katilimcilarin verdikleri cevaplar dogrultusunda
katilimcilara farkli sorular da ydneltilebilmesidir. Miilakatlarda yerel temsilcilerin, planlamaci
biirokratlarin ve vatandaglarin, diger deyisle temel karar alma siireci aktorlerinin katilimer planlamay1
nasil algiladiklarina odaklanilmigtir. Bu baglamda toplamda 40 kisiyle miilakat yapilmistir. 3 yerel
politikaci, 13 planlamaci ve 24 yerel vatandasla yiiz-yiize miilakatlar yapilmigtir.

Sonu¢ ve Degerlendirme

Bu anlamda, temsili mantigin uzun bir ge¢mise dayandig1 Isvec’te incelenen Uppsala kenti
Ulleraker bolgesi 6rnegi; (1) Isveg’te aktorler arasinda farkli katilim algilar1 olmakla birlikte, aktorlerin
planlamaya katiliminin, temsiliyet, esitlik, kamu yarar1 gibi erdemleriyle temsili demokrasinin ve yine
temsili mantigin giiglii bicimde ortaya koydugu rol, isleyis ve ilkelere bagli oldugunu (2) Siyasal
temsilcilerin katilimc1 planlamanin  6neminin farkinda olmakla birlikte, temsili demokrasinin
kendilerine verdigi vertical ve hiyerarsik rollerin biitiiniiyle disinda horizontal ve ortaklagmaci bir
katilim algisina sahip olmadiklarini (3) Temsili mantigin mesruiyet unsurlarinin temsiliyet, kamu yarari
ve esitlik gibi, siyasal temsilciler tarafindan hassasiyetle iizerinde durulan konular oldugunu
gostermektedir. Dolayisiyla Ullerdker Orneginde miilakat yapilan yerel temsilciler, katilim
desteklemekle birlikte, kontrolii kaybedebilecekleri karar alma siirecleri ve temsili mantiga gore
demokratik olmayan mesruiyetsiz sonuglar ortaya koymaktan g¢ekindiklerini ifade eden cevaplar
vermislerdir. Buna gore Ullerdker ornegi, ayn zamanda yerel temsilcilerin katilimc1 mantig1 ya da

aktorler arasinda yatay (horizontal) iliskileri, mesruiyetsiz ve demokratik olmayan sonuglar
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yaratabilecek siire¢ler olarak algiladiklarini da géstermektedir. Bu durum horizontal iligkiler gelistiren
katilimer siireglerin, siyasal bir karmasaya yol agabilecegine yonelik bir tehdit olarak algilandig:
sonucunu da vermektedir. Bu nedenle temsili demokrasi i¢inde mevcut vertical rolleri ve siirecleri
muhafaza etme egilimi gosteren yerel temsilciler, otoriter bigcimde giicli paylasmama arzusundan ziyade,
kontrolii ve mesruiyeti kaybetme endisesi tasidiklarini géstermislerdir. Bu kayginin altinda ise su ii¢
onemli sebebin yattig1 tespit edilmistir; (1) Isve¢ planlama yasasinin, planlama siireclerinde aktorlerin
rolleri ve katilim siiregleri hakkinda uygulamay1 kolaylastirabilecek belirgin bir diizenleme ortaya
koyamamasi1 ve belediyelerin katilim konusunda bilgi ve deneyim eksikligidir (2) Giiglii bigimde
geleneksel temsili mantiga dayanan planlama ve yerel karar alma siireglerinin kontrol edilebilir bir
nitelik tasimasidir (3) Yukarida bahsedildigi gibi Isveg’te yerel yonetimlerin, geleneksel isleyisi

tehlikeye atacak gelismelerden kaginmasidir.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Participatory planning approach, which is an important city planning theory among policy
makers, has gained importance in recent years. With the Local Government Act made in Sweden in
1991 and 2004, local governments were given the task of improving participatory decision-making
processes. (For detail, see the Swedish Local Government Act, 2004). In this context, municipalities
have been given the tasks to take measures to encourage communication and dialogue among actors and
increase the knowledge and awareness of the actors. Similarly, with the Swedish Planning and Building
Act (2006), local governments were given the responsibility to develop a participatory planning
approach that would increase dialogue among actors (For detail, see Swedish Planning and Building
Act, 2006; 2010). Thus, in Sweden, municipalities had to take measures to encourage participatory
planning in line with the regulations in these two acts (Listerborn, 2007). Uppsala Municipality, one of
these municipalities, has made some arrangements to improve the participation of actors in planning. In
this context, Uppsala Municipality has developed mechanisms to make it easier for citizens and other
actors to communicate directly with local representatives and planners, focusing on practices of dialogue
meetings in planning (For detail, see Uppsala Kommun, www.uppsala.se). In addition, the local
government system in Sweden is based on vertical relations among actors and top-down policy-making
processes of representative democracy (Castell, 2016). Therefore, the simultaneous coexistence of
representative top-down policy-making processes and participatory arrangements make Sweden an
interesting case at this point. As a matter of fact, participatory logic and representative logic involve
incomparably logical differences among actors (local politicians, local bureaucrats/planners, and
citizens) in their roles and participation in decision-making processes. In Sweden, the combination of
both representative and participatory practices suggest that representative and participatory practices
can create tensions and dilemmas. At this point, the perceptions of actors on participation can help to
understand the dilemmas and tensions likely to occur in practice. In this research, how participatory
planning in Sweden is perceived by the actors of decision-making process was analyzed. More

specifically, answers to the following questions were sought:
(1) How do local political representatives perceive participatory planning?
(2) How do planners perceive participatory planning?
(3) How do citizens perceive participatory planning?

This research focuses more specifically on the Uppsala Municipality and the urban development
project prepared for the Ullerdker region of the city of Uppsala. As a matter of fact, Uppsala Municipality

is preferred for this research since it is one of the important municipalities in Sweden:

(1) that embeds participatory arrangements to its functioning,
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(2) that make some important participatory arrangements to increase the knowledge, awareness,

and active participation of the actors in the decision-making processes.
The reasons for choosing the Ulleraker case are as follows:

(1) Ulleréker is the largest urban development project of the Uppsala Municipality in recent
years, with 7000 new buildings (most of which are residential buildings, including shopping,

entertainment, sports centers, schools, etc.),

(2) 1t is a project based on the coordination of many organizations (civil and official), as the
Uppsala city in the Ulleraker region has a network of water resources, a health museum, a large green

space that citizens use for sports and recreation, and special types of plants and trees,

(3) In the Ulleraker project, direct participation forms were used with the dialogue meetings
organized by the municipality for citizens and other participants,

(4) Participation practices in the Ulleréker project are based on representative democracy.

This research is structured as follows: In the first part, the representation of the research and the
theoretical background placed on the participatory logic axis are explained. In this context, the basic
arguments of representative democracy are discussed through representative logic, while the basic
arguments of participatory governance are discussed through participatory logic. Thus, two logicalities
incomparably different from the theoretical perspective were compared in terms of representation,
power, and role distribution. In the second part, representative and participatory logic in Sweden is
discussed. In the third part, the case of Ullerdker is examined. In this context, interviews with local
representatives (politicians), planners (bureaucrats) of the Uppsala Municipality, and local citizens
living in the Ulleréker region were evaluated and analyzed. This section focuses on how those related

actors perceive participatory planning.

In this research, a semi-structured interview technique was used as a data collection method.

The main reason for choosing this method is:

(1) To produce meaningful answers to the research questions determined in accordance with the

purpose of the research can be better achieved,

(2) Apart from the questions prepared in line with the purpose and problem of the research,

different questions can be asked to the participants in line with the answers given by the participants.

The interviews focused on how local representatives, planners/bureaucrats, and citizens; in other
words, actors of the main decision-making process perceive participatory planning. In this context, a
total of 40 people were interviewed. The interviewees included three politicians, who had attended at
least one dialogue meeting regarding the Ulleraker project; 13 planners, who took part in the planning

processes of the Ullerdker project and attended the dialogue meetings held for the citizens living in
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Ulleraker, and 24 local citizens, who reside in Ullerdker and attended at least one dialogue meeting.

Each interview took an average of 40 minutes and was recorded with an audio recorder.

2. REPRESENTATIVE LOGIC AND REPRESENTATIVE
DEMOCRACY

Representative democracy is the general name of a political system based on elected
representatives who are in the interests of the majority and controlled by the majority. Representative
democracy, which tries to preserve the existing order and functioning rather than being innovative and
developmental (Held, 2006; Stoker, 2011), is based on the logic of the representative, who is elected to

work by-election and who is authorized to act on behalf and account of the citizen (Strom, 2000).

In representative logic, representatives are administrators, and citizens are governed and
administered. Participation in regular representative elections in a representative democracy is
considered an important tool in maintaining political equality. Indeed, in a well-functioning
representative democracy, vertical accountability means and assets are available. Vertical accountability
mechanisms operate between the elected representative and the bureaucrat; between the representative
and the citizen. Thus, the citizen can follow how political representatives fulfill their duties and
promises. The legitimacy of representative democracy is based on political equality, citizen
representation, and hierarchical implementations of political decisions on all levels of bureaucrats and
public employees (Danielsson et al. 2018). In this context, representative democracy is steered by a
political decision-making system with hierarchical and vertical, top-down roles.

It has developed a representative democracy, top-down control, and decision-making system,
acting with a network of hierarchical relations and vertical accountability. As a matter of fact,
representative democracy is based on the political existence of the representatives, who have come to
power by the election, hierarchical practices, and bureaucrats who adhere to it loyally (Danielsson et al.
2018). This requires political representatives and bureaucrats to collaborate for excellent democratic
control and an effective problem solution (Hall, 1983; Webber, 1983). Beyond this, while a system of
representatives and bureaucrats is determinative and guiding in decision-making processes, it divides
the actors into two as insiders and outsiders (Hendriks, 2010). The insiders are political representatives
and bureaucrats, and outsiders are other actors. While insiders have the power and responsibility to make
decisions, outsiders are limited to expressing opinions on the issues presented to them (Khakee, 2000).
Thus, other actors, apart from representatives and bureaucrats, become the party of the views on certain
issues addressed to them, shortly consulted, rather than being one of the main actors of the decision-

making process directly (Monno and Khakee, 2012).

Participatory logic (Patemen 1970; Bachrach 1970; Bacrach and Botwiniek 1992; Barber, 1994;
Warren 1992) is mainly based on the advocacy of maximizing participation in public affairs as much as
possible. In this manner, participatory logic seeks to promote and intensify citizens’ involvement in
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public affairs. In this context, in participatory logic, citizens are regarded as variables of the political
process, not external, but internal dimensions, that is, the process of public opinion exchange and the
willing process. In this sense, it emphasizes collaborative, communicative, and deliberative decision-

making processes (Overdevest, 2000).

Table 1. Difference Representative and Participatory Logic

Representative Logic Participatory Logic

Representation Representation through political | Broad part of public (including
representatives and (social) interest | nonrepresented, nonactivist, and
groups. nonaligned public).

Representatives mediate between | Direct association between citizens
citizens and governing process | and governing process.

(indirect)

Power distribution Hierarchical relations. Decision- | Horizontal relations, decision-
making remains the authority of | making authority fully shared; no
governors. one has exclusive decision-making

Governors as “those with power” | POWEr.
and final decision-makers,
governed as “powerless”.

Role distribution Leaders (governors) as | Leaders (goverors) as “coaches™:
“guardians”:  keeping  things | facilitating and supporting the
together, but as decision-making | process from the sidelines (without
actors.  Citizens  as”consulted | dominating).

party” Citizens in the leading role, as
“players” in the game.

Source: (Vandenbussche and Eshuis, 2018)

The participatory logic, which has been participating in urban planning discussions since the
1990s and added the concept of participatory democracy to the understanding of representative
democracy, basically included two important issues. The first of these is horizontal power relations
between actors, and the second is participatory planning processes that develop negotiations and
partnerships between actors. In this context, deliberative, collaborative, and participatory planning
approaches such as communicative planning (Healey, 1993; Innes, 1995), argumentative planning
(Fischer and Forester, 1993), collaborative planning (Healey, 1997) and deliberative planning (Forester,
1999) have been developed.

The purpose of participatory planning is to develop collaborative participation processes that
include deliberative planning processes and differences between actors and to include citizens’
perspectives in planning (Healey, 2008). In this context, participatory planning aims to eliminate the
inequalities that may occur in terms of different groups in the society by fulfilling the function of

protecting the common good.

Participatory planning, who emphasized that representatives (politicians) and planners

(bureaucrats) should strive to create partnerships among actors (Fainstein, 2000; Innes, 1998; Healey,
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1997; Davidoff, 1965), advises them to move away from the role and power relations that representative
logic imposes on them (Innes, 1995). In fact, in the participatory planning approach, political
representatives and planners are seen as the provider of negotiation, cooperation, and partnership among
the actors of planning (Forester, 1989; Healey, 1992; Innes 1996). Therefore, representatives and
planners were given the responsibility to develop ways to ensure that all actors participate in planning
processes (Healey, 1992). Representatives and planners depicted by participatory planning are people
who combine their professional knowledge with sophisticated knowledge, participatory value, and
communication ability, and in this sense, are somewhat distinct from traditional representative roles,
processes, and norms (Healey, 1992). In this context, the planner bureaucrat, similar to the political
representative, in participatory planning is an organizer, strategist, and mediator, who tend to share
power and authority equally in planning processes, making local government open and attentive to
participatory planning.

3. REPRESENTATIVE LOGIC IN SWEDEN

Local governments with a long-term self-government understanding in Sweden are based on
party-controlled representational democracy in decision-making and implementation processes.
However, it should be noted that Sweden has developed a unique model of consensus democracy, whose
roots go back to the monarchy in decision-making processes at both the central and local levels (Lijphart,
1999). This model of democracy is based on a consensus-based political system in which all views are

represented, and policies are accepted by almost every group of society.

In theory, consensus democracy has two important dimensions. The first is the integrative
dimension in decision-making processes, and the second is the indirect dimension in decision-making
processes (Hendriks, 2010). While the holistic dimension of consensus democracy means that there are
as many groups as possible in decision-making processes; The indirect dimension means that decision-
making authorities (representatives) maintain their responsibility and power in decision-making
processes (Overdevest, 2000). Therefore, it is possible to recount that consensus democracy is based on
representational logic (Overdevest, 2000), and thus, representative democracy does not eliminate the

vertical, top-down decision-making system.

In consensus democracy, social groups and political representatives play a mediator role
between citizens and decision-making processes (Fischer, 1993). Decision making is mainly the
responsibility of the representatives. Indeed, representatives are the final decision-makers (Hendriks,
2010). Dialogue processes carried out with different social groups in decision-making processes are
consultative. In these processes, representatives perform the function of being an integrative and
reconciling guide between different social groups and views (Vandenbussche and Eshuis, 2018). In
consensus democracy, as in representative logic, there is cooperation in order to ensure democratic

control of representatives and bureaucrats in decision-making processes. In this context, it is likely to

1090



How Is Participatory Planning Perceived Within Representative System?: A Swedish Case Of Ullerdker Region - Temsili Sistemde Kanlimci Planlama Nasil
Algilanmaktadwr?: Isve¢'in Ullerdker Bolgesi Ornegi
Pinar AKARCAY

emphasize that consensus democracy does not directly meet the basic arguments put forward by

participatory logic.
3.1. Swedish Context of Participatory Logic

Participatory planning discussions in Sweden started in the 1960s; however, effective legal and
administrative arrangements in this regard could only be made in the 1990s (Overdevest, 2000). As a
matter of fact, through the new planning law known as Planning and Building Act, which was
accomplished by Boverket (The Swedish National Board of Housing and Planning) (Boverket, 1998;
2006; 2010) in the 1990s, arrangements, and mechanisms aimed at improvement of communication and
dialogue between actors in planning processes were tried to be established. In this context, municipalities
have been given the authority to make arrangements to encourage communication and dialogue between
actors and increase their knowledge and awareness. However, the responsibility for organizing dialogue
meetings covering all actors was also given during the planning processes (Boverket, 2010).

In accordance with the provisions of Chapter 5, 11a and 11b of the Swedish Planning Act
(Boverket, 2010), local authorities were held responsible at:

(1) informing everyone who will be affected by the decision about the plan,

(2) preparing inclusive dialogue meetings and their agendas with an understanding that will

embrace all participants regardless of who will be affected by the decision or not,

(3) creating an environment, where all participants will be able to express their views openly

and freely during the meeting,
(4) keeping all communication channels open,

(5) developing the processes and mechanisms that the participants could be active and effective

about the plan.

While this shows that planning authorities in Sweden are affected by participatory planning
approaches, it left all the details and authority regarding participatory planning to the municipalities.
This created great power and influence for the municipalities in the planning processes (Listerborn,
2007). When looking at the planning processes of the municipalities in Sweden, it is generally as
follows: Plans prepared in line with the spatial and technical conditions in the Municipalities Planning
and Development Committees are presented to the opinion and contribution of local representatives.
Thus, the plans formed by planners and representatives are presented to other actors in line with the
Planning and Building Act. After informing, the plans are presented to the consideration of the
participants. If necessary, municipalities hold dialogue meetings with citizens and other actors in
accordance with the Planning and Building Act regulations. In these dialogue meetings, face-to-face

interviews are done with the participants, their opinions about the plan are received, and their questions
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are answered. Local representatives decide when the dialogue process will start and when it will end.
After the dialogue meetings are ended, the city council negotiates and accepts the plan and sends it to

the City Council for approval.

All these steps taken towards participation in Sweden have caused some controversy. Especially
at the focus of these discussions, which emerged from the perspective of democracy, problems such as
deterioration of political equality, limitation of accountability, lack of representation of all groups, loss
of legitimacy of representative democracy had aroused (Hedlund and Montin, 2009). This has led to the
introduction of participatory arrangements in representative logic and the development of a model that
puts citizen participation in consultation processes (Castell, 2016). One of the reasons is that political
representatives in Sweden accepted that actors’ participation in planning is important, but they have a

narrow and restrictive attitude in practice (Vestbro, 2012).

However, some authors, who linked the outcome to the system of local governments’
representation in Sweden stated that municipalities do not favor radical changes that would jeopardize
representative democracy and representative decision-making processes (Castell, 2016; Tahvilzadeh,
2015; Monno and Khakee, 2012). Thus, while local governments have a positive approach to the
participation of all actors in planning, they have tried to combine participation with representative
democracy with a long tradition and control power (Castell, 2016). Eventually, this approach had limited
the development of horizontal and collaborative planning processes, where political representatives and

planners guide all actors to participate in direct planning.
3.2. Ulleriker City Development Plan: Case Description

Ulleréker is a region located in the south of Uppsala, Sweden’s fourth-largest city. In Ullerdker,
located 2.5 km from the Uppsala city center, there are approximately 1,800 residents that mostly
comprise of Swedes, who have an almost high level of education, and are of the middle-upper income
group. As one of the most popular areas to reside in Uppsala due to its unique nature and proximity to
the city, Ullerdker region has been included in the city development program of the Uppsala
Municipality. Within the scope of this program, a comprehensive plan has been prepared, including a
total of 7,000 new structures, a majority of which will be residential in addition to shopping centers,
schools, kindergartens, sports centers, indoor and outdoor parking areas as well as other social life
centers. The program, which is expected to be completed by 2030, will provide accommodation to
20,000 people in the Ullerdker region. In this vein, the importance of the Ulleraker case is that, firstly,
it is a comprehensive plan, the largest created in recent years, and will change the structure and nature
of Ulleréker region, and secondly, its result will affect not only Ulleréker region but also the whole of

Uppsala city.

During the Ulleréker planning process, the Uppsala Municipality held a total of 6 dialogue

meetings with citizens living in the region. The purpose of these dialogue meetings was to inform the
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citizens about the intended plan, answer their questions, get their opinions regarding the plan, and make
final arrangements to the plan accordingly. In this context, the first meeting was held in January 2015.
Approximately 100 people attended the dialogue meetings held by the municipality (Uppsala Kommun,
2016). The majority of the participants reside in Ulleraker. The meeting was attended by the
municipality’s plan and project managers, environmental coordinator, experts working in the relevant
departments of the municipality, experts working in the fields of transportation, education, planning,
culture and sports, some local political representatives, the construction company undertaking the
project, architects and Link Consultancy Company (For detail, see Uppsala Kommun, 2016). The
municipality received assistance from Link Consultancy Company to develop a more effective dialogue
with the participants. Thus, during the dialogue process, the municipality organized a workshop by
dividing the participants into 14 groups of 10 people. A few officials from Uppsala Municipality took
part in each group (Uppsala Kommun, 2016).

The second dialogue meeting was held in April 2016. In this meeting, it was discussed what
changes could be made in the plan to reduce participants’ concern. The third and fourth dialogue
meetings were held in May and June 2016. At these meetings, discussions on plan change continued
(For detail, see Uppsala Municipality, 2016). The fifth dialogue meeting was held in August 2016. At
this meeting, some minor changes were made to the Ulleraker plan. In this context, 4 of the 10 blocks
with 12 floors have been reduced to 8 floors, and the connection lines of 2 highways have been changed
in order to reduce the traffic density. After the last dialogue meeting was held in December 2017, the
Ulleréker plan was accepted by the Uppsala Municipality. Figure 1 shows the Ullerdker plan (gray-
colored and pink partitioned sections show the new structures to be built) accepted by the Uppsala

Municipality.
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Figure 1. Ulleraker Plan

Source: (Uppsala Municipality, 2016)

Figure 2. Ullerdker Map

Source: (Uppsala Municipality, 2016)

1094



How Is Participatory Planning Perceived Within Representative System?: A Swedish Case Of Ullerdker Region - Temsili Sistemde Kanlimci Planlama Nasil
Algilanmaktadwr?: Isve¢'in Ullerdker Bolgesi Ornegi
Pinar AKARCAY

3.3. Analysis of the Ulleraker Case

In this section, the results of the interviews conducted with the main actors of the planning
process, such as local politicians, planners, and local citizens, are given. In this context, findings were

explored from the answers the participants gave to the research questions presented below.

3.3.1. How do the local politicians of the Uppsala Municipality perceive participatory

planning regarding the Ulleraker project?

Local representatives interviewed in the case of Ullerdker accepted that participatory planning
should be developed in order to establish more democratic plans, but they gave answers indicating that
they perceive participatory planning as an element that completes representative decision making
processes democratically. According to them, representative democracy is a political system where
elected representatives make the most conceivable decision that fits the interests of the majority, as
represented in representative logic. However, this does not mean that only elected representatives make
the decision. Indeed, representative democracy has vertical accountability mechanisms that other actors
can use. However, the main consideration, according to the local representatives interviewed, is to
develop a participatory path without breaking away from the legitimacy ground of representative
democracy. Otherwise, serious democratical legitimacy problems may arise. In this context,
participatory planning is expressed as the stretching of representative democracy in a way that does not
cause legitimacy problems to representative democracy. Thus, the perception of participation that has

not been separated from the legitimacy ground of representative democracy has been revealed.

However, it should be noted that the perception of political representatives clearly depicts that
elected people are more concerned about losing control and legitimacy rather than wishing to share
power in an authoritative manner. As a matter of fact, while the legitimacy of representative logic is
based on the presence of representatives who have come to power by-election, the hierarchical relations
network and vertical top-down political decision-making system, the legitimacy ground of participatory
logic is based on collaborative, horizontal decision-making processes and the ability of citizens to be
one of the actors of decision-making processes without the need for a representative. These two logics,
which is quite different from each other, create tensions and dilemmas, as can be seen in the responses
of the representatives. Ultimately, this pushes representatives to be protective and conservative against
any threat that would endanger the legitimacy of representative democracy. As a matter of fact, the
representatives interviewed gave answers in this direction.

“We are political representatives who come to work with democratic elections and serve on

behalf of citizens; this means fulfilling the roles and responsibilities of representative

democracy given to us, without excluding citizens’ views and demands... While the views of
citizens on all issues, including planning, guide us, we have to take the necessary measures to
avoid exposing the current political system to democratic problems (...) Because it is the

primary duty of both public officials and us to keep representative decision processes effectively
and democratically under control (...)”
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The perception of participation of the interviewed representatives is to stretch representative
decision-making processes to develop a dialogue with other actors. However, it should be underlined
that the stretching mentioned here includes consultation activities such as informing and getting the
opinions of the actors rather than the cooperation or partnership between the actors mentioned by the
participatory logic. Therefore, the participatory logic and participatory planning approaches mentioned
above do not correspond exactly to the basic arguments. In this context, the perception of participation
expressed by the interviewed representatives does not imply that citizens and other actors can be directly
involved (without the need of a representative) as one of the main actors of decision-making processes,
as suggested in participatory logic and participatory planning approaches. Thus, the perception put
forward by the representatives is not a perception of participation, where the power and authority are
shared equally, as the participatory logic has mentioned, that nobody has the privilege to be a guiding
and determining authority, and therefore the outcomes and responsibility of the decision-making process
are shared equally among the actors. For this reason, the perception of participation put forward by the
representatives is not directly based on a collaborative and participatory planning and decision-making
model.

“Our participatory practices are dialogue and consultation activities that include informing
actors and getting their thoughts and suggestions (...) It is very important for us to see
participants attending these meetings and expressing their opinions (...) However, this does not
mean that we will definitely decide in the direction they want (...) Because there are equality,
general public interest, and other political priorities that we must observe in the representative
democracy (...)"

Participatory planning perception revealed by the interviewed representatives, it was limited to
informing and getting opinions of the participants about the plan rather than incorporating the
perspective of the actors in the planning processes, developing partnership and collaborative
participation processes that include horizontal participatory processes and differences between the
actors, as included in the literature. Thus, we can conclude that, as the participatory planning approaches
demonstrate, the perception of planning that actors can actively participate in and influence in the
planning processes has not been sufficiently developed yet.

“I think there is a wrong conceptualization in participatory planning (...) Others base the

participatory planning on the processes developing in the partnership and direction of all

actors, ignoring representative democracy; however, there is still a representative democracy
that works effectively (...) Accordingly, it is very clear that decision-makers are representatives

(...) We consider the opinions coming from them in terms of their applicability in a way not to

cause legitimacy problems in the representative system (...)"

In addition, the interviewed representatives gave answers indicating that they perceived
participatory planning as the process in which legal regulations were followed, in accordance with the
provisions of the Local Government Act and the Swedish Planning and Building Act, as stated in the

previous pages. Accordingly, they overlapped the implementation of legal arrangements, such as
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informing everyone who will be affected by the decision about the plan, holding dialogue meetings to
include everyone who wants to participate, creating an environment where all participants can express
their views freely, and keeping all communication channels open.
“The participation of citizens and other actors in planning is regulated by our laws. It is our
other duty to fulfill the regulations and processes specified in other relevant laws, such as
planning law. For this reason, we organize dialogue meetings with the participants, as stated
in these laws (...) In these meetings, we explain the plan to the participants and get their
opinions (...) Meetings held are consultative (...) We evaluate and decide together with our
planner whether the opinions received can be reflected in the plan or how many of them can be
reflected (...)"
3.3.2. How do planners of the Uppsala Municipality who have worked on the Ulleriker

planning project perceive participatory planning?

Planners interviewed on the case of Ullerdker have agreed that participatory planning is
necessary to produce more effective and democratic plans, but have revealed different perceptions of
participatory planning. One of the reasons for this can be considered to be the difference between
representative logic and the planner/bureaucrat role and definitions put forward by participatory logic.
The planner put forward by representative democracy is a bureaucrat kneaded with bureaucratic values
and professional expertise, integrated with hierarchical procedures, norms, representative politics, and
institutions. However, the planner put forward by participatory planning is a figure responsible for
developing negotiations, cooperation, and partnership among the actors in the planning processes based
on equal power relations. While these two diametrically opposite definitions cause dilemmas and

tensions in practice, they may lead to differences in the perceptions of the planners.

Interviews were conducted with a total of 13 planners. The answers given by the planners

interviewed revealed that there were 3 different participatory planning perceptions in general:

(1) The first is similar to the definition of participatory planning in the literature. In this context,
4 of the planners interviewed stated that they perceive participatory planning as negotiator, deliberative
and collaborative processes that develop horizontal participatory relations and no one is a direct

decision-making power and authority,

(2) The second perception of participation is based on the representative logic and functioning,
roles, and processes of representative democracy. In this context, 5 planners interviewed gave answers
indicating that they perceive participatory planning as processes that democratically complement

existing planning processes based on representative decision-making processes,

(3) The third is the perception of processes in which existing policies and plans are tested, and
legal procedures are carried out in the axis of representative logic and representative democracy. In this
context, 4 planners interviewed gave answers indicating that they have this perception. By these

perceptions, the answers given by the planners are analyzed in the following paragraphs.
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The 4 planners interviewed stated that planning processes - as discussed in the participatory
planning literature - should be based on diversity, coordination, integration, and deliberation. In this
context, they expressed that they perceive participatory planning as processes that enable actors to
participate in planning and enable them to directly influence on planning beyond their participation in a
simple and formal manner. In this sense, they based their perceptions of participatory planning on the
development of collaborative and communicative planning processes involving horizontal deliberative
processes and differences between the actors and including the perspective of the participants in the
planning processes, as indicated by the participatory logic, according to them, planners and local
politicians should work in cooperation to develop this participatory perception. However, they stated
that in Sweden, the concerns of planners and representatives about losing control in democratic
legitimacy and planning processes prevented the development of participatory planning processes as
they perceive.

“Participatory planning means horizontal relationships between actors and deliberative
processes beyond the hierarchical processes (...) For this, both (us) planners and politicians
should be more courageous (...) We cannot achieve this with a constant concern for democratic
legitimacy or fear of losing control (...)”

In this context, the planners interviewed emphasized that the representatives and planners should
strive to create consensus among the actors. Therefore, they stated that planning processes should have
meaning beyond informing and consulting the participants. In this sense, they stated that, as in the case
of Ulleréker, it was inadequate that participation in planning included only information and consultation
processes.

“What did we do during the Ullerdker planning process? We informed the participants about
our plan and answered their questions (...) So we did not plan together (...) We did not ask them
what kind of plan makes you happy or how to plan your region (...) We explained the plan we
made and answered questions about this plan (...) When there was more than expected reaction
to the plan, we made two optional plan drafts by making minor changes in our plan, that’s all
that we did (...)”

On the other hand, the 5 planners interviewed gave answers showing that they perceived
participatory planning as a factor that complemented the existing planning processes based on
representative decision-making processes. For this reason, the information and consultation of the
participants are seen as the stages that complete the planning process democratically. This perception is
aimed at maintaining the understanding that decision making is mainly the responsibility of the
representatives, and on the other hand, planning is the responsibility of the planners, as described by the
representative logic. As a matter of fact, as revealed by the representative logic, while the decision-
making processes are based on a system in which representatives and bureaucrats are decisive and
guiding, it continues to position the actors as insider and outsider. Therefore, while those who are inside

are political representatives and planners, those who are from outside maintain their perception. While
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it considers insiders having the power and responsibility to make decisions, it limits the outsiders to
express their opinions on the issues presented to them.

“Since planning is a business that requires knowledge and expertise, it is inevitable for
representatives and planners with this knowledge and expertise to act together (...) However,
this is not a process that excludes citizens (...) Because, as in Ullerdker’s planning process, we
inform them about the plan, answer their questions and get their opinions (...) This makes the

planning process more functional and democratic. However, we should remember that we
cannot reflect everything that citizens who do not have sufficient knowledge and expertise to say

(..)7

The 4 planners interviewed gave responses stating that they perceive participatory planning as
a strategic method in which existing policies and ideas are tested and formal and procedural processes
in which legal norms are followed. In this context, the planners maintain formal representative processes
rather than improving collaborative and communicative participatory planning perception among actors
based on horizontal deliberative processes as in the literature. Therefore, their perception is to carry out
legal procedures without disrupting the role and power relations of representative democracy.

“We inform the participants about a pre-prepared plan as stated in the law, answer any
guestions and get positive/negative opinions about the plan (...) In the case of Ullerdker, we did
the same procedures (...) Our most important task in planning and decision processes is to fulfill
legal regulations (...) Thus, we both applied the laws and saw what the participants liked or did
not like in the plan we prepared (...)"

3.3.3. How do local citizens perceive participatory planning regarding the Ulleriker

project?

In the case of Ullerdker, it is seen that the interviewed citizens have different perceptions of
participatory planning. Almost completely opposite perceptions have been observed. The first of the
clearly observed perceptions is the perception of participation, which supports representative roles,
processes, and decision-making, and recognizes that the influence of citizens are/should be limited in
planning processes. The second is the perception of participation, which, while being aware of the
existing representative roles, processes, and decision-making logic, does not recognize that the influence
of citizens are/should be limited in planning processes. In this section, 24 participants were interviewed.
In general, 6 people interviewed are in the first group, and the remaining 18 people are in the second
group.

The first group, mostly composed of people in the middle-age and middle-income groups, gave
answers indicating that they perceived participatory planning as informing and consulting citizens in
line with the legal regulations in the planning process of the municipality. This perception is based on a
political system with hierarchical and vertical roles in the implementation of the concepts that ensure
the legitimacy of representative democracy, as well as the need to act together with the elected
representatives and bureaucrats responsible for running this system. For this reason, the participants in

the first group distinguished the participants’ perceptions of planning, those with the power to make
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decisions (i.e., from the inside) and those with the responsibility to express opinions (i.e., from outside).
Therefore, they have demonstrated a perception of participation, where decision-making authorities
maintain their responsibility and power in the planning processes and fulfill their role as a conciliator
among other actors through information and consultation processes.

“We are not representatives or planners, so we don’t dominate the issue as much as politicians
and planners (...) Therefore, giving the roles of representatives or planners to citizens can have
wrong results both democratically and technically (...)”

The second group of citizens gave answers showing that they perceive participatory planning
as horizontal processes that develop cooperation and partnership between actors, as in the literature.
Accordingly, participants’ perceptions of participatory planning, as in participatory planning
approaches, are based on some factors perceived that planning should:

(1) include differences and based on non-hierarchical processes,
(2) base on the interaction between actors,
(3) develop horizontal relationships between actors,

(4) rely on tools and processes through which they can steer and influence planning, beyond the

simple and formal engagement of citizens.

Therefore, they have put forth a sort of participatory planning perception, in which the influence
of citizens is not limited to express their opinions and is not based on representative logic. For this
reason, they stated that solely consultation and giving the information could not develop robust
participatory planning. They gave answers indicating that they had a participation perception in the
planning processes far beyond the traditional roles, in which local politicians and planners are
determinant. According to them, politicians and planners should take a position to develop negotiation
and partnership relations among actors, and thus share the responsibility of planning.

“The meetings of the municipality mostly focus on answering our questions and getting our
opinions (...) They take note of the opinions they receive from us, however, I don’t think these
views work very well in shaping the plan (...) Because in other meetings, debates are conducted

on similar plan drafts (...) It is more meaningful to develop methods and tools that we can
penetrate into the plan instead of simply consulting (...)”

4. CONCLUSION

Representative decision-making processes founded on the logic of representative democracy are
surely based on the fact that the political representatives come to power through the elections, and thus
have the power to make decisions on behalf of the citizens and the bureaucrats, who stick to the
democratic principles of the representative system; in this line, the political representatives are the key
authority in the decision-making and steering processes. Therefore, decision-making processes in

representative democracies are carried out in cooperation and control of the representatives and
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bureaucrats. By this view, the representative democracy set on the roles of the vertical, top-down
hierarchical relations among the actors in the decision-making processes, have a different understanding

that cannot be matched with participatory logic.

On the contrary, the participatory logic, which advocates the development of decision-making
processes through horizontal and collective relationships among the relevant actors, lines up with a logic
of participation justified an equal distribution of power among the actors, in which everyone may have
the equal capacity to influence decision-making processes. In this sense, the role of political
representatives and bureaucrats in the participatory logic is to produce participation tools and
mechanisms that would encourage and increase the participation of all actors in decision-making
processes by developing deliberative and collaborative processes.

Participatory logic, which addresses the direct and effective participation of all actors in the
decision making processes, paved the way for the development of participatory planning approaches in
the field of urban planning. Therefore, in the decision-making processes regarding planning,
participatory planning approaches mostly rely on the participation of large-scale actors in the horizontal
direction rather than vertical, hierarchical participation processes for planning dictated by representative
logic. However, participatory logic, which, in practice, strives for a robust place in a representative
democracy, has not yet developed a clear tool of established roles and means among actors regarding
participation in planning. Therefore, it should attentively be noted that the realization of participatory

logic is firmly related to how it is perceived by actors.

In this context, the case of Ullerdker of Sweden, where representative logic is founded on a long

past, is analyzed in this research and showed us the following findings:

(1) Firstly, although there are different perceptions of participation among actors in Sweden, the
participation of actors in planning is strongly dependent on the role, functioning, and principles of
representative democracy and representative logic with its virtues such as representation, equality, and

public interest,

(2) Second, while political representatives are aware of the importance of participatory planning,
they do not have a horizontal and collective perception of participation outside of the vertical and

hierarchical roles that representative democracy has given them,

(3) Third, the legitimacy elements of representative logic, such as representation, public interest,

and equality, are the issues that are delicately and attentively emphasized by political representatives.

Local representatives interviewed in the case of Ullerdker gave answers stating that, while
supporting the participation of all actors, they were reluctant to bring out undemocratic and illegitimate
results regarding representative logic, and thus, decision-making processes where they could lose

control. Accordingly, the case of Ullerdker shows that local representatives perceive participatory logic
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and horizontal relations among actors as processes that can surely produce illegitimate and non-
democratic results. This clearly concludes that participatory processes that develop horizontal
relationships are perceived as a threat to the political system as well. Therefore, local representatives,
who tended to retain existing vertical roles and processes dictated by representative democracy, put
forward by perceptions that they were concerned about losing control and legitimacy rather than not
wishing to share power and authority. It is analyzed those three significant reasons lie behind this

concern:

(1) The Swedish planning law is unable to provide a clear regulation on the roles of actors and
participation processes in planning processes, and the lack of knowledge and experience of

municipalities in participation,

(2) Planning and local decision-making processes that strongly based on traditional
representative logic are controllable,

(3) Local governments in Sweden, as mentioned above, refrain from developments that would

endanger representative democracy.

Thus, the case of Ullerdker clearly put forth those local representatives perceive the participation
of actors in planning as processes that are not completely separate from representative democracy; on
the contrary, complements representative democracy. In this context, the participation of actors in
planning is built on the perception of performing legal processes that are not completely torn off from
the logic of representation, rather than horizontal participatory processes where power relations are

equally distributed, and responsibilities are shared equally.

On the other hand, the case of Ullerdker has shown that planners perceive participatory planning

in almost the same direction as political representatives.

In this sense, the interviewed planners underlined that participatory planning is necessary and
crucial for developing better and democratic plans. However, they used expressions to show that they
perceive participatory planning as a strategic method, in which existing ideas are tested and a formal
process in which legal norms are fulfilled. Therefore, in the case of Ullerdker, planners have indicated
that they perceive participation in planning as performing strategic and formal processes rather than
developing horizontal participatory planning processes among actors. In this context, the Ulleraker case
evidently demonstrated that the main priority of the planners was to carry out the legal processes.
Although the fulfillment of legal obligations was a priority, the planners interviewed have also accepted
that planning and decision-making processes based on representative logic do not allow effective

participation.

In the case of Ulleraker, while local citizens recognize that in planning and decision-making

processes dominated by representative logic, their impact on planning is limited, it is divided into two
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as those who perceive participation within the limits of representative democracy and those who
perceive it as more horizontal, collaborative and participatory processes. This shows that citizens’
perception of participatory planning is formed in two different directions. As a matter of fact, those who
perceive the participation of citizens in planning, in the axis of traditional planning processes dominated
by representative logic, stated that planning should be under the control and direction of the planners
and political representatives since it requires knowledge and expertise. Therefore, these citizens, who
had not more participatory demands in the planning process, did not oppose to the planning processes,
in which traditional roles were maintained, even though these citizens did not support the Ullerdker

project as it would greatly change the region they live in and concentrate it with many new structures.

On the other hand, other citizens, who opposed traditional roles and planning processes,
advocated for the planning processes to be based on deliberative, collaborative and participatory
horizontal processes, while accepting the existence of representative logic. While this group of citizens
made their discourses mostly on participatory democracy and participatory planning approaches, they
criticized the decision making processes indexed to the representative logic. By these views, the
following issues have been effective in shaping the participatory planning perceptions of that group of

citizens:

(1) The fact that the municipalities have made arrangements to increase awareness about
citizens’ participation in planning in line with the regulations of planning or local administration has

increased the expectations of citizens to penetrate into the planning processes,

(2) Participatory approaches or theories that emerged in the field of planning, as in many
different fields, had led to the perception of collaborative and participatory planning. This fully
supported the development of the perception that the impact of citizens on planning processes should be

far beyond the information and consultation processes.

Last but not least, it will wisely be appropriate to emphasize the following finding as to the final
words. The perceptions of the main political and public actors about participatory planning directly
shape the planning processes. In this sense, the political representatives’ and public officials/planners’
approaches that emphasize representatives roles and principles of representative democracy reveals the
effort that places participatory planning into a representative system. This situation leads to a limited

perception of participatory planning and the limited impact of non-official actors in the planning.
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