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ABSTRACT

This thesis is about the public interestd how it isarticulatedin English plaimaking practiceslt

is about recognising that the public interest candmceptualisedn multiple ways andexploring

which of theseconceptionsare apparent in planning practices.

The literature tells the story o& concept thatis simultaneously a cruciglistification for planning
activities and an empty signifier, followinigs disputedconceptual coherencand historic use The
thesis therefore develops an understanding of the different ways in which has been
conceptualised. The resultingonceptual framework draws together process and outcome
focussedconceptions of the public interesind suggests that the use of scale, in terms of both

time and geography, might help in differentiating their use.

Tounderstand howthese different conceptons are influencingcontemporaryplanning practices
qualitative methods are used to exploteo caseghat differ from the Englishtradition of making
plansfor a single local authority. The fired Central Lincolnshireformed by merginghe plan
making functions of three local authoritie¥he second case is the Peak District National ,Park
whose designation similarly givéise authority the power to plan forlarge parts of other local
authorities within its boundary. However the cases contrast in their histolng Peak Districivas
nationally designated nearly seventy years agpowhilst Central Lincolnshire is a far more recent,

locally driven construction.

The casesuggest howationalpolicyreduces thespace for local deliberation abouthat is in the
public interest,with a tendency for each case to be dominated bytigatar intended outcomes
Howeverthis story istold differently for each cas by virtue ofthe different scales at whichach
authority aims to have an impadn turn this has significant implications for hg@lanning theory

and practicanight account for the public interest.
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CHAPTER 1:INTRODUCTION

The Public Interest as the Justification for Planning

CKAa GKSaAa Aad O2yOSNYSR gAGK GKS WLzt AO Ay
dzy RSNJ G KS f I ®&nhing2ntervestialisuafi ¥ishgyeancbdit policies, New Towns and

high rise livindhave hada odNJ Y I 6§ A O A YLI OG 2y LIS 2;alfguaishplandngS NBE R
exists with the aim ofmprovingquality of life, but where this has not alwapgenborne out in
practice. As the justification for these interventionshe public interestmerits exploation.

However it is also necessary to recognise that the public interest is a normative concept in nature;

it represents a particular ideal that planning should achieve but not necessarily an ideal that is

universally subscribed to.

At one end of the spectrum is the assertion that the right to make changes to the physical
environment belongs to anyone with the means to make those changes; if those who own land
and property wish to develop it they should be allowed to do so as theyfisda this scenario
decisions about land and property only need account for the interests of those who initiate them,
with little need for planning. However it can be argued that the historical acceptance of the need
for planning is underpinned by thecognition that the consequences of decisions about land and
property are not generally confined to those who will directly profit from them; in its minimal
form planning activities seek to ensure that decisions about land and property do not adversely

impact those who do not stand to profit directly from them.

At the opposite extreme is the suggestion that any such changes to the physical environment
should only be made when they serve the collected interests ofbblicQ This is a definition of
planning that recognisebow decisions about land and property create the physical environment
that sets the context for social interaction; effective planning is not only about creating a high

quality physical environment but contributes tionproving quality of life in a much broader
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manner. Planningin this senseis about being creative, sharing and debating ideas, and thinking

deeply about the consequences of those ideas for how humans live together.

At both extremes [anning istherefore about interveningn decisions to ensure that they account

for the interests of a wider publieyhere thiscollective stakes more commonly, if not exclusively,
NEFSNNBR (2 I a ltis&n%imyhadizdighdnirdbléin tBeNaBsiiactChdt one that
immediately opens up questions of who and what constitutes this wider public, and how
AYGSNBSyiGAaAz2ya INB YIRS 2y (K Sacchuidtingt fart®eQpublicd S K I
interest who constitutes the public and who may legitimately intervene on its lfghia is these
guestions that act as a reminder that the public interest is a normative concept, where what is in
the public interest becomes a matter of judgement. Yet it is such questions that also underpin the
rationale for the study; without the puld interest as its justification it can be argued that there

would be very little reason for the discipline of planning to exist.

Recording Collective Interests in a Plan

If the principle that planning decisions should account tlee interests of the wide public is
accepted the logical next step is to ask how tfae PublicQextends?Should planning decisions
account solely for those living presently for future generations to cont® Should thepublic be
defined at theglobalscale orat the scale othe street? Each of these points to a very different
idea about wio and whatplanning decisionshouldfavour, but also starts to hint at the different
ways in which collective interesmight be accounted foiMoreover ideas of collective interest in
their contemporary form are themselves historically and contextually embedded. The public
interest in particular is not a concept that can be adopted without examining its history; to do so

would be to ignore how its legitima@&s a justifications regularlycalled into question.

This thesiss focussed orthe English contexiHerethe longstanding tradition has been to record
what the future of places should look like invaitten plan, intended to account for collective
interestsin how such places shape aity of life. English planning lawmbeds the expectation

that theseplans willbe taken into accounin decidingwhether individualplanning applications are
approved. The thesis is therefore concerned with exploring how the public interest is embedded in
the preparation of the forward plarand the wag in which it influenceslevelopment decisions

The importance of explorinthe planmaking process is highlighted by considering an example

one which suggesthat how collective interests are taken into account is not always clear.

An Example from Practice : The Pl an as a 0Bl ack Box
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The following is a typicaxample of the process thaakes place at the Local Planning Authority
(LPAWhen preparing a new plaim England It is a fictitious exampldyut one assembled from the

I dzii K2 ND & 2 § iiten8ef tbiSaNtk tBeypdiflem that this work seeks to explore:

Here is theCoreStrategy It has been put together by a small team of planners working in a
relatively bright and pleasant opgulan office free from people wandering through now it

is sepaated from the corridor. Anguggestion ofsolation isdeceptive; the planners ka
beencollaboratingwith colleagues from four other local authorities to try and achieve an

overarching vision for five very different areagth very different political makeps.

The strategy is the@roduct of a process that began three years agopracess that has
included three rounds of extensiwgubli€Q consultation One strand of consultation
consised of consuming a lot ofea and coffeewhilst sitting around large map village
halls,and standingn cold shopping spaces, debating the state of the traffic with members
of the public Anotherstrandinvolved visiting schools and talking to teenagers about where

they wanted to live. Yet anoth@rvolvedan event open only to landowners and developers.

The strategy has attracted hundreds of letters of objection and a smattering of praise. It
has been covered by the media on a handful of occasions, once to cover the school
workshops, on another occasion to report the shocking inclusion of some ratherusigg

sites and the resultant outrage of selected members of the public. It has survived the
upheaval of major shifts in national planning poli&f much relief to the team is the
culmination of this in approval, first of all by the locally elected memnland then by the

Planning Inspectorate, on behalf of tBecretary of State

It is a document 90 pages longetting out pleasant but somewhat generic visions of the
future, backed by ighly worthy strategic policiedt is the first stage in replacing Local

Plan that has remained mostly unchanged for two decaded should have expired two

years agoln the timeit has taken to writeand adopt the Core Strategy central government

KI S RSOARSR (2 NS dzNY leatify the planersital sraich 2hgir W[ 2

heads about how to continudeanwhiletheir colleagues down the corridor, whose role it

! The author spent 15 months between June 2008 and August 2009 working for an English LPA, in the forward

planning section. The experience covered a range of activities, including working on the initial stages of preparing a

local spatial plan, includingraajor public consultation. Other activities engaged in include the preparation of housing
capacity studies, which were prepared in conjunction with multiple local authorities.

% As a result of the 2011 Localism Act the Local Development Framework has been replaced with a return to the Local
Plan, as part of a streamlining of English planning policy through the National Planning Policy Framework (DCLG, 2012).
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is to recommendhow decisions oplanning applicationshould be madehave been left to

decide how the Core Strategy fits with the old Locai Bied new national policies.

The intention of the example is to start to unpick the complexity of the contemporarymkiing

process and the variety of potential influences on its final conteit face value public
consultatonA & G KS YSOKFIYyA&aY GKNRdJzZAK ¢KAOK (G(KS 02y 0!
Yet what the example suggests is that this must compete with a whole range of other influences,
many of which may also be constructed as representing what is best foruthlec pAs a resulthe

LX Ly YI& 0S5 OKI NI §itiS pdsendRas Husiabld andisoliidkifyitdificaitE Q

to challenge. However tuickly loses cohesion amgkersuasivepower, if the many contestations

and assumptions that lie behindate unpickedMurdoch and Abram, 2002; Murdoch et al., 1999).

In addition thereis a temptation to conflatéi K S (ipBMhivid PlarDPlanner€and Planning
systemQwhere any of them coud be constructed as leading tbe interventionsoutlined. Not
leastthere is a need to separategrining as a regulatory activitgarried out within the confines

of a legally constituted planning system, and the broader idea of planning as about improving
quality of life by creating better placeBPlannerstend to bethought about as the people who
conduct planning activities and produce plans, within the confiokeghis system;plannersare
constructedr & G KS WSELISNI aQ Y2 a {Cehtalftobiswiotk, h@eddr; ii&s 0 S (
need to expore whether this arrangementan appropriately account for collective interests

light of the many interests involved in plamaking highlighted by the examplelo this end the
rationale for the study can be described as about understanding whethasetinvolved in plan
making can legitimately justify their activities by calling on the public interest, in an era where the
legitimacy of both is challenge@he need to explore this underpins an initial formulation of the

problem that the work aims to attess.

An Emerging Research Problem

Panning at its most genericis rooted in the idea that decisions to develop land and property
should not detract from thequality of life experienced by waider public In turnplanning for the
future is about the idea that all those individual decigaran contribute ta quality of life that is
better than that experienced todayn the English context the tendency has been to codify this

vision in a written plan, but wherehe example illustrates the range of interests that seek to

®Latour (1999) defi§a Wof | 01 02EAY3IQ Ay GKS fly3dzt 38 2F YIOKAYSNES
becomes invisible by running efficiently, where only the inputs and outputs are noticed, but not the moving parts
inside. However when the machine breakssdy A G 0S02YSa ySOSaal NE G2 2Ly dzll i
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influence this processrlhis raises questions about how the pubinterest is beingarticulated
through the preparation of the plan and its use in decismaking.Looking at contemporary plan
making processs using the concept of the public interess a lengrovides an opportunity to
both examine the challenges for planning practice in accounting for collective interestsinand

turn, to consider thamplications for the development of plannirigeory.

The Structure of the Thesis

To address thee issuesthe thesis is structured through several chapters, both literature based
and rooted in the empirical material, where each tries to build upon the last to develop a deeper

understanding of the rgearch problem. The content of each chapter is set out below:

Chapter2: From Abstract Notionsf the Public Interest tds Impacton Everyday Planng

Practices

Chapter 2 explorebow the public interest has been thought about in batte wider theoretical
and political contexts, as well as its historical relationship with plannifigs leads toa
consideation of thekey ways in which planning has been thought about intellectudliymately
the chapter concludes that both processdhoutcome focussedpproaches toplanning are

necessary to thinking about how the public interest is fulfilled.
Chapter3: ConceptuaFramework: The Public Interest & Scale

Chapter3 presentsa framework based aroundormative conceptions of the public interest and
scales of time and geographMoweveradoptingthe principlethat theory shouldact asa lens for
practice, the framework provides a model which planningpractice can be compared. The ideas
bound up in this fram&ork are translated into a research aim and broken damto research

guestions markingthe point at which the thesis turns frothe literature to the empirical research.

Thefinal part of Chapter 3 is about breaking down theonceptualframework into a sries of key
guestions toallow the analysis of the empirical material. Taeswers to these questionare
framed as continuums as a way of structuring the analysis without making normative judgements.
The use and explanation of these concepts also playrgortant role in linking the material

examined througlChapter 2o the data collected through thempiricalresearch
Chapterd: Designing and Undertaking the Fieldwork

Following from the research questions Chapfesets out the qualitative methodolggfor the

empirical researchdetailing the case study approaablopted The chapter outlines the case study
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approach the characteristics of the chosen cases and the methods ;usethistructured
interviews contextualisedby document analysis and opportunities for observatiBmallyit sets

out the practical details of the researeimd howit accounsfor the need to act ethically.

Chapter 5: €ntral Lincolnshire:Forward Planning Through Jint Working & Chapter 6:The Peak

District National Park: Local IBnning with aNational Purpose

Chapters 5 and @ell the story of each case, drawing on the data collectsthg the methods
outlined in Chapter 4The chapters highlight incidents and practices thatlerpinhow the public
interest is artculated, whilst giving a sense of the contrasts between how planning takes place in
eacharea.This is about signposting where decisions fxtened as having impacts over particular
scales, enrolling particularonceptions of who the pblic are and bringing into play particular
interests The chapters are intended to communicate the complex and dynamic nature of each

case, in order to provide the basis for analysing how the public interest is articulated.
Chapter7: Analysing th&Cases Usg the Continuum& Chapter8: Conclusions

Chapter7 makes the links between the empirical matenmesentedin Chapters5 and 6 and the
continuums set outit the endof Chapter 3 in order to constructfor each casean understanding

of how the public interest is articulatedhrough planning practices. Theontinuums are used to
develop a structured understanding tife empirical materialThis sets the context for Chapt&

which draws togetheti KS G KSaAaQ AYLX AOLF Gdn@pfakticef 2 NJ 602 0 K LI
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CHAPTERZ2: FROM ABSTRACT
NOTIONS OF THE PUBLIC
INTEREST TO ITS IMPACT ON
EVERYDAY PLANNING PRACTICES

PART 1: CONCEPTUALISING THE PUBLIC INTEREST

Introduction

Drawing on the inherently sociable nature of human bei@mpter 1suggested that planning

should be abouaddressingollective interestsas they manifest themselves in the environment in

which humanslive. Plans for the future of places are made and planning applications are judged
because there is a deeply embeddedlibf that selfinterested parties should not be able to

pursue their own ends withouaccounting fothow they might impact on the wellbeing of others.
Planning is therefore abouatrticulating andaccounting for what contemporary parlantermsthe

public interest, but where theO2y Tt I GA2Yy 27F dZ&#02 O0QS OBADSKY | ViRE
Accounting for the public interest should ensure that the outcomelasirablefor the public at

large,but where attentionis neededas to how a collectivinterestO2 YS& (2 0S RSTAY

Flathman (1966) considers the public interest to be a commendatory term; something that is in
the public interest should represent a normative way forwafthis has itgoots in Aristotelian
ARSI & af fanddkeSiade as forms of association necessary to achieve territorial economic
independence; the individual acting alone can only satisfy their daily subsistence needs but if they
interact with others they can fulfil needs and desires beyond this. Aristotle diddiszern a

state/society divide and did not consider it possible to separate individual needs from what was
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best for society as a whold@his leads to a question as to who is ultimately able to judge what
O2yadAaiddziSa a20ASGeQa O2ftfSOUAYS AyGaSNBadak
Broadly thsideaisOF LJG dzZNBR Ay (KS &ddzZ233Sadizy GKIFG al ¢
Fo2dzi GKS YSFEyAy3a 27 alpRE)HadegeR kdy subj&tfor thi§ dhapterS f >

is how the0O2 y OSLIJI Q&4 KA A&aG2NE NiainK Gome 10 Bd dssbéiated! With a Y
technocratic imposition Furthermore whilst notions of collective interest are labelled with the
GSNY WLzt A0 AyiSNBaldQ GKS aryS ARSIFa KI @S
322RQ>X WO2YY2y I22ARieUapteyitierefdrébBgingwiEhNde aim of developing

(@]]

a theoretical understanding of the public interest, in order to contextuadiseexaminatiorof the
O2y OSLIJi Qa YSI yA yiaditionk ofpatiriBakthoudhtNis praviis thalfounations
for tracingli K S O 2 nfe@rththira@gh the evolution ofplanning practice anglanning thought.

The O6Publicd of the Public I nterest

Pitkin (1967, cited by Campbell and Marshall, Z)0@®nceives of interest as about either paying
attention to something or having a stake in something; whilst the former of these is the definition
of the public interest applied in the mediliterally whatis the public interested in?% it is the

latter definition that is the concern of this thesis; what does the public have at stake?

For a practical definition of why an interestight beconceived of as publit is useful to draw on
the work of John Deweys S g S @@aach has been summariseth the phi- 8 S G NB I € A G
LINI OG0 A Ol f Mo@r& LISIpQ6RS dlifgesting thainderstanding the meaning of an idea
requires understanding its practical consequencebBo this endDewey (1954) asserts that
something moves from being private, to being publitiew its consequences spill over franly
affecting the parties directly involved in the decisidtarticularly thigivest &Sy asS 2F gKe
YAIKG a2z YSIY WO2{REBOANIEQFSO8aAalKREt &FOFEE HO
G ¢ KS LJdzo f AalbthoSeawicsake &ffeéted Byfthe indirect consequences of
transactions to such an extent that it is deemed necessary to have those consequences
a2aidasSyYlaaolibid p1506) NBR T2 NMWpé 0
Framedthis wayll K S ¢ 2 NJRas&/mddeouaric€diNearh y 3 G Kl y G KS BafyNR W(
part of the public means havirgcommoninterestat stake,in the sense that the public is created
08 | RSOA&A 2y b whee tigss §ffaziegeanSod directly influence decisions
affecting that interest Instead, the responsibility toWa & & i S Y I (i foOthdsd #@dire€Gl NB Q
consequences is cededto A (NII A Odzf F NJ LISNER2Y 2NJ AyadAaddziazys
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¢tKS O2y G SEG T 2tImachine SigeQaiperiodollihcredsing social comylemithe

face ofearly 20" Centuryindustrial mechanisation. Dewdg954)characterises this mechanisation

as both making it difficult to identify where decisions have wider consequences, and disrupting the
small communities previouslyhought of as coherent publics. In ¢hsame context, Walter

[ ALYl Yy Qa O whbragetisechJ2 & w@ dd¥yAaomphoy a adz33sSa
be expected to organise into a public in their spare time, after work and family commitments;

[ A LILIY | yiclusoawa®RK I G LJzot AO YIFGGUSNR akKz2dzZ R oS S
definition arguablyfacilitates thepractical definion of who and what constitutes the publio the

face of social complexitgiving it continued relevande the contempoary context.

Dewey rejectsany notionthat the public might inherently exist withowxplicitly identifying its

common interests suggesting that the possibility of a universally inclusive public is disproved by
the historically evident need for multipleountries with different laws Gonsequently 1 is
arguablethat hisdefinition positions the public interest as only ever resulting from the exercise of
private interests where the spillover consequenceasght be characterised as resulting from the
assumed selinterested nature of private decisiamaking. However Dewey benevolently asserts
OKFG GKSe NBadzZ & FNRY GKS LINAGFGS AYRAQGARAZ f ¢
decisions, comp& R (12 (GKS LJzof AO0OQa 3INBI (i SNuORevéy§oesi A S
on to considerthe intent of laws to regulate possible consequeneesl make them predictable

giving private individuals a degree of certainty about the outcomes of tlatiorss. Not least this

has been put forward as an argument for making spatial plaaghis enda public with the ability

to predict possible consequences must exist prior to any decision being;mafes S& Qa4 & dz33 S
is that a coherent public emergesrtugh experimentationsetting a context forexamining how

this might beinformed by public debateandthe public sphere, as the setting for this.

The Public Sphere

TKS GKNHza G 2F 5S¢SeQa @OASs Aa toesyiot hayespilldvgr & LI ¢
consequences. Howevéhe possibility of predicting consequences before they occur arguably
makes conceptual spader articulatingwhat constitutes the good life as an imaginative exercise,
rather than a reactiv@ne. Conversely how, and by whthe scope of such indirect consequences

is defined and how, and by whg the stake of the resulting public is systematically cared for are

guestions where it is rather more difficult to settle upone answer.

*The extent to which this argument stands in the contemporary context is given further consideration in Part 3 of this
chapter.
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Whether the public interest is seen as ovallapg from private decisions or as existing prior to
those decisions being made, and therefore acting upon those decisions, a space is needed to
decide what is in the public intereddabermasfor exampledescribes the public sphere in which

G LINR @2 LESS L@S2 YS G 23S G 8 $.80), in &rdet to dnlgrgefinididléguedabiog their
common interests The use of the term public sphere is intended to specify a domain that, in
common with terms such as public opinion, is normatively positioned oceitsitlthe state,

suggesting the need to see the state and society as analytically separate

In relating the history of the public sphere Habermas notes the organisation of Ancient Greek and
Roman society around explicitly public and private spaces, wpeat#ic life was constituted
through dialogue. Habermas locates this space in the political realm, between the private realms
of the family and of commodity exchanges, and the realm of the state and legal institutions.
Fundamental to its effective operaticare considered to be basic rights such as freedom of speech
and freedom of the press. Writing with specific reference to the fstialist era Fraser (1996)

notes the importance of the analytical separation of the public sphere from the state in allowing
criticism of the statelt is, however, worth noting that this positioning of the public sphere is
based on a particular formulation of thine between public and private, something that is
returned to laer in thispart of the chaptey when thinking abdziT K2 ¢ GKS NBO23y Al

diversity underpins criticism of the suggestion that society can have homogenous shared interests.

Describing a normative construction of the public domaisingi KS 62 NR WLzt A OQ
Marquand (2004) to mbed a very different way of measuring the right thing to do; it is not about

the market distribution of goods. It is not about satisfying family connections. It is instead about
GGKS R2YFAY 27F SldAades OAGAT Sy aKAthJdemgbratic a S NI
governance and social wall S A yibi#l §p.1)0For Flathman (1966)when decisions are made by
elected representatives on behalf of their constitueritee claim to be acting in the public interest

musttherefore be beyond personal relationghs, so asto avoid any appearance of partiality.

al Njjdz YRQa oOoHuHnnno F2N¥dzf | (A 2efinedNBriudpiopdbiv detiagef £ S C
and contesation. Thisechoes a diverse literature that seeks to reclaim space for deliberating what
isinsod SGeQa 02ttt SOGABS AyiaSNBald o{ S&Wikigsbd asdE | Y L

Pickett, 2010). For Aristotle this went as far as seeing political participation and deliberation as

al NJjdzZt YR RSAONROGSA (KS wiemsthepudliceerest is definedanddpublic §oods2 Y I A y
LINE RdzOSR¢ oO0HnnanE LIPHcO®D® ¢KSNBT2NB GKS Lzt AO R2YLFAY |y
al NJjdzr yYRQ& AyOfdzaAizy 2F (KS LINE RdzOG k& 8pyce, Zupgettidass chnOernrd 2 2 R &
about the separation of state and society than in the Habermasian formulation of the public sphere.
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essential to living a virtuous life (Sandel, 2809%quallyit accords with5 S ¢ S @ieWwaof
democracy as including participation in deliberation (Asen, 2063ajling to hicharacterisation of
the public as having collective imaginatiorhe result is to emphasislkee importance of a sphere

in which dialogue can take place in order to articulateat is in the public interest.

Thetransparencythat characterises the public spherefimdamental toCf | § KY | y\iev 0 M ¢
that the public interest is misused ifituseis not underpinned by desiptive explanation This is
essentialto both moving beyond itaise simply to express arpference,and preventingit from

becoming a hollonconcepE OA G SR (2 20 Fdza OThid &so Bugdgesiat thie NHzS
public interest can only ever be subjesely defined ipid); accounting for the public interest

requiresmaking choiceabout what to doand is therefore inherently political in nature.

The Public Interest as Political

To assert that something is political is to say that there is a choice to be made, and therefore a
decision to be made (Hay, 200Dewey(1954)refers to the public as coming into existence when

its members have collective interests but are not suffidgmiosely associated taddress these
interests amongst themselves. In this sentiee ability to collectively predict and organiseto

regulate the consequences of decisipttsorganise into a publjgés a form of political association.

For Hay(2007)when something is political it encompasses the elementshoiae over the course

of action;the capacity for agency to make a differendeliberation over the right course of actipn

and the social interaction that is implied by deliberation and the efficaf agency. The public
interest is political because it is about making choices over what constitutes collective wellbeing.
The public sphere is equally political but, in the construction descrdte/e commits to these
choices being made in a trangpat and ultimately democratic way, thereby including space for
deliberation. However the form that this democracy takes; the extent to which it is about

collective deliberation or representatiois more of an open question.

Echoing Marquand (2004) and btamas (1989)Hay (2007) identifies a continuum between the
non-political sphere (the family, the realm of necessity) and the formal government ¢patlitycal)

sphere Hay further classifies these spheres as formal government orgoeernment, wherehe
non-government is separated into the public, private, and family/necessity. If necessity might be
characterised as datp-day living, and the private realm as about the family, public life can be
aSSy a Y2NB LRfAGAOI f = &S arLd2ddain yiEK S | LSdgodEl AyGR QRa2
OHnnTO LIRAAGAZ2YAY3T 2F (GKS WLzt A0Q 2dziaiRS 2
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normative siting of debates about what is in the public interest in the public sphere, with the
intention that the state bould respond to the outcomes of such debates. Elsewhere the realm of
FILYAfe AGNRy3Ite NBFESOla 5S6SeQad o6mdppnO toA RSH &
not require political organisation to achieve particular aims, a further reminderith WwWO2 f € SO

LINPOfSYa INB y24 Ffgleéa WLzt AOQ LINRofSYad

In line with the pragmatic traditiod S S& Qa O0AOGARUO F2NNdzZ | GA2y 2F )
spillover consequences of decisions practically exist but that recognising them as suchtisra m

of interpretation; the characterisation of a decision as public is the result of framing it as such. To
this end Hy suggests that issu@say move between spheres through processes of politicisation
and depoliticisation. To politicise an issue isftame it asa matter ofchoice over what action
might betakento address it. To deoliticise an issue is to suggest that there is no chadilce
course of action is a matter of technical necessity turn the movement between spheres
strongly reflectsthe idea that an issue moves from the private to the public sphere when the
consequences spill over from the parties directly involved; although there might not be a choice
over the course of action to address public issues it is an inherently politinedecof action to
frame a decision as having public consequencBise processes of politicisation and -de
politicisation provide a useful way of thinking about how issues bectimefocus ofpublic

deliberation, but also how they are removed from the pulsiphere.

Hayfurther describes a process of gmliticisation where those within the explicitly parpplitical
formal government sphere have the power to devolve certain responsibilities to the market, or to
guastgovernmental agencies (QUANGOSs), refrgrihem as technical in naturdn example is

the management of carbon emissions through carbon makegqually the power is retained to
recover issues, to reframe them as matters of chof&e.such the processes of politicisation and
de-politicisation and the continuum between private and government spheres provideseful
framework for understanding how the public interest has been articulated through different
traditions of political thought In turn this sets the context for looking at thmublic interest

throughdifferent traditions and theories of planning, iraRs 2 and 3espectively

The Public and the 06Statebo

Ly WOI NJspillBvergoassidences& cause a decision to become a public mafawey
(19540 O2y aidNMzO0Ga GKS ySSR F¥2NJ 0KS LlzotAO I FFSO
regulatingthese consequencesFor Dewey this necesaiesa constructionthat might look like a

Wa il 0 Syipkes o fntti@dnal definition of the staten ithat it exists purely to address the
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echoing his construction of & state as about fulfilling collective interestdn common with
5S5SeQa O2yaidNHzOGA2Yy 2F (KS NBaLRyaiAgsS adal as
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instead denotes their function to address matters with implications for the public interest.

Howeveri KS dzaS 2F (KS ¢2NR WeidinteddSddy Dedey (1954) asSayi (i A NJ
abstract constructiorio convey the functional need foréay G A G e G2 I OG awgh G KS
the capacity to mitigate these spillover consequences. Yetdiffigult to disassociate from the
historically embedded organisationa@lonception of the sovereign state as sglerpetuating,

formally elected govexment, with control over a series of bureaucratic institutions and a formally
defined geographical territons(dzy’ f S @& | y R.Inde@dDé&neWI®)is marificalof the
selfreinforcing political mechanisms that lead to the assumption that thetesishould take a
particular organisational form, instead asserting that the form of the state should be responsive to

the indirect consequenceawat need to be cared for

The Scale of the Public

Dewey (1954) asserts that the extent to whittie organisaibn of officials to look after the public
interestmight look like the embedded idea of the sovereign state a construction that sits apart
from the public,is dependent upon temporal and geographical localisatibis possible to be too
closely assoated to have any need to be politically organised for different groups to be too
isolated to share anymeaningful collective interestthat requires systematically caring for
Practically a publican only emerge at a scale where the group is suffijidocalised to have a
collective interest in the consequences of a decision, but where it is too large or insufficiently

localised to meaningfully participate in making that decision, a question of balance.

To this endHealeynotesthat formal institutions of governanceave beerexpected to pursue the

LJdzo t AO AyGSNBad a GKS aO2tft SOGAGS AyuSNBai
FRYAYAAUNI GABS 2dzZNAARAOGAZ2Y I &dzOK | & ).IThisy | G A :
expectation embeds the ideathiitK S RSTFAYAUGA2Y 2F (KS WLzt AO0Q
at which one is working. Howeve2t | NNI y3S FT2NXIf AyadAddziazya
criticism of the embedded organisational form of th&te, and the assumption that a public
inherently exists withindiscrete administrative boundariesEqually to conceive of the public

interest as being caredt discrete scalesloes not addresshe need for decisions to deal with
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conflicting interests at ifferent scales, or ideas of place as relationally constrictBdth suggest
the need fora more fluid conception of scal€onverselyhe public interest has traditionally been

accounted for in anannerowingrather more to the sovereign natiestate.

The Public Interest in Political Thought

The recognition of the puldiinterest as politicasets the scene for thinking about how what is in
the public interest has beeflamedthrough different traditionsof political though. In turn these

can be compared with the normative construction of the relationship between state and society as
mediated in the public sphere, through the identification of particular categories into which each
conception of the public interest fitShefirst distinction is whether what is in the public interest

is being defined objectively or subjectiveisa matter of technical knowledge or valted choice
Flathman (19663uggestghat it can only ever be defined subjectivédut this has not preveted

the framingof the public interest as something arrived at in an apolititathnical manner

The second distinction is to ask whether different conceptions of the public interest are focussed
on the outcomes or consequences of actions; a teleoldédmzus, or on the process of deciding
what action to take; a deontological focu8s an example theonceptualisationof the public
spherepresentedis, superficially deontological in natureconcerred with allowing everyone to
participate on an equal fating, rather than with the outcomes that they collectively seek.
However whilst the public sphere may be normatively positioned as the space in which reasoning
about the'good lif€takes place, the extent to which thisasonings teleological or deontological

in nature isless settledThe contrast between process and outcome is further addressed in Part 3
of this chapter, in relation to norative theories of planningHowever, having set out these
categories, theehapter now turrs to considehow the public intereshasbeenconceived of in the

traditions of political thought that have dominated the 2Century.

The Utilitarian Public Interest

Originating in social reform movements of the ™ @entury (Campbell and Fainstein, 2012
Campbell and Marshall, 200gaUtilitarianism is characterised as the pursuit of the greatest
happiness for the greatest number, but wheia its original Benthamite forrmno one form of
happiness is considered taahe greater merit than another. In this sense only the individual can

know if they have something at stake with pleasure as the only test of the consequences of actions

® These ideas draw on an understanding of place, not as a container, but as relational; products of multiple
geographies offgace and time, thereby allowirfgr a far wider range of influences (Graham and Healey, 1999)
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(Campbell and Marshall, 2002d&)rawing on the categorisations set out above this iBighly
subjective measurdndeedSorauf (1957hotes thatthe appeal ofdefiningthe public interest as
the greatest happiness of the greatest numders in being able toencoura@ individuals to
continue pursuingtheir own private interestsThis is a éontological formulationbut one that

arguably removes amguggestion thatlecisionmaking processesawe public consequences.

However, although Utilitarianism is considered to centre on the individual, when it comes to
guestions of public choice it pomits the state as arbiter; it is the state that decides what
constitutes the greatest happiness, a teleological focus (Campbell and Marshall, 2002&0

Moroni (2004) notes that WA € AGF NAFyAaY Aa AyO2YLI GA6fS GA
freedom because ideas of collective utility do not respect individual mordftyturn this is a

O2y OSLIiA2y 2F (GKS Lzt AO AyidSNESa Gthepratiplethat R K S NX

humansshare basic valuabtat should govern how decisions arede.

Incontrasta A £ £ Qa4 6 mMycmI & CamphiRll andMarshaly Répiater reformulation

of Utilitarianism distinguishebetween higher and lower forms of pleasureith the distinctionto

be made by those who have experienced bothtiis form of Utilitarianism the privileged elite are
positioned as the best able to decide the right course of action, where utility can be measured
objectively.Essentially the privileged elite have the power to define what constitutesctmmon
good(Canpbell and Marshall, 2002&furthermoreMill (1859, cited by Sandel, 208)%asserts that
individual freedom will lead to the greatest human happiness over the long term, but only so far as
the individual pursuit of freedom does not do harm to otheFhisis a formulation of the public
AYGSNBad OGKFIG Aa O2YLI GAo6fS gAGK 5SgSeQa owmda
public or private, but less compatiblith normative constructions of the public interest, or

common good, as being articulated the public spheréy virtue of its privileging of elite interests.

The result is an approach that sees the public interest defined in a teleological manner, where it is
the role of the state to decide what is in the public interest by trading off thiybf one group
F3FAyad FTYy20KSNE (2 | OKAS@®S GKS 3AINBFGSald LkRa
therefore suggested to act as the theoretical foundation for measures such abeostit analysis,
measureswith a tendency to beresentedas highly objective (Howe, 1994, contrast to the

view that what is in the public interest can only be subjectively defifrdathman, 1966).

The Welfare State
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Campbell and Marshall (2002a) highligh¢ role of Utilitarianismas a basis for the welfare state
as it began to emerge in the first half of the™Genturywith a focus on material equality through
redistribution. In this sense thgostwar welfare state has at its root the common godult

where ideas of what is gabfor society as a whole are imposed by the sovereign state.

In the UK he welfare state is typified by £ S Y Sy (i post10858&beuagovernmentt G f SSQa
government legislated to introduckarge-scalewelfare programmes such as the National Health
Servce, National Parksand a universal system of benefimipporting the unwell and the
unemployed, systems that continue to survive in modified fgrmhilst nationalising many
industries Howeverit has been suggested thét has its roots ima fear of civil unrestdating to

before the First World War, with social security intended to undermine the threat of revolution by

reconciling relations between the labouring classes and their employers (Marquand, 2004).

Marquand {bid) notes how this draatically increased the size and scope of the stétethis

sense it is a model that allows the democratically elected dtatefine the public interestwhere

the public is seen as a homogenous group (Campbell and Fainstein, Q0h2grsely Fraser 497)
suggests that the method afedistribution used tends to reinforce income divisions in society,
rather than promoting collectity. Sorauf (1957) classifies this type of public interest as receiving
priority because it is inherentlgorrect, but suggsted that this made it noveryWLJdzo t A OQ A Y

being very much defined within the sphere of fahgovernment, rather than in the public sphere.

The Summatory Public Interest

The summatory model is most easily characterised as being about the balance of collective opinion,
or the representativesummation of individual interests. It isa@nceptionof the public interest

that is again normative in naturén this sense it can lregarded as highly democratic, being very
much about the collection of preferences together, so that what is in the public interest is decided
08 (KS YlIe22NR(GeQa 2LAYAZYy® Ly GKA&a asSyasS /I
conceptionof the public interest that has continued to thrive in recent decades. Accordingly such
a definition is deontological (process oriented), with a greater concern for maximising individual
choice than any judgement of those individual choices. However the extenwvhich it is
subjective or objective is more difficult to settle upon; whilst this is an objective defimitidhe
extent that it is exemplified bgounting votesthe individual preferences that inform such votes
are arguably far morgalueledin nature It is also dismissed by Sorauf (1957) as not gven its
concern withthe balance of interestgver pursuing a single collective interest. However there can

be discerned a role for the public spheges the space in which individual interests are sth
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Furthermore the democratic nature of this form of public interest ensures that citizens canlgirect

influencethe philosophy othe sovereigrstate, if not its actions

Despite tle focus on individual choicany temptation to liken the summatory modeto the
utilitarian principle of achieving the greatest happiness of the greatest nursiheuldbe avoided;
although the maximisation of individual choice is one elemenUtiftarianism explicitly public
decisions are made by thaolitical elite(Campbell and Marshall, 20822000). Insteadhte more
contemporary nediberal conception of the public interest is positioned by Campbell and Marshall

(2000) as an example of the summatory in its pursuit of individual freedom.

The Neo -liberal State

Funcamental to the political regimes that resurged in the 197@ad arguably continue to
dominate Western economiess a belief in the market as a distributive mechanism for goods. This
challenges state intervention in the market but instead charges theestath strengthening the
market (Low, 1991). The adoption af nec-liberal ideology depoliticises issuessubstituting
deliberation over a choice of actions for the assumption that allowing the market to operate with

minimal interference will lead tthe best distribution of goods.

In defining the public interest the nediberal state adopts the same principle as Utilitarianism;
what is in the public interest definedby the political elite, where only those matters that can be
rationally agreed upon cabe the concernof the minimal state (Hayek, 1944, cited by Low, 1991).
Consequentlythe public interestis reframedin terms of achieving economic efficieneyeasured
through performance indicatorsThispositions the market as the mechanism for redisiuting
resources allowingindividuals to express their preferences through market participatibne
result is an objectively defined measure of the public interest, with a deontological focus on
maximising individual choican turn discouraging the emergence of a public with collective
interests.However it has beesuggested that this actually increasmequality, particularly during
economicdifficulties where cuts to state programmes impact disproportionatelypworer parts

of society (Campbell and Fainstein, 2B1Fainstein, 2010; Low, 1991).

The Public Interest in the Contemporary Context

Table 1, below, attempts to summarise the two conceptions of the public interest set out above.
Despite their differing aims they have ineé'2y (G KS aidlF iSQa LRaAldA2yY

the comnon interests of the public are; particularly the welfare stassunes a homogenous
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public unable to conceive of its own interests. To return to the relationship between society and
the state, lmth assume that deliberation about what is in the public interest takes place inside the

formal sphere of government, legitimised by representative democracy.

Public Interest Conception | Welfare State Neo-Liberal
Normative Theoretical Basig Ultilitarianism Summatory
What is the aim? Redistribution Efficiency
Are decisiondramed as Objective Subjective

subjective or objective?

How are decisions made? | Judgement about the commol Individual pursuit of the good

good life

Table 1: A Framework of Generalised Public Interest Conceptions

That ideas of a deliberated public interest have not beseccessfully revived in the contemporary
context is apparent infeelings that the public arégnored and treated with a lack of respect
exacerbated by a state that respds to public concerns as they are overhyped by the media,
rather than risk allowing public debate (Healey, 2018)turn the mediacharged with reporting
WLJdzo f A Géhdszd bk prikagely owned and profit motivatedt odds with the intention that

the public sphere should be based on equal participaffenaser, 19%). Equally Habermas (198
highlights the growing inseparability of state and society, fuelled by tendencies for the state to
WA G¥IEy6 3SQ AGa NBf [ldading t6 thénanigulatidn dffoublic dpihiors G &
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by generally low levels of trust in politicians, accompanied by a generational decline in formal
political participation that has been particularly sharp in the UK (Hay, 200&is exacerbatedoy

the ability of political elites to misuse the concept tietpublic interest Anexample $the 1990s

export of arms to Iraq, where British Members of Parliament cited the public interest as a reason
for indemnity from disclosing their own personal involvement in sonaiters, rather more about

selfishly avoidingmbarrassment than protecting the public (Marquand, 2004).

Moreover trends towards the deoliticisation of issues at the national leveliven by central
government, are also considered to reduce the potential for a deliberated public interest; Owens
and Cowell (2011) note that the formalisation of solutions to Climate Chamgeigh national
policy reduces the potential for citizen activists to engage meaningfully with debates atsout

mitigation by removinghem from the public domain. This leads tdeas of what is good for the
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national welfare becoming rhetorical (Forester, 201Ihe result is not the neutral state that
responds to the collective will of the public conceived of by Dewey (1954) but tends more towards
| 200SaQ RS & Oppieskiie statg as ReFiathiark Beate guarantees order and stability

AT OAGAT Sya adz2NNBYRSNJ 6KSANI NAIKGA (2 2LIJ24&S

Simultaneously Hayighlightsa considerable increase in alternative political actions, such as
boycotting products and other, less formdbrms of political expressioihesetrends support the
re-conceptualisation of democratic legitimédas the ability to participate in collective decision
making, labelled as discursive, or participatory, democrébyyzk, 2002).Dryzekcharacterises
discursive approaches as about citizens confronting their sstigatingthis inthe public sphere.
HoweverHaberma&§)1989 admissionthat such confrontations cannot be assumed to have an
AYLI OG 2y {0 Kes, withbut Su§gesiing larOaltetnd@tive approalshs been criticised
(Fraser, 1997)The result is uncertainty about whether such discursive approaches can ever be co
ordinated sufficiently to replace the state in fulfilling collective interests ta formulated a
scalesother than the highly localised his contrast between modes of democracy sets the scene
for examining competing theorisations of planning, examineBairt 3 of the chapterparticularly

in as adiscursive conception of democracy ungers a communicative approach to planning.

Pluralistic Critiques of the Public Interest

Following greater recognition of societ@ diversity, the homogenising tendenciesf a welfare
state conception of thepublic interest hae been criticised to the extent that authors such as

Saauf, writing inthe 1950s believed that the public interest could no longer be a viable concept:

G.@ 0SO2YAy3a |ff GdKAy3Ia G2 Fff LS2L ST (KS
acceptance and achieved only thedzNJJA @1 f 2 F (GKS Ayy 2 Odz2 dza ®¢

This inability to settle on a particular definition was felt by $6ta make the concept useless as a
tool of analysis. Instead he suggests thatthe face of a burgeoning number of interestise
pursuit of the public interet was politically comfortableherefore its most appropriate use would

be as a process for accommodating different groups, rather than for pursuing particular outcomes.

To this end Sandercock cites the Marxian perspective; that the puldiest is always about the

" Schmitter defines legitimacy @a shared expectation among actors in an arrangement of asymmetric power such

that the actions of those who rule are acceptemluntarily by those who are ruléd2001, p.2; simply one may have

GKS LI26SNI G2 | OG odzi 6SAy3 6tS G2 Of I AY with&Spdveryl O A a
Research in rural deliberative arenas and urban, community baseddinistk 2 y &a T F NSyl & GKF G OF yQi
legitimacy, has suggested legitimacy to be situated, its conception being context dependent. This becomes relevant in

the supposed move away from democratic legitimacy (Connelly, 2011; Connelly et al., 2006).
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particular interests of the powerful, failing to recognise the multiplicity of cultures and
O2YYdzy AGASAT avYdz GALIX S Llzof A O& ¢ descrbdsdtyeZpublidd m do T
interest as a modernist notion; the modestistate sees a homogenous public, and the public

interest is about disinterested experts working within the state to rationally analyse a problem.

Thesehomogenising tendenciesre echoedin the suggestiorthat the Habermasian public sphere
rules out any difference that gets in the way of rational reasonii@lyto be necessary where the
public sphere is seen as a single construct, butileg®rtant in a pluralistic approacfRobbins,
1993) Robbins(ibid) notes that Habermas was writing in an era where the public sphere was
closed off to large tracts of society, including women, Afriéamericans and homosexuaksqually
Sennett (1977) notes that being in public was seen as good for men, but less gomsdnfien,
further noting the tendency of the public domain to enshrine particular norms that make it
RAFFAOdzE G G2 G NExpezingdhBselpaRigipatinghyh8 sublic sphe@aiaoiNT O1 S i ¢
their social statusind interact on equal terms is bbtunrealistic and reinforces marginalisation
through loss of political power,inhiting the LJdzo f A O pibtedkisd dkBaQriechanism for
undermining inguality (Purcell, 2009Fraser 1997 Young, 199D In this context RobbinE1993)
suggests that thosessociated with femini® tend, insteadto see thefree market as publigjyiven

the stateQ ole in contributing toexclusionary practiceshe market is seen as better accounting

for social diversityThis rather contrastwith the earlier described view of the state as public.

Writing in the North American context Sirh (1983) notes that a working consensus was assumed
around what constituted the public interest until the mi®60s, when unintended consequences

such as tk high profile failure and subsequent demolition of modernist social housing prpjects
prompted the formation of special interest groups around particular issues. These influenced
particular, but often conflictinglaws, dispellingany ideathat a set of miversal beliefs and values

could be discernedmongstdiverse societal interests (Habermas, 298lathman, 1966; Davidoff,

1965). TKS OKIFy3aS Ay (GSNX¥YAy2f23& TN Ysugyesterotd heO 3 2

embedded irthis move to fulfilling indvidual interests as the goal of politics (Flathman, 1966).

The recognition of diverse interests in wider society has been accompanied by the theorisation of
the relationship between the state and its citizens as pluralist, where the diversity of gnoups i
society is suggested to prevent any one group from becoming too powerful and where policy is
the result of ever changing coalitions of interests succeeding in bringing pressure to bear on those
making policySuch a view tends towards the liberal traditiin which the role of the state is to

facilitate the individual pursuit of freedom. However, for Moroni (2004) this also raises questions
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characterise thee in favour of pluralism as also being in favour of madélar government, in
order that political decisions may satisfy more of the people, more of the time. This provides a

further clear contrast with the centralist tendencies apparent in the welkiete.

On the other hand, if the main thrust of the pluralist critique is that society is too diverse to have
widely shared common interests, this leaves society open to creepinglimealisation as
economic efficiency becomes the only measure that d#ifié groups can agree upon (Fraser,

1997). Purcell (2009) considers how Hixeralism actively tries to incorporate resistance to
embedded ideas of representative democracy, to feed its need for democratic mechanisms that
SAUGKSNI R2y Qi 2 M3tin® Ipoiverireladisl and, By ex@nsidh, the neoliberal
KS3asSyzyeod t dzZNOSt f fegemdic tmbvenderts thiat2 tiyJ to QuAddzyhiineS ieb
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democracy provides a comprehensive vision of society that may take the place of Socialism

because they fail to address the continued requirement to exchange goods.

Dewey (1954) asserts that his own formulation of the public is pluralistic in natutesuggests

that a key &cet of pluralism as it has been advanced in political thouglg I8niting ofthe stateQ a

role to resolving coricts between differentgroupd RRNB daAy3 (KAa O2y OSNYy
pre-dates Marquand (2004) in seeing the public domain asbou associations and mutual
O2YYAlYSyia o0SisSSy (K2asS oK2 | NByQil FlFYAfALIf
groundtheseimpersonal associations in the city, as the place in which people come together as a
LJdzof AO® | 26 SOSNJ KAa O2yOfdzarazy Aa GKIOG a/2YY
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into communities tends to)eclude those seen as different; Youslgoconstructs the city aghere

those from different backgrounds comegether,constituting the city as their commanterest.

Addressng the space betweenwidely shared valuesand the needs of particular groups
Sandercock(1998) similarly calls for a participatory democracy where different groups are
formally represented ath are supported in their ability to seffrganise, but where it is necessary

for these groups to appeal to some overarching principles of justice when arguing for their ideas.
The purpose of this is to recognise that these groups are part of a wider woewh an
AYGSNIgAYSR RSalUAyeT GKA& A& ayz2d G2 NSHey dSy
spirit of the arguments put forward by Sennett (1970) and Young (1990kstead about
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the merits of such a model in recaiging multiple public spheres, allowing the equal participation
of different groups in an unequal society, but where representatives of these different publics
communicate witheach other from their positions of difference in an overarching public arena.
For Fraser the remaining question is how a model encompassuitple public spheres can be
certain of influencing the actions of the state, whilst remainicrgfically distantfrom it; in
articulating the public interest when ismore appropriate to defer to democratic representatives

and when is it more appropriate to engage direatlgh the state in making decisions?

Conclusions

The dscriptions of the public and the public sphere, and resulting ideas about the collective
interest of the public, set out at the beginnimg this section set a normative framework for how
the public interest might be articulated and accounted. flloweverthey generallyassertthat the
public interest does not exist a pricgven if individuals know what they wish to achielestead
under this frameworkwhat is in the public interestiust be arrived at througldeliberation and
contestation, reflecting | 0 KY I y Qa iormttiet it 8hould @lySevdr besubjectively

defined, despite attempts tdrame what is in the public interest as a matter of technical necessity

The descriptionsare also a reminder that the conflation &0 2 f { VBtO W RIBDOA | & | 0 2 «
particular way of deliberating and achieving collective outconwsxplicitly normative. Indeed an

equally useful analytical distinction can be made between thinking about whether what is in the
public interest is arrived at deontologicgliwith attention to the process, or teleologically; it is in

the public interest to achieve particular outcomes or consequences. Conceiving of the gnublic

the public spherein the manner outlineddoes not implicitly assume a role for the state in
achieving collective wellbeing and this distinction is worth bearing in mind when considering the
context in which different strands of planning theory have been formulated. The importance of

this debate is captured in the question of whether democratic legtiynis bestowed through
representative or participatorgemocracy, at a time when the answer seems tbss settled,in

turn providing arameworkfor discussinglifferent theoretical approaches to planning.

The normative argumentput forward in this section tendoward participation and deliberation
encompassing theassumption that what is in the public interest emerges through force of
argument.In reality, howeverthe public interesthas come to be associated with the action of the

soveregn state, as it has come to be embedded in popular imagination; the tendencies of the
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state to impose the will of powerful elites in the name of the public interest means that it cannot
come as a surprise that the relationship between state and societyhasdcome to be seen as
parasitic rather than symbiotic.Particularly calls to reject the concept of thmublic interest
originate in the way such imposition sees a homogenous public, ignoring diffel@ansequently
there is a danger that continuing faursue the public interest overstates the potential to identify
widely shared common interestddowever in the context of the recognition of society as
pluralistic, manycontinue to suggest that group action should be based on fundamentally shared
principles of justice or that collective interests in the face of difference may be constituted
through the shared experience of placéhig suggestthat some sort of action t@ddressthese
interestsis still needed.The remaining question centres on askingowshould make the final

decision about a course of action, something that is given further atterti®art 3 ofthe chapter.

Having set the scene for the thesis by exploring the concept of the public interest in a rather

abstract manner and examining how it is thought about in the broader political context, the

OKI LIGSNI ySEG GdzNya (2 GKAyY 1 latichstib to aladsing achiwi€s| f £ &

both historically and in the contemporary context.
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PART 2: THE PUBLIC INTEREST IN PLANNING

Introduction

Part 1started from the point of considering when the spillover effects of private decisions bring
into existence gublic with a shared interesflhis can similarly be said about decisiavighin the

purview of planning activities, thogelating to the development of land and property:

G¢KS fSAAGAYIFGAZ2Y 2F LIXIFYyyAy3a KFaz Ay (KS
proposition that state intervention in land and property development is necessary to

& FS3dzr NR (GKS Lzt AO AYyGSNBad 3IFTAyald LINROD
Marshall, 2000, p.308)

Arguably without the public interest there is little reasdor planning to existwithout the
recognition that interventions in land and property contribute daollective quality of life Hose
with the meanswould be able tobuild as they wished, introducing the architect to the builder
without intermediary In turn this view of planning as an activity embedded in the state is
consistent with the separation of state and socieBollowing from the rtroduction, whether
planning is defined as about reacting to tbpillover effectsof private decisions; developméen
managementor acting to shape how decisions are made; forward plannbah can be united
GKNRdZAK y20A2ya 2F aLX I yyAy3a +ta Iy ARSI OOPDIKI
20KSNARZ Foz2dzi ¢KIFG YIF1Sa 322R L)X I O0S&a¢ o6/ YLD S
Conversely thdifficulty encompassed in this characterisation is apparent in the multiple ways in
which these choicesnight bemade and a certairf dzl T Ay S&aa Fo62dzi K2g Tl NJ
extends. These differences are highlighted by the multiple ways in which what is in the public
interest might be arrived at. Furthermore the previous secfich O NA liecdnep® ase¥o
legitimisestate intervention can also be applied to planning activities:

G2 KFEG O2yadAaddziSa GKS Lzt AO AyGaSNBad Kl a

legitimising concept has been increasingly called into question in the recent past. It is a

term which has ofterbeen used to mystify rather than clarify...it is frequently used as a

device to cast an aura of legitimacy over the final resolution of policy questions where
GKSNBE NP aidAftt aA3IyAFTAOFYy(d IINBlLa 2F RAAl3

Yet, n spite of such difficultieghe pragmatic imperative for pursuing the public interéistough

planning lies inthe valuethat it is more appealing to the social nature of humans to live together,
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in settlements, rather thann isolation Ultimately plannig as an ideas fundamentally about

pursuing collective wellbeing, regardless of the terminology used to frame this:

! f K2dZAK GKS ARSI 2F GKS LlzofAO AyGaSNBai
theorists...it nevertheless remains the pivot aroundigfhdebates about the nature of

LI I YyYAy3 YR AdGa LMzNILIZASE (dzNYy dé o6/ | YLIOSE

It is therefore useful to explore how different conceptions of the public interest have manifested

themselves through different approaches to planningawiing on the distinctions set out in Part 1.

The Public Interest in Planning History

Planning has a lineage that can be traced back thousands of years to the fundamental organisation
of early human settlement; from the arrangement of ancient Mesopotamian cities around the
WINNRY Q LI G§GSNYy> (KNRBokaGrekickies ardulNBpayes antl bulldhgs 2 ¥
with specialised uses, and ti®omanconcern with grand but efficient infrastructure. Particularly

the previous section showed how the organisation of Ancient Greek and Roman cities acted as a
spatial expression of the ideadhfree citizens should engage in public life, promoting forms of
collective interest (Habermas, 198 Planning has a long history of imposing urban form with an

inherent concern fobringing people together

Equallytiis important to recognise that thEnglishplanning system, as the institutional structures

that shape the everyday practice of planning activities in England, is a syséerhas evolved

over more than a centuryThis part of the chapterfocuses on this evolution narratingthe

transition from an independent reformist movemenh Y RA @A Rdz £ WLI | YYSNARA QX
vision of the good lifeto an activity embedded in government structures, with distinct regulatory

and forward looking elementoperated by a distinctive set of institutia. To this enda key aim is

to consider how differentonceptionsof the public interest are intertwined with this history.

Regulating the Spillover Consequences of Development

The notion of curtailingndividual property rightsin favour of consideringthers around them

can be traced back considerably further than might be expected. Booth (2003) initially suggests
that the true origins of development control may lie in the issuing of model bylaws by central
government in 1858, with the purpose of coolling the form of new development. However

Booth then traces the origins of urban form control back to 1580 and further, eventually to

[ 2YR2Yy Q& MHTp ! 34A1T S 2F DbdzAal yOST NBaldzhidd A 2y

guttering. Howeveit isthe 19" Century when such ideas became farmnstrongly embedded in



Planning in the Public Interest? 34

EnglandWhere early manifestations of planning focussed on the ordering and reordering of cities
the public health acts of the i9Century introduced a regulatory mode of plannithgt starts to
comprehensivelygmbed plannings about regulating private development for the collective good,

throughminimum standards for sewerage, ventilation and privacy, amongst other concerns.

The rise of regulation has been characterised as a respmnt® failure of the market to solve
social problems, such as poor sanitation, water supply and the lack of profit motivation to build
good quality homesThe necessity for the state to intervene in such problems arose fronr the
costs being borne bthe taxpayer (Pendlebury, 2015), in turn embeddihg idea of the stateas
intrinsic to regulating public spitiver effects from private decisions. Following earl§’ Tntury

local governmenteform, to create a twetier county council and borough sysh, the regulations
addressing these problems were very much locally driven, through the creation of local byelaws
(Ward, 2004; Booth, 2003As suchltis section also shows how regulatory approaches to planning
have a much longer history of being embeddedthe state than ideas of planning as about

planned new settlementghoughthe next section indicates how this was to change.

Imposing the Common Good: 61 deal 6 Settl ement Proj e

Alongside stateregulation ideas of planning as abouw vision for comgete settlementsthat
promoted particular modes of living togethelso hae a strong history in the British context.
Theseapproaches stronglgchoa welfae statemodel of the public interest, in that they seek to

improve living conditions for the disadrtaged but by imposing particular idealised models.

Such ideas begin outside of the state, encouraged by those in favour of land and housing reform,
particularly as ways of subverting the class distinctions perpetuated through land ownership and
promoting social and political reform. This diverse range tdraacoalesced into a strong political
Y2O0SYSYylG 2F 6KAOK 90SySSISNI 126 NR 61 & | {Se
Garden City ideals were partially realised in Letchworth and Welwyn Garden Cities, and in
Hampstead Garden SuburBarly effortsd dzOK | & w20 SNII hgSyQa bS¢g |
highly socialist principlesHowever other ideal settlement projects in England were the result of
19" and early 28" Century industrial philanthropy with a slightly different aim; Port Sunlight,
Bournvlle and Saltaire were designed with the intention of creating a better life for their
inhabitants, through generally lower density, better quality housing (Ward, 2004; Cherry, 1974),
but, in turn, promoting increased productivity for their employeBespie these varied motives

such settlements still strengthened the town planning movement, with George Cadbury, the

industrialist behind Bournville, becoming one of its key members (Cherry, 1974).
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Superficially such developments appear to be strongly infftednby utopian traditions. However
Cherry (ibid) has suggested that demand for planning in England arose predominantly as a
reaction to 19" Century social and economic change, the result of significant urbanisation trends.
From the 1820s onwasd political intervention tended towardsdcomprehensive community

NE 3 dzf kibidA 27, éwith the popular imagination being captured by the significant urban
growth associated with the Industrial Revolution, exemplified by the statistical correlation

between higheiinfant mortality and higher population density.

From an Independent Reform Movement to an Activity of the State

The success of town planning as a reformist movement can be seen in its political influence; the
Liberal Party was strongly influenced idgasaroundland reform and, following its 1906 election,
adopted them in governmernthisled to the embedding of planning as a state sanctioned activity
amongst thegradual expansion of state intervention in social issues with collective consequences.
Superfcially such an arrangement resembles the debate of such issues in the public sphere, in turn

influencingstate actions, if the motives cannot always be characterised as collective in nature.

Whether itsuniting ideology; subverting the influence of the landed classes, was a true attack on
embedded power structures or simply publicly popular and politically convenient remains
debatable (Reade, 1987). However the close of th® @entury and first two dedes of the 20

| SyiGdzNE &l ¢ (GKS O2AyAy3 2F (GKS GSNY wiktaey LI |
0SAAYYAYy3A 2F LA IYYyAy3d SRdzOF A2y YR GKS TFANAL
Housing, Town Planning Etc. Act (Ward)£0Cherry, 1974).

For the first time he 1909 Act gave local government the opportunity to prepare statutory-land
use schemeslf approved bycentral governmentthese would set out road patterns and
regulations for development and sanitation that devedop would be obliged to folloybut would

not need to acquire permission to do so (Ward, 2004; RSCOI, 1992). As Booth puts it; the act
omade the assumption that the plan itself was the instrument of cogt@b03 p.77). This is a
decidedly radical notioin the contemporary context, but one that harks back to the need to think

about the relationship between plans, planners and planning.

8 Later the Royal Town Planning Institute (RTPI), following the granting of a Royal Charter in 1959. The Royal Town
Planning Institute (RTPI) is the professional body that represents planners predominantly in England, but increasingly
worldwide. Today, to beligible for chartered membership members must have completed an RTPI accredited higher
education course to Masters level and pass an Assessment of Professional Competence, based on at least two years
postgraduation experience. In 2014 the Institute dailated its centenary year.
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amenity and its permisge rather than mandatory nature, resulting in the rather uneven use of its
provisions.Indeed, whilst such landse schemes were made mandatory in 1919, a 1926 deadline

for their preparation was first extended and then abolished (RSCOI, 12B2)heretihas been

critically noted that had its provisions for betterment taXégen workable it could have been the

roots of a very different planning system based on highly socialist principles (Reade, 1987),
LISNKI LJ& 6SG3GSNI | LILINR E A Yhe gdog. DverdLIuzdelvek i@ cav $¢ & dzN
characterised as the period wheEnglishplanningstarted to transitionfrom independent reform
movement to a professionalised activity enshrined in stégislation; a move from the agency of

individualplanners tavard the structures associated with plans and the planning system.

In addition to questions of ideological legitimacy the relatively rapid shift from reform movement
to state-sponsored activity needs to b&tuatedin a political context where unionisation was on
the rise, bringing with it the threat of mass strikes. Planning was positioned by powerful reformist
interests agpart of the soluion (Ward, 2004). Conversely this might also be characterised as the
state appeasing the working classe® asto maintain its power, exemplifying the potentjal

highlighted inPart 1,for the public interest to be used to obfuscdtee true intentions.

Notions of planning as being about creating better places to live for th&king masses were
reinforced in the aftermath of both the First and Second World \\Vides era of the welfare state

It has been recorded how the colossal human cost of the First World War sharpened the need for
the state to take on board the concerns dfet working class, reacting to the perceived risk of a
popular uprising in the wake of the Russian Revolution (Ward, 2004; Reade, 1987). In due course
this led to a huge programme of council housing construction, mandated by a series of Housing
Acts that adpted the high space and layout standards proposed by the Tudor Walters Committee.
Certainly the intertwined nature of politics and planning highlights how perceived collective

interests were at the heart of the push for more planning in thisafréne wdfare state

Ward (2004) details at length the Town and Country Planning Acts of the 1880gh it is
suffident to note here how the power of local authorities to plan varigth the political context
and, particularly, the ideology @ the political party in powerlndeed he importance of political
contextwas again highlighted the Second World Wawhere Ward noteshiow the evacuatiorof

urban areas led to the mixing of classes, making plain the deep inequalities in British smrciety

% Betterment is a tax on the increase in land value brought about by granting planning permission for a higher value
use. It is based on the principle that this increase in value belongs to the state rather than the landofrger, R A Ry Q
R2 IyelKAy3 (2 WSINYyQ GKS AYyONBlIasSo
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the first time. It is the end of this devastating war and the need for significant reconstruction that

leads to a moment that has done more than most to shape contemporary English planning.

The 1947 Town and Country Planning Act  and the Welfare State

Part 1 characterised the 1945 Atl@vernment as embodying a welfare state conception of the
public interest.The same governmerdlsoenactedthe 1947 Town and Country Planning ,Aect
watershed moment in establishing the basis fbe English planning siem as it continues to
operate in the contemporary contextGrounded in the principleshat social relations are
environmentally determined, through appropriate urban forms (Reade, 198€)Atct formalised
planning in England as twin-track state actity, with both forward planning and development
control provisions| 2 4 S@SNJ GKS o06A33Sald OKL y3Sdelogimenti KS !
rightsover land and property development, to ensure that they accounted for the wider interests

of society, the fundmental principle that still underpins planning as it is thought about it England.

Originally it was also intended that the Act would facilitate the state appropriation of the increase

of land value once development was approydxhsed onthe principle trat private individuals

should not profit financiallyrom the increase in land value resulting from a decision made by the
state to grant planning permissiorbuch a tax brought with it the potential for considerable
wealth redistribution Fully implementa it would have effectively ended the accumulation of
wealth through land ownership, fulfilling key aim of the early 9 Century land reform
movement though it should be noted that the proposed tax did not extend to the profit to be
made in actually deeloping the land(Reade, 1987; Ambrose, 1986). However it was quickly
abolished by the 1951 Conservati@®vernment This wagetrospectively justified by the 1991
Conservative Government through the suggestion that land valoeeasesare taxed through

Capital Gains tax and general taxation (RSCOI, 1992). However it has been suggested elsewhere
GoNBY RSN G§KS wmdrReade, @987, p.532S FFSOG A OS¢

The basis for the 1947 Act was a comprehensive definition of development that also continues
broadly unchanged (Booth, 2003), setting out a highly technical basis for the activities that
planning would have formal jurisdiction over. Following this definition all development proposals
would require approval through the development control process, a radieparture (Ward,

2004; Booth, 2003). However thuse of technical standard$or example number adwellings per

hectare can be seen to obfuscate the values behind such standaodtas it becomes unclear
whether aiming for a particular housing dengits inthe public interest or not (Booth, 2003)in

GdzNy GGKA&a NBAYTF2NDSa (KS Ly iNR RdzO¥WCRhBtad t60PKE INJ
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considerable public concern about planning earlier in the 1930s and 40s, to the extent that
bestsellingoooks were written about it, this technocratic framing of planning detached it from the

public and lead to a waning of societal concern about how it was practiced (Ward, 2004).

Statutory Development Plans, Discretionary Planning

The introduction of the deelopment controlprocesswas strengtiened by not implementing a
zoning systemsuch that the plan was a material consideratibat not the final wordin decisions
over whether to permit developmentThis consideration of each case on its merits congrast
stronglywith the provisions of thel909 Act giving those making planning decisions in the post
1947 English context greater agendydeed it is theddiscretionargnature of the development
plan, and the negotiatios involved in implementing jtthat distinguishes the Englislystem from
countries such as France, wiehe plan is legally bindingarticularly this highlights the contrast
between views of planning as constraining market efficiency, @nthe development plan as
providing certaitly over what development is considered acceptable, thereby reducing risk and
uncertainty for private developers (Ward, 2004; Healey, 20@8)vever thisalsocharacterises the

English planning system as an arena where multiple scales both interact afidtconf

The1947 Act also strengthened the forward planning pro¢cgsacing a greater emphasis on the
plan as a structuring influencélthough LPAscould already prepare town planning schemes
under the 1909 Agtthe 1947 Act made their preparation statutg requiring the production of
Town Maps and County Maps through careful survey and analysis. The resulting plans were the
very much about lanelise planningsetting out detailed plans for how land was to be used at the
end of their intended twenty yeaifé. In realityit has been notedhat the relationship between

this technical work anca LJt | Yy Q& 2 0 @tSnQesshtians clea(wardi 2004; Faludi, 1973
contrast further examined ifPart 3. Conversely War{2004)suggests that plans produced under
the 1947 Actwere more sophisticaed than previous plansthrough the incorporation of phasing

and more detailed proposals for particular areas. The Act also strengthened the ability of
authorities to implementthe LJt bk pfaRosals through the introduction of compulsory purchase

powers, allowing LPAs tmpose thepurchaseof land to meet collective needs.

The strengthening of forward planning positioned the public interest as intended to be protected
by the relationshipof planners as subordinate to elected politiciamdans were presented as
complete to the public, legitimised by their approval through representative democracy (Ward,
2004). This designated thd.PAas the body most appropriate to look after the publideirest,
RS&ALIAGS GKS GSyaazy o0SisSSy GdKAa FyR GKS [t!
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through considerable land ownershiphis relationship suggestisat a WelfareSate model of the
public interest is espoused by the 1947 Act, in itemtibn that what is in the public interest is
bestaddressedy technical experts, overseen by a political elibeturn reinforcing the suggestion

that planning takes places within the formal government sphere. Although the next sections
suggest how theprovisions of the 1947 Act continued to evolvke fundamental principle that
planning is a state activity, legitimised through representative democracy continues to underpin

contemporary practice and, in turn, sets the context for the empirical work.

Planning as Technical -Rational Activity

Following the expectation that plans should be based on surveys and an&lgsi®%0s can be
characterised as a perioth which planning moved from being anactivity embedded in the

Welfare Sate, to a technical activityframed as apolitical This wasreinforced by theTown

Planning Institut® & LJdzAa K F2NJ LI FyyAy3 G2 o6S | dzyAljdzsS L
than an activity conducted by people from multiple disciplines (Reade, 19&¥ged Thomas

(1994) notes that the acceptance of the planning profession has hinged omdhen that

LI FYyyAy3a Aa FoftS G2 OfFAY | aaLISOAlIfAASR GSOK
in the English context by the tradition that plaers should serve the government in power
impartially, regardless of its political ideologymbedded within this is the assertion that only

those withappropriateexpertise can have a role in looking after society.

Equallythe 1950s was the decade in igh the development of the New Towns began to take
place, each developed by a corporation with wide ranging powers, with the aim of addressing
significant postwar housing shortages (Ward, 200Fhis has been characterised as an extension

of the aforemenk 2y SR DI NRSyYy /A& Y20SYSyix GKSANI WOf ¢
layout such as the separation of pedestrian footpaths and roads (Pendlebury, 20ibEan be
characterised as a continuance of the welfatate approach to the public intesg, but in a way

that captured the possibility of designing places from scratch, using new urban .farms

F LILINR F OK Oy 6S RS&AONAOSR da WY2RSNYyAaldQ Ay y
The 1960s to the 198 Os: The Rise of Pluralism and the Neoliberal State

a2@Ay3a AyiG2 (GKS wmpcna GKS LI22NI AYGSNILINBGI GA 2
quality concrete tower blocks springing up in English cities, surrounded by barren green space,
resulting more recently in the high profile demolition of manytloése. These were intended to

capture the spirit of the age in their use of new technologies to achieve high density housing that
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could contribute to addressing considerable housing shortages. However growing social problems
associated with high rise Ing and the poor quality of the towers themselves, illustrated by the
1969 Ronan Point explosion, have been suggested to lead to their downfall (Ward, 2004).
Furthermore the extent to which the slum clearance programmes broke up communities to
replace themwith these anonymous blocks lead to calls for much greater public involvement
(Campbell and Fainstein, 2012), reflecting the shift from the welfare state to pluralist politics. The
use of the public interest to justify the imposition of modernist urbarpjects has been
characterised as a key driver in the problematisation of the public interest as a legitimising

concept (Fainstein, 2010).

From the 1960s onwards planning in England tended to reflect the broader political trends
identified in Rart 1 of theOK I LJASNE GKS ¢St FFENB adldsSQa Syoz2l
imposed common good being challenged in favour of recognising the plurality of interests in
society. Not least the technocratic framing of planning activities came to be seen as a grave
concern in light of tendencies of planning decisions to favour powerful interests and for
development plans to accept and accommodate existing commercial inte(Bsteies, 198

Davies (ibid) concludkthat ultimately planmng is about political choicdsut asserts that planners
persised in framing decisions asnatters of technical necessity Echoing this was a lack of
opportunities in the system for public concerns to be taken into account, leading to suspicion,
reaching its height in the 1970s, that lPAvere making inappropriate deals with private

developers and giving inappropriate weight to their proposals (Booth, 2003).

The 1968 Town and Country Planning Act introducexystem of Local Plans and county scale
Structure Plans that survived superficially until the 2@0dnrning and Compulsory Purchase Att.

has also been noted how the decade saw growing recogniioiine extent to which land use
policies interacted with wder social and economic trends, leading to more complex forward plans
(Murdoch and Abram, 2002However he more radical change brought about by the 1968 Act
was the enshrining in law of requirements floPAgo both publicise the preparation of Structir
Plans and Local Plans, and to invite public participation in their prepara@i&® R 1969).For
Thomas (1996) participation starts from the principle of giving people a greater say over planning,
thereby lessening the interests of others and, in tumading to some rebalancing of uneven

power relations.

In setting out how this might bpracticallyachievedd KS { { STFAyYy 3i2y [ 2YYA GG
LI NGHAOALI GAZ2Y Ay LIXIYYyAy3d 0A0ARO SOK2Sa ! Nyai



Planning in the Public Interest? 41

in its emphasison the need for planning authorities to move beyond simply publicising plans when
they are fnalised, too late for public participation to make any meaningful differencdeed
Arnstein asserts that inviting participation without an accompanying redistribution of power to
ensure that participation is taken into accours an empty gesture, echwy aforementioned
concerns about the relationship between the state and the public sphiére Skeffington report is
more restrained recognising that participation has the power to improve decision making, but
assertingthat decisions over adopting and implementing development plans should continue to
rest with LPAsand their elected members. Not least the report cites tlwentinued need for
professional expertise imakingthese decisionsHowever Ward (2004) situatesis restraint in
terms of the/ 2 Y Y A dlifniged @niit, allowing it to address planning procedures but not the
wider structures necessary to pait the redistribution of power The resultingcontrastbetween

I NyaliSAyQa LINB LI &l f &sbroygR akpu€ By the SkéfingtdhlREpheSdett OK |
the context for howpublic participation has developed in the English planning systenthe

intervening decadeswith implications for how the public interest is articulated.

The election oMargaret Thal O K EdhEeévative governmerih 1979 bringing with it a free

market ideologyagainemphasiseshe importance of political contexand arguably marks a key
moment of change in how the public interest is conceived of in planning activites following
decadesawthe social objectives of English planning discardedavour ofreframingplanning as

an activity intended to enable rather than constrain developmemsubstantial repurposing of
planning in Englandbut one achieved without och change in the basic legislative framework
(Booth, 2003; Newman and Thornley, 1996heseaims are reflected in a book written for the

later 1991 Conservative government (RSCOI, 1992), to explain the planning system for the general
public; it cautionsthat elected councillors mayot consider theneed for developmentand
appeaance and notesthat, prior to 1991, it was assumed that planning applications would be
approvedwithout clear reasons for their refusalhe influence of politicaideologyis apmrent in

the 0 2 2 artizdlation of the public interest in terms oéconomicefficiency, according witthe
YyS2ftA0SNIf adliSQa LINAGATSIAYT 2F GKZtunlk NJ S
intended to promote intended to promote individual #dom (Ward, 2004)

This efficiency ainis further emphasised by th&@hatcherG2 SNy YSy 1 Qa SELISNA Y
planning tools such as Enterprise Zones, Simplified Planning Zones and Urban Development

Corporations; tools intended to promote regenerationtbiwools that sat outside the formal

planning system, allowing them to bypass the concerns of residents and elected members alike
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(Newman and Thornley, 1996)0 this endHealey (1989) discusses the 1980s as a time when
policy processes were only selectiw@lccountable, where government was overly centralised and
where access to planning processes was far from fair and even. Healey suggests that this was in
era where the welfare model of the state had reached its limits in the fd@a@xpanding range

of demands Meanwhile he creeping nediberalisation of the 1980s and 1990s was reflected in

the increagd managerialisatiorof local government, as well as the growth of-accountable

executive agencies and performanodteriafor planning decisionfCamjiell and Marshall, 2000).

The 1990s: The Plan as a Structuring Influence

The 1990s, particularly the 1991 Planning and Compensation Act, reiterated the role of the Local
Plan as the most important consideration in making decisions about individual pdannin
applications This ensuredhat planmaking processewere paid greater attention by different
groups seeking the inclusion of their interesis turn encouraging greater participation in their
preparation (Murdoch and Abram, 2002Newman and Thornleyl996). In contrastit has been
noted how national level planning policy the form ofPlanning Policy Guidance, allowed central
government to both promote consistency amongst Local Rlamd ensureheir responsiveessto
central government priaties (Murdoch and Abram, 2002)lo this end theEnglishplanning
system has been characterises far more centralised than thosd European neighbours, such as
France and the Netherlands, with strong centralised control through written policies but a lack of
significance given to national and regional plans (Newman and Thornley, 1996). inhtasrbeen
characterised as less participatory (ibid), such that it can be arguedthiaEnglishsystem is

inherentlyless concerned with collective interests as tmeight be defined through participation.

Consequentlythe rhetoric of participation in planning hadrguablybecome dominant by the

1990s and can be regarded as a structuring influence on planning activities, but one that has failed

to transform how it ispracticed (Healey, 2003); planners know how to encourage participation,

but not why (Campbell and Marshall, 2002b)K A & A a NBFf SOGSR Ay ¢K2YI
attention towhatLJr NI A OA LI GA2Y | AYa (2 I OKA S@ighlightytiel A y 3
possibility of labelling avide range of activities as participation, such that its very meaning
becomes a matter of political choicendeed Campbell and Marshall (2000) observe that public
involvement requires considerable time and resoe) at odds with increasing concerns for
economic efficiencyThis narrative igeinforced by those who note that trust in the planning
LINPOS&aa O2yiGAydzSa (G2 RSOtAyS RdzS (2 GKS aegads

still dominated by pwerful interests, rather than allowing citizens to come up with their own
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ideas that more effectively represent their interests (Tait, 2011; Swain and Tait, 2007; Davies, 2001,
Low, 1991; Davidoff, 1965As a result a public interest articulated througiarticipation is
positioned apart from both theWelfare Sate and Neo-liberal conceptions of the public interest

that have contextualised English planning practices for most of theypasperiod.

Despitetheir association withthe imposition the idea ofradical settlement projects has never

jdZA S RASR® bSg [l02dNDa t I IKFAYRSNI YR bSg 5
large scale redevelopment in the early 2000s. If the st new towns adopted similar
modernist principles in addressing siewar housing shortages, the more recently proposed-Eco
G26ya IYyR GKS ¢2gy FyR [/ 2dzyGNB tfFyyAy3a | 3a&2-¢
cities for the 2% century return full circle in trying to address contemporary housing shortages,
embodying a collective interest that is characterised as national in scale (TCPA, 2011; DCLG, 2007).
The political popularity of such ideas is apparent in the commitment ef thK government to

odzA f RAY 3 QO wak NREFaPASSGT | OSNBE NBOSyid SEIF YL
address a perceived collective need for more housidgweverit is worth noting these are
initiatives that have put forward by central gemment, rather than resulting from the plan

making system operating at the LPA scale, reflecting the suggestion that urban regeneration
initiatives have tended to be the subject of separate legislation, removed from the planning

system (Newman and Thormlel1996).

The 2000s: Re-purposing Planning in England

Overallthe evolution of English planning since 1947most usefully summarised as a transition
from a planning system concerned with the specific implementation of a fixed development plan,
consideed appropriate to the public sector development of 1950s new towns, to a more
contemporary notion of planning as about negotiating the implementation of the plan, starting
with 1960sSructure Plans taking an approach based @rinciples and regulationsather than
proposing specific land use developments (Healey, 20D&3pite this the scales at which plans
were prepared remained remarkably unchanged ubtiS ¢ [ | éleztaaNED 2997 However,
sincethis time it can be suggested that planning activitibave been contextualised by constant
reforms of the national policy context in which they operdtes the reformsundertaken in 2004

and 2010 thaset the context for the empirical work.

10 Though the Ebbsfleet development is named as a garden city it is less clear that the resulting development will pay
Fyeg FaaSyaAazy G2 126 NRQa 3 NRSyYy ORA ( &he heRefitlofithe Eommwz® K | &
Instead it is arguable that the romantic connotations attached to the term are being appropriated for political
convenience, a matter of framing rather than substance.
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It has been suggested that the purpose of the English plarsystem was to pursue the public
interest untilthe early 2000sbut where theO 2 y O S LJarabgingmaekrihghas allowed central
government to pursue different policy emphases through plannalbn the name of the public
interest (Hart et al., 2015). Consequenthetrole of planning, and the conception of the public
interest that it embodieshas arguably changed more radicalptanning in England has moved
from being an activity inseparableofn the welfare state to an activity concerned with promoting
economic efficiency, in line with a neoliberal conception of the public intehedeed itis feltthat
contemporary trends towards manageriatgn and consumerism reduce the space to deliliera
and make judgementsabout appropriate courss of action, where this is evidenced in planning
activities by a lack of creativity in Local Plaasconsequenceof their approval by central
government (Vigar2012). In line with the changing objectives planning such trends move
planning activities further away from the idealised conceptualisation of public deliberation about

what is in the public interest, set out in the first part of the chapter.

The extensive reforms introduced to planning by the 19@bour Government through the 2004
Planning and Compulsory Purcha&et sawthe streamlining of Planning Policy Guidance into
Planning Policy Statements, the replacement of Regional Planning Guidance with Regional Spatial
Strategies and eventually Regiorairategies and the replacement of Local Plans with Local
Development Frameworks (LDFs). The county level Structure Plans disappeared in thigpshake
This rethinking was couched in the rhetoric of improving community participation, speeding up
the proces, and devolution to regions, if there was some suspicion that this was simply a cover for
the private concerns of developers at a planning system getting in the way, echoing the 1970s
reframing of the system (Booth, 2003) and indeed hinting at ploditical convergence of the
Labour and Conservative Parties around ideas ehtbibiting the marketFurthermoreHart et al.
(2015) highlight how the 2004 Artplaces the public interest with thequally broadpurpose of

pursuing sustainable development.

Following on from the gradual transition from highly prescriptiBieprintQplanning tomore

flexible development plans the 2004 Act advocated a move from Jasel planning to what is

termed patial plannin@a shift intended be practically realisedthre preparation of the LDF as

the new form of the local spatial plan. For Healey spatial plangirgS Y yRa ' GG Sy (A
interplay of economic, socioultural, environmental and political/administrative dynamics as

these involve across and withinamouk y | NBF € O6HnnT I Llbo0 ®
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Echoing these broad principles in statement described by Campbell (2012b) lasld and
surprisingly political the RTPI (2001) in their New Vision characterised spatial planning as
encompassing the challenge of thinking beyond statytsystems and beyond the regulation of

land use to take a much broader view of how planning can work to fulfil social needs, through co
ordinating the impact of other sectoral policies on the constitution of places. This is about both
the short and longerm; both responding to fast changing circumstances and thinking about the
long term consequences of policies, at all geographical scales. It is also a discipline that integrates
multiple sectors and includes multiple voicesongly echoing Arnstein (89) in its assertion that
publicparticipationis about collaboration that gives voice to the most disadvantaged communities;
iK2aS 6A0GK ' GRANBOUGU AYUSKNBEDILRYSANBRIAY T WSY
p.4). However tle eviderte has suggested that this ideshsnot borne outby reality, where LDFs

were slow to prepare and resource intensive, whilst failing to tagder public participatiorand

cross boundary issudglimendinger and Haughton, 2009; Watson, 2009turn spaial planning

is not a characterisation of planning that has survived a further round of reform.

Post 2010 Reforms

The extent to which planning is paspplitical in nature is well illustrated by the planning reform
processes initiated by the 2010 Coaliti@vernment which introduced a new set of tools to
replace those introduced by the 2004 Ad&@ruciallyit is this process of reform that sets the
national context for the cases examined by the empirical wetkch that it is useful to detail it in

some depth The reforms further illustrate the ability of central government to set objectives for

the planning systemntroducing an economic growth imperative highlighted particularly by the
bttCcQa O2yUNROSNEAIFIE AYyUNRBRdAzOGAZ2Y 2F | LINBad
measureintended to bias the system toward permitting developmenhis is a presumptionah

dissimilar to that in operation prior to 1991, under the Thatcher governmienturn the NPPF was

the subject of prominentebate between those againsts introduction, led by the National Trust

and the Campaign to Protect Rural England, #wde fa, consisting opro-development interests.

The power of framings illustrated byhow the case for reform has been made by characterising
planning as undermining economic growihis is captured in a speech made by Prime Minister
David Cameroncharactek a Ay 3 LJ I YYSNAR Fa WSySYASa 2F Syi!
and time delays that impede businesSafmeron 2011). It is further echoed by the Chancellor
DS2NHS hao2NySQ&anRHWMLEIS LEF yYNEFE (LSO NAESOA Y
(Osborne, 2012) ¢ KS dzaS 2F (GKS G2NR WSY(GSNILINAASQ FNI
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and excitement, in turn framinglanningas obstructive and parochidh turnthe Coalition moved

to abolish Regional Strategies and ithaccompanyin@ppaatus, such as Regional Development
Agencies; to streamline more than twenty Planning Policy Statements into the very concise
National Planning Policy Framework (NPBELG, 20)2" and to rename Local Development
Frameworks back to Local PlaAs. aresult statutory policy survives at only the national and local
authority scales; respectively the NPPF and National Policy Statements, and the Local Plan, with

the new option to prepare a Neighbourhood Plan at the neighbourhood or parish scale.

The impotance placed on planning was underlined by the publication, prior to being elected, of
GKS /2yaSNBIGAGBS t I NIe& ouwnndov 3INBSY LI LISN Sy
many of the changes outlined. Highly papglitical in its use of persuasianguage setting out

the perceived failings of the 1997 Labour administratibwe, papersets out a number of measures
intended to address these. The paper characterises planasngrucial to a strong economy, but
pledges to abolish undemocratic regior@anning and puts forward intentions to increase the

scope of permitted developmentAdditionally itis noteworthy for suggesting that local pkan
YF1Ay3a aK2dzZ R 6S dzyRSNIIF 1Sy 2y GKS olaira 27F
echo participabry democracy in involving the wider public in decisimaking. Equally the paper
NEO2NRSR GKIFG [20Ff 5S@St2LIYSyd CNIYSg2NJla al
SYSNESa FTNRBY (GKS LIS2LX S 2F GKIG efdrGitd maked ¢ 0l
Neighbourhood Plans would be incorporated as modules in the Local Plan. The efficacy instilled in
0KS NBadzZ GAy3a [20Ff tfly Aa NBAYFT2NOSR Ay (Ul
permitted development rights will free up plghfSNB G2 Sy 3F3S Ay AGRS&aA3I
GAAA2YLEFNE LI Fya F2NJ 0KS RS@OSt2LIVSyd 2F GKSANJ

Many of he tools aimed at addressing these critiques of planning wer@dliced by the 2011
Localism Act; in addition thleighbourhood Plannintis introduced theDuty-to-Cooperate. This

is intended to replace Regional Plans in fulfilling the strategic planning function, by requiring Local
Planning Authorities (LPAS) to positively-amerate on cros®oundary issues. The Duty also
requires LPAs toonisult with a number oQUANGO#cluding the Local Enterprise Partnership,
Network Rail and the Environment Agency, where evidence of positive engagement with these
bodies has been embedded as a testdmundnesS§ior the eventual plan, to be tested thugh the

LX ' yQa 9EIYAYlILGA2Y AYy tdzofAO 605/ [ DI HAMHOO®

" The final National Planning Policy Framework, published in March 2012 is 59 pages long (DCLG, 2012). In
comparison the previous Planning Policy Statement 12 (CLG, 2008) setting out the requirements to prepare a Local
Development Framework was 30 pagesg@nd one of some twenty such statements.
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Local Enterprise Partnerships were introduced by the 2010 Local Growth White Paper (HM
Government, 2010) under the guise of decentralising decisions that drive economic giidveth.

are formed of represemtives of local authorities, private sector businesses and other
organisations such as universitiéscal Enterprise Partnerships have, at first glance, no powers to
undertake planning activities, but are brought into the planning procesgitiye of the Duty-to-

[ 221LISNF 0S> KAIKEAIKGAYT GKS /21t A0A2y Qa dzy RSN

Neighbourhood Planningcan be most easily characterised as devolving to a designated
neighbourhood forum the ability to draw up planning policies and site allocationsdesignated
neighbourhood area or parislit is useful to note that Neighbourhood Plans are given the same
framing as other measures, in the way that they are seen by the NPPF (DCLG, 2012) as tools to
enable developmentWith the intent ofkickstartingthis process of making plans for a new, more
localised scale, central government provided funding for amlirtranche of 100 Neighbourhood
tfFyaz 1y26y |4 WCNRYUOUNHzyySNEQ® ¢KS OKIF NI OGSN
Action Plans and Parish Plans are, for the former, that such plans are prepared by communities
themselves, rather than for th latter, and for the latter their statutory status; their provisions

must be taken into account by LPAs when making decisions about planning applications. In March
2015 the Department for Communities and Local Government recorded I8 areas had

applied to be designated as Neighbourhood Forumgh 61 Neighbourhood Plans having been
successfully adopted through a referendum of neighbourhood residgniggan, 2015)

The Public Interest in Contemporary Planning Practice

ExaminingEnglish planning practiceim a historical lightsets the context for contemporary
planning practice, specificalfpr examining howthe public interestin the contemporary context
This section considers some of the research that has looked at howtmnaets think about the

concept, relating them back to the different meanings of the public intesesbut inPart 1

Planners have taken comfort from the assumption that planning activities must be in the public
interest (Campbell and Marshall, 2000ndéed, hrough its code of conduct the Royal Town
tfFyyAy3d LyaadgAGdziS O2yFSNER | Rdzié aid2 I R@GIyOS
2F (KS LlzofA0¢ O6LOMI we¢tLX HaAamMHO 2y FEf AdGa
the privateor public sectorHoweveri KS a4dzZ23SadA2y GKIG LIXIyYyyAy3a .
0KS WLzt A0Q A& Ndeinkofexdnce gf the pudlic Miersti as 2 YdheRpt is
suggested by evidence that practicing planners find the public interast about serving

communities, to conflict with their obligations to their employers, in addition finding conflict
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between process and outcome focussed conceptions of the public intéfest 2011; Campbell

and Marshall, 2002b; 2000; Howe, 1994; Healrgl Underwood, 1977)Research into how those
practicing planning apply the concept of the public interest explicitly is relatively rare. However
this section is intended to consider some of the research that does exist in this area.

1 246SQa omppn0d O2YLINBKSYyaAgdS &NaNJBA@aicanpl@nneisKS S
specifically addressehow they undersbod the public interest. The results suggested uncertainty
about whether not serving the public interest would le¢hically problenatic, especially when
compared to the much greater certaingmongst those interviewedbout misrepresentation
0SAYy3 | Of SINJ 0NBIF OK @dfk eSablished thdt planiéds YO éxjpiisS & ®
different conceptions of the public interest; alave at their heart serving the public, but the
process of arriving at what was defined as in the public interest was more variable. Most
commonly planners were found to express deontological (protessssed) conceptions of the
public interest, based othe balancing of different interests, followed by the protection of rights
However suggestions that planning should consider the future consequences of action and should
favour the collective interests of the broader community were also popular, bringiagplay
teleological approaches, and doing little to address the suggestion that the public interest is far
from a coherent conceptHowe further suggests that this was reflected in the roles chosen by
planners, with particular variations between those avisaw themselves as technocrats, in the
modernist tradition, thosewho engaged fully in political manoeuvringttempting to influence

how choices are madend those that were a hybrid of the two (Howe, 1994; 1980)

Evidence from planning practice in Hargd, specifically in the development control context,
suggests that the public interest is still accounted Wdren consideringplanning applications,
particularly conceivedf as access to public space and the principl economic growth is in the
bed interest of a city as a wholéTait, 2011). Tait suggests the second of these to be highly
utilitarian in nature, arguablyaccording withthe prevailingneoliberal conception of the public
interest. However loth can be suggested tcharacterisethe public interestas measurable
opening up questions around the extent to which practitioners draw upon embedded notions of

the public interest, as opposed to reflecting on whether such notions are always apprdpriate

' The need to reflect on what access to public space should look like for exensgléously threatened by the
movement away from the principle of public adoption of roads and open space and growing trends foiviite
ownership of such spac#inton (2009) gives an engaging account of this process, particularly discussing gated
communities and privately owned shopping centres.
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Moreoverthe research does suppdr Cf I G KYl y Q& ompccO adza33SaidArzy

as a mechanism for the evaluation of public policy, a potentially useful notion moving forwards.

Similar themes are apparent in more recent interviews with planners in the Republic of Ireland,
undertaken byFoxRogers and Murphy (2015These illustrate a significamgap between the
idealisticconceptiors of thepublic interestapparent in planning theory and the processented
practices of plannersMurphy and FoxRogerdound that plannersonceive of thepublic interest

as about avoiding the negative consequences of development and balancing competing interests,
AGNRy3afe NBFESOGAY3I |1 26SQa Nupmdamd FoR@eSuher! Y S NJA
note that, whilst planners considethe public interestto be an important guiding principle for

their work, many struggle to define the concemuggesting that thisesults from a lack of self
reflection. In turn this echoe¢ I A (i Q Zuestianmayof theextent to which planners are acting
upon deeply embedded notions of the public intereQwerall the studies outlined illustrate that

for practitioners addressing the publimterest is a practical matterHowever it is evident that
practitioners find t difficult to translate the normative principles outlined part 1 into practical

actions, leading the public interest to be accounted for in ways @inatembedded in the system.

Conclusions

Both regulatory andorward lookingmodels of planning in Epand can be seen as reactions to the
19" Century industrial city, in itself a product of the rapid urbanisation that characterised the
movement of Britain from a predominantly agricultural to an industrial economy, giving them a
common grounding (Ward,@®4; Cherry, 1974However, whilst the regulatory side has always
been predominantly a stated activity, the forward looking side finds its origins in an
independent reform movement that, with encouragement, has been appropriated by the state for
the puposes of addressing social problen@ertainly the visionary model settlements exemplify
the common goodtonceptionof the public interest, being the result of individualistic judgements

for what the ideal settlement should look like.

The 1947 Act formaded the split of planning into forward planning adeévelopment control
activities andhis split has been reinforced by theiery different histories sincédhe forward plan

has been subject to shifting political rhetoric. Meanwhile, despite being the most direct link
between landuse change and the public, the development control process is painted by the media
as slow, bureaucratic, reactive and trivial, leading to arbitrargigiens that regularly permpoor
quality developments(Booth, 2003). Yet more than six decades since its formal inception

development control has remained a remarkably unchanged practice, if one that has become
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increasingly more target driven arid O 2 ySaNd@¥hted. Equally it is development control that

has come to dominate the contemporary societal imagination of planning in England.

The lack of change illustrates that, even at its most instrumental, development control remains a
vital process for migating the adverse effects of development on wider society. In this sgnse
Oy 068 &4dz33SaiGSR (2 FdzZ FAf 5S8S6Se8Qa omoppnov SEL
are systematically cared for. In turn development control arguably accounts lfmwvest common
denominatorapproach tothe public interest Thishas been show to resonate with practitioners;
defining the public interest in terms of practical values allows it to be applied through micro scale
decisions but where the public interedtas come to be defined in embedded way#is is in the

context of difficulties in translating the normative principles set ouPamt 1 into practical actions,

setting a context for the next part of the chapteMoreover, whilst development control
safegiards a minimal approach toaccounting forthe public interest this arguably serves to
O2YFANYXY (GKS LydNRRdzOG A 2making pracysiasStBnedhanisnythraughS T 2
which planning may again accommodate the potential for deliberatingutlfature places In
contrastthe idea of forward planning survives but with each round of reform has haditeego

make an impactbeginning to suggest how society has arrived at a context where planning is no

longer thought about as aimaginative advity.

Equally central government reforms have eroded the extent to which the English planning system
unites the two elements has the explicit aim of accounting for the public intefHst. close
relationship between party politics and planning has been a critical influence on how planning
activities have evolved to suit political will. Particularly this is evident in the transition of English
planning away from its highly progressivejea socialist, roots, towards an activity that has
become preoccupied with economic efficiency. In turn the public interest has come to be
conceived of in multiple ways, according to the political context, stifling the possibility for the
public interestto be articulated in a more participatory mannefetit canstill be suggested that
collective interests remain implicithough harder to defne, in the intention that planning

activities in Englandhould address sustainable development.

Consequently d S&@ LINRPO6fSY FT2N) 46KA&a GKSaixa OFy o©0S RNI
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communities be compatible with a model of planning that is integrative and thibkstahe long
term impacts of policies at all geographical scal€ki® returns toquestiors of whose collective

interestand howthis is articulated However, if such reforms may appear chaotic, it can be noted
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that both national and local level policy V& survived each round of reforms, suggesting an
element of stability in the system that can be used to provide a focus for the empirical research.
As such it is useful to now examine different theoretical understandings of planning, to

understand how thes provide a normative lens for practice.
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PART 3: CHANGING INTELLECTUAL IDEAS OF
PLANNING

Introduction

The previous section sketched out the histofyplanningin the English contexiwith the intention

of suggesting how the public interest has bemmceived through this historjHowever it is also
necessary to recognise that the rise of planning education from its moekdy 20" Century
beginnings has not simply been about teaching static ideas of what plamningt has also
actively critiged and influened the evolution of planning practicd&rdating a history of planning
suggests how it has ended up where it is today but not necessarily why. As such this part of the
chapter can be characterised as starting to address why planning is thobght the way it is,

building on the idealised notions of what planning should be set out inrttneduction.

Ut opian Thinking and O6Hi gh Moderni smd

CNASRYFIYY RSAONAOGSA dzi2LIAlY (GKAYlAy3a & aiK
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Levitas (1990) calls for a broad definition of utopia to encompass a range of meanings, but where
these are brought together in their imagination of alternative, better worldsstdering this to be

an innate part of being human. Utopian thinking is characterised as a form of thought necessary to
thinking beyond the barriers of everyday experiences and difficulties, in the process leading to the
rethinking of the realms of whasifeasible, and giving emphasis to the characterisation of thinking

about the future is an imaginative exercise (Friedmann, 2012; Levitas, 1990).

This type of thinkings arguablynecessary to any attempt to revive ideas of planning as setting a
vision fa the future of places, the form of planning suggested to have become marginalised in
Part 2 of the chapter. Howevettopianismcan also be suggested to underpin the ideal settlement
projects briefly considered at the beginning of Part 2. The resultingidenbetween seeing these
projects as stimulating the imagination of what planning can lead to; they arguably exemplify the
idea that planning can deliver better places as a whidl@vever their association with imposition,
and tendencies to see a homogars public were noted in Parts 1 and 2 to have contributed
significantly to calls to abandon the public interest as a legitimising concept. It is worth revisiting
briefly what such projects were trying to achigvua order to set the context for thinking ahbt

how their concerns might be addressed in an era where the diversity of society is better

recognised.
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Despite working in different contexts and having different political values, figures such as Howard
and Le Corbusier were considered motivated bsoaial conscience to address urban problems.
This led them to pursue highly complete new urban forms that eradicated the problems of the
industrial city, making the most of new technological approaches (Fishman, 2012; Ward, 2004; Hall,
2002). Intrinsic tassuch approaches are the idea that social relations were better engendered by
well-designed buildings, accompanied by comprehensive programmes for wealth and power
redistribution, strongly echoing the aims of the welfare state (Fishman, 2012; Hall, 2302)ak

(2012) interprets such projects as about capturing the optimism and excitement of anrage.
contrast Scott (1990) is rather less optimistic about such intentions, asserting that the intention
that plans for new cities should be drawn up by expeseparated from politics, tries to frame
them as neutral. Fishman (2012) suggests that such separation is about the unbounding of the
imagination. Scott (1990) counters with the suggestion that it is about being highly authoritarian,

giving power to thosavith the necessary expertise.

Theorising Planning as a Technical -Rational Activity

A crucial theme in Part 2 were tendencies for planning activities to be framed as technical,
particularly since the 19504, spite of the potential for political choices to be madiound up

with this is the embedded view of planning as a-setfulating profession, with its own code of
conduct, and its own technical expertise, but where its existence as a profession iddakean

that it is acting in the public interest (Thomas, 1991is framing is appropriate to Howard and Le

Corbusier, insofar as they see planning as a technical matter, separated from politics.

This approach has been theorised as Rational Plannif@logi (1973), who sought to argue for a
rational, process oriented theory of planning as a way of attaining the desired outcomes, through
the careful analysis of information. Faludi situates this in the assertion that planning theory should
be concernedvith how planners operate, a focus on process over what the outcomes of planning
should be, comparing planning to science in its approach. This is suggestegrientised on the
ability to identify a collective public interest, against which proposalsbeaavaluated (Alexander,
1992 cited by Moroni, 2004)lending themselves to thearticulation of what is in the public

interestin technicalterms.
Citiques of the technicaN} G A2y £ | LILINBF OK OFy 6S RN} gy (23¢
that saence oveffragments the world in its attempt to create objects for analysis, overstating the

potential for objectivity; Lefebvre instead suggests that planning should be the discipline that

brings together all the partial and isolated knowledge about tiy. ElsewhereSclon (1983)
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temptation to apply formal models at all costs, leading to an ignorance of the problems they
create. Furthermore Lefebvre takes thaew that planning should not simply be the purview of
planners, a sentiment echoed by those civic movements that sought to participate in planning as a
response to its technical framing (Fainstein, 2019)particular the tendencies for planning to be
impositional, but where these impositions are framed as apolitical, have compmidematise the

notion of planning as about having vision for future places.

Marxist Understandings , Grassroots Movements

In this light Levitas (1990) discusses the tendenoieMarxism to avoid the use of the word
Wdzti 2 LA Q LINBOAA&ASte@ 0SOldzaS 2F Ata (GSyRSyoOe (2
at least not without impositionTo this end Scott (1990) suggests that the pursuance of utopian
ideals is notinherently problematic but becomes so when it is done free of any commitment to
democracy or civil rightdnstead socialism was seen as a state of mind that would come about
through persuasion, rather than as a utopia with its own set of institutions physical
arrangements It is a struggle that has been characterised as about stripping away embedded
ideologies from the marginalised in order that they realise their exploitation and act to overcome
it (Healey, 2006). Marxist understandings of the state & as a tool of the dominant classes, a
power imbalance that can only be overcome through class struggle and, ultimately, revolution:

G. N @S ¢62NRa | 62dzi WIHFFidzSyOSQ FyR WY2RSNY

confronted by the reality of a socecormmic system which must be changed before

L FyyAy3a Oy 06S02YS RSAANIOGES 2NJ LI2aarotSo

As a result planning activities come under attack for being deeply embedded in the state and
therefore bearing some responsibility for the privilegiaf profit, whilst hiding behind the rhetoric

of community and public interest (Reade, 1987). This creates a difficult tension for the planner,
embedded in the state, who must constantly question whether their actions are simply
legitimising the capitaltssociety, even when they are making efforts to improve the lives of the

disadvantaged (Fainstein and Fainstein, 1982)?

The ideas embedded within the critiques; that planning processes should counteract embedded
power relationships can be seen in ideastard the right to the city; the assertion that the least
advantaged should have access to the same urban spaces that the most advantaged do (Lefebvre,

1996). Such ideas are developed by those who advocate grassroots or chagtmonic
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movements in plannig (Purcell, 2009; Soja, 2004; Sandercock, 1888tt, 1990 Equally they are
returned to in thinking critically about the more recent development of communicative theories of
planning. Contrasting with the modernist approach this starts to uncover tae idat planning is
an activity that privileges particular values. This is an idea that warrants rather deeper
consideration moving forward, particularly given the contrast between articulating the public

interest subjectively and objectively.

The Recognition of Planning and Planners as Value -Led

[ AYROT 2YQa&a 06 wmgp ditipnaHeEh@ical@pproatly, in 2a¥our i Bodel of policy
LINBLI NI GA2Y (1y28y (la AYEARAQES 200 yWi SRS AaySOBNB Sy | LN
planners are driverby values, whether implicitly or explicitly. In this approdtie biggest
influence on the content of the plan is the plan that precededetognising the futility of trying to
undertake a comprehensive analysis of what policy is needed, that pohégrs cannot help but

draw on their experience of existing policy, and that they should therefore do so in a more
conscious mannerLindblomcontends thatthis approachbetter reflects the political reality of

plarrmaking than he rationattechnical approach

The realisation that planners have values and, by extension, that pl@recannot simply be a
technicatrational process, but must also be valigel, and therefore political in naturas credited

by Healey (2006) to Davidoff (1965)ealey situatethis ina broaderintellectual shiftin the 1970s
guestioning the objectivity of science and recognising that science itself is a socially produced
concept.¢ KS NBadzZ GAy3 LRAAGAZY 2F (GKS LI FYyyYySN Aa
hostility, andd KS &ddzo0 2S00 2F 2dzNJ K2LJS&a F2NJ) STFFSOGABS (

Davidoff (1965) strongly rejects tlalaracterisatiorof the planner as a technician in his assertion

that planning is about examining social and political values, values#@mbe neither measured

nor ranked.He considered a technical approach to be reductionist, reducing the space for
planning to make innovative contributions) turn leading him to assert that action cannot be
decided upon from a neutral positiof©ffering a slightly different perspective Dunlevey (1972)
problematises the idea of the valueeutral planner through his discussion of ideology as a set of
AYUOSNYIFfAaGSR 0StASTad C2NJ 5dzyt S@Seé Al A& (GKS
iRS2f238 2y 2ySQa (KAYy1Ay3d FyR |OGA2ya GKFG LI
but instead makes planning a discipline guided by value judgeméihis. is reflected in the

assertion that the public interest caonly ever be subjectivelyafined, about pursuing particular
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values Flathman1966F &2 YSOG KAy 3 G2 0SS NBTFtSOGSR 2y Ay f

on embedded meanings of the concept.

Indeed, whilst utopian thinking may be part of human nature, Levitas concedes tbpiauts a
d20A1ft O2yaiNHz2OGA2Yy>E AYF3IAYSR RAFTFSNBylte oe
a20AS8S0e Y2NB GKIFy Y ( 1908)p.83). LekitENIugyysts fthat LINS T
judgement is necessary but equally that such judgement is almaking political choice$:raming

this in terms of the public interest this is about asking whether such thinking is undertaken by a
single person, such that the way the future is imagined is a product of their singular critique, in
line with a focus onpursuing particular outcomes, or whether it is debated and pursued
collectively, espousing a focus on the process of articulating what is in the public interest. This
becomes patrticularly relevant in light of the pervasive but imperceptible shift frommtbeern to

postmodern era, to which the recognition &2 OA S (i & Qsantrihsic.dzNJ £ A ( &

Pluralist Approaches to Planning

Part 1 of this chapteconcludedthat conceiving of a homogenous public with universal interests
has been challenged by recotion of diversesocietalinterests; the characterisation of society as
pluralist.In turn this homogenous public interest has underpinned the theorisation of planning as

a technicalrational activity, itself challenged by the recognition of planning as a Jatliactivity.

Guided by Marxist critiques of planning David(f65)seeks to address this tensiobetween

planning as a homogenising activity and society as pluralisticputting forward advocacy
planning.5 I @A R 2 T T QeversesthadtiBnial diétions of the plan as written by experts
instead makingt the role of planners to supponnany different groupsn preparing plando

compete with the official public plart is anapproachreflected inl Ny a 0 SAy Qa o mdc v
participation is an empty gesture without the redistribution of powén.turn this gives a more

diverse range of parties a voice, in a more open and transparent process that makes clear the
valuesbehindthe plan Davidoff, 196% However he unresolved qud®n is howthesediffering
viewpoints would be brought together to achieve a shared outcofestmodern, pluralistic
approaches can be criticisddr being2 @3S NI @ NBf I GAGAAa0A 0 FIABAY T !
and further reducing the potential tofind a common way forward (Campbell, 2012a; Sandel,
200%; Healey, 1993; Squires, 1998 this endadvocacy planningffers an approach to planning
GKIG A& Y2NB (NI yaLl NBy 2, buk gfguabl 8oesthat yverSomé the2 T &

tension between the interests of different groups.
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The @ommunicative Turn 8in Planning Theory

In understanding how planning theorists have addrestez tensions associated witpluralism

and the recognition of diversity is usefulto consider the loodg related movement in planning
GKS2NE RSAEONAROGSR |a GKS W 2YYdzyAOF GA DS ¢ dzNy
contemporary theories about how planning should be dohéias been summarised as a way of

I RRNBaaiay3a GKS OKLI f ff&rghBviays difexpéarieringyapdsuindeRtantlipgd R
whileaSSTAy3 G2 aYldg So1aSlytaSe i emdd didthelteddiscaverydof

values, lifestyle diversity and socially constructed knowledigeturn it is intended to problematise
technical planA y 3 | YR WaKI NBRQ O0AYLIRaSRO 202S0GA@GSa
outcomes. Instead it introduces ideas of identids constructed in relation to others, open
dialogue and the expression of subjective realitiesturn requiringf S Ny Ay 3 | 62dzi S
respective interests and valueHealey, 2006; 1993; Friedmann, 198T). the reflective
practitioner can be described as someone who singularly rethinks and reframes issu@s, (Sch
1983), Forester (1999) develops this ideatimk about the deliberative practitioner, who rethinks

and reframes issues together with others. In this formulation the public sphere is about coming

together from positions of difference.

Particularly it is useful to situate communicative theories ohplag as a way of articulating the

public interest throughdeliberative, participative processes that position the planner in a
mediating and facilitating rolg¢o produce outcomes that are equitable and acceptable to all those
involved. This requires abAR2y Ay 3 ARSI a 2F G0OUKS Odzf GdzNT € &
O02YY2Yy WLzt AO AY(ISNBANQENDERBYEVE>SGKhackEo R0+
L I yYyAy3d KIFI&d RASR o0dzi 6S Olyy2i R2 gAGK2dz0 L3
for planning as a form of social mobilisation, with the aim of reclaiming the public doasaine
legitimate source of political power, in order to guide the actions of the state and private interests.

To this end communicative approaches adhere to the noveatonstruction bthe public sphere

set out in Rrt 1, as the space in which collective interestsdeliberated.

To understand howplanning practicemight adopt such ideathis work now turns to consider

| SIES@Qa oHnncOL AY T ted \plankingt as & Kk&y2 exiressidnf of e f f |
communicative approach to policy formulationincluding consideration of the process of
consensu dzA f RAy 3 G Ad&a OSYGNB FyR AGa GKS2NBGAO
YR 1 F0oSNYI aAlAYD SW/we (ivBdayyAl G A G & Q
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Collaborative Planning

The collaborative approach to planning put forward by Healey (2006) can be positioned as a
practical application of ideas around deliberative democracy, rooted in the idea that all
stakeholders; those whom decision will impact, should have a voice in that decisionturn
decisionmaking processes need to draw on all forms of knowledge and decisions should be made
through the agreement of all those concerned (ibid; Dryzek, 2002). It therefore has agitstine
aforementioned public domaior sphere as a space for deliberatipbut formulated in a wayhat

recognises multiple interests (Healey, 2006).

Following this approach the public domain becomes a space for institutional capacity building;
buildingthe capacity of locationally grounded networks, where such capacity is a product of the
quality of the relational networksthat are brought together. Healey (ibid) argues that such
networks provide the basis for developing understandings of issues teathared across cultural
divides. In the process the collaborative approach seeks to recognise that knowledge takes many
forms, thereby enrolling forms of knowledge not traditionally valued in the English planning
a2adSYs 6KSNB (KS HSthadtpialy xeddéd t@ Fe veyn@row\SAdED& Q
(Krizek et al., 2009). Aesthetic and emotional knowledges are suggested to be key examples of

these missing knowledges.

The collaborative approactuggestsi KI G € S Ny Ay 3 | 0 2 dzia onfy kak&fplac2 (0 K S N
through social interaction, such that this recognition should see competitive bargaining eschewed

in favour of consensus building, as a method for arriving at the right thing to do (Healey, 2006).
The types of knowledge enrolled in theat to it being a subjectively defined interest, if one that

is arguably intersubjective; only valid at a particular time, in a particular place (Méantysalo and

Jarenko, forthcoming).

Accordingly the criteria for spatial planning tretoptsa collaboratie approach are both different

and more numerous than the judgement of whether the process achieved its objectives; instead it
Ad AYLRNIFYyOG G2 €221 4G K2g | O2tftlF 02Ny G0AQDS
thinking about issues, whether socialpdal has been generated and whether new links have been
forged (Healey, 2006 ertainly this latterconsideration was also considered as a benefit by the
Skeffington Reportciting public participation in plamaking as a way of gettimgeopleinvolved n

wider community lifg(CPPP1969).
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This is reinforced by the assertion that outcomes are imposed through power relations, such that
destabilising these power relations through the collaborative process will have a significant impact

on the eventual outcmes (Healey, 2003; 1993; Innes, 20@4nstein, 1968 For these reasons

| SHfSeée ada3asSada GKIFIG 2dz2id2YySas a al LINARZ2NR |
(Healey, 1993, p.233) cannot be specified in advamhcethe contrast between processnd

2dz0 02YS FT20dzaaSR 02y OSLJiAz2ya 2F GKS LWzt AO Ay
assertionthaty & LJF GAFf LI FYyyAy3d STF2NIa akKz2dzZz R GKSNBT
(2006, p.71). The potential to achieve this is inthdaby a discussion of consensus building,

considered in depth by Innes (2004), when responding to critics of the approach.

Consensus-Building

Consensus building can be defined as the process of making a decision through the uncoerced
agreement of alparties present, during the deliberation of issues that will lead to a decision being
made one way or another (Innes, 2004nnes provides a list of conditions that an effective
consensusuilding process will satisfy, including the need éosure thata full range of
stakeholders are able to participate effectivelyhis is facilitated by making resour@esilable to
weaker interestssuch that they may hire experts to participate on their behalf, echoing the pre
requisites for advocacy plannif{@avidof, 1965) Further conditions are thgtarticipantsset the
agenda and the ground rules for reaching a consensus. Innes notes the importance of practical
considerations in making the process successful; the skills of an experienced mediator with the

ability to act as a neutral arbitrator are considered esseftial

It is suggested by Innes that the capacity building referred to by Healey (2006, 2003) can build
arenas for longerm collaboration and dialogudn turn these can be used in collective actions

other thanplan-making such that Innes describesnsensu¢ INBESYSy Ga & aLizy Of
Fy 2y32Ay3 RSt A0 SNI Aacdidnght e idsthdednt amongsh participantsI® ¢ 0
about their interests is expected to dissipade participants geto know each other over months

and years.However this isa fragile process, requiring ongoing commitment (Forester, 1999).
Equallylnnes (2004) is quite specific about the circumstances in which consbogdsg is
appropriate, seeing it as an alterna when traditional approaches to decistomaking are not
delivering results, for example when no one party has sufficient power to make something happen.
In this sense consensisiilding can be very much seen as product of the North American context,

but is interesting to think about in the changing English institutional context for planning.

¥ Forester (2009) writes at length about the ability of a skilled mediator tottteilhighly productive dialogue.
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Theoretical Foundations: Communication, Power and Structuration

Collaborative plannings groundedA Y DA RRSY &aQ ad NHzOGdzNI GA2y GKS?2
agercy are mutually constitutive and continually interacting (Healey, 2003; Giddens, 1984).
Crucially structurationrecogni®s that social relations do not occur naturally, thereby
problematising a technical approach, but equaklogniseghat privileging vaues without any
consideration of context is overly relativistic (Squires, 1983}ead it characterises such relations
asstructured by forces such as history and power, pasitsthat these can be dismantled with
sufficient agency (ibid; Healey, 2003) is with this in mind that Healey asks whether spatial

planning should be about reinforcing those power structures or attempting to challenge them?

Whilst acknowledging the compleselationship between power and agencysiddens (1984)
suggests that aisple underlying principle can be discerned; agents need to be able to deploy
power in order to make things happen. Giddens recognises the popular suggestion that power is
fAYAGSR o0& 2ySQa &ALISOATAO OA NDdzY actuleyud that this NS 3 d:
narrowing of choices does not remove the ability to &dtisis strongly reflected in the assertion

that planners become powerless by ignoring those in power, instead requiring them to develop a
strong understanding of powerelationships in order to empower communitieBlanners are
suggested to bdrequently overwhelmed by the exercise of political power, by the exercise of
economic power by private interests and, in some instandey a combination of the two
(Forester, 199; 1989).

The consequence & need to recognise political and institutional contextaasonstrant on the
ambitions of planningppening up questions around who actually influences planning decisions
(Newman, 2008; Forester, 1989). However a divergent viewpoint is offered by Forester (1999),
K2 FNBdzSa GKFG NIYGKSN) GKFy O2yadlyidte diaSO23y
get on and do something about it, a pragmatic counterpoint to the Marxist perspective. Indeed,
reflecting the ethos of structuration in making space for agency, planners are considered to have
power in influencing public participation; to choose to gower or disadvantage particular groups

by choosing who is invited to participate, the issues to enrol and how to deploy information
(Healey, 1993; Forester, 1989). Accordingly it should not be assumed that planners are

autonomous but that they are able fond space for autonomy (Forester, 1999).

ForNewman this suggests that empirical work should seek to understand how those actors on the
IANRPdzyR Gl dasSaa (GKS OKIffSyaSazr 2LILR2NIdzyAdASa
p.1382). Thisib LISNRLISOUGA DS (KIG adNBy3ate I OO0O2NRaA gAl
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own empirical work on unique cases that reveal the potential for more communicative approaches
to transform practice, justifyingis calls for each planning situation to juglged on its individual
properties and dismissing the idea that standard planning solutions can be applied (ibid; Campbell,
2006). Such ideas are slightly at odds with an ideal collaborative approach but instead accord with
a more pragmatic approach, wre analysts look for examples of best practice in creating
democratic spaces and seek to understand how they can be institutionalised (Hoch, 1996, cited by

Fainstein, 2010)and where mistakes are to be expected and learnt from (Healey, 2012)

Communicatio n

In the spirit of the public spherBoresterconsiders communicatiothe most immrtant aspect of

LI FyyAy3a: &adza33dSadAay3da GKFEG LIXFYYySNAR akKz2dzZ R T2
(1999, p.53), This is about understanding and probing claimsrétin simplyacceptinghem as

the truth, in orderto cultivate more imaginativapproaches to planningFischer and Forester,
1993).Fischer (2009) highlights the importance of delibematas a way of makingtansparenta

lack of knowledge and, thereffle, where action is utherpinned by embedded discourse; this latter
tendency was earlier notetb underpin trends towardthe public interestbecomingrhetorical
(Forester, 2011)The efficacy of such an approachesemplified by how the framing of drug
addction in either legal or medicakrms significantly changes the action prescribed (Fischer,
2009). Ccommunicative approaats seek to make explicit the normative principleshinda plan,

the discourse that informs thepand the power relations that promote them.

In this more transparent model of planning Sandercock 8)3$haracterisesthe role of the
planneras aboutlistening with a particular emphasis on bringing marginalised groups into the
planning processsuch that situations are created where the outcomes are decided by the force of
argument, rather than by who has the most power or highest stafts.promote collective
reasoning that recognises such reasoning as historically and contextually embedded (He8gy, 19
the collaborative approach adopts the principles of Habermasian Communicative Ratiasadity
analytical framework1984), suggesting that ideallgontributions should be understandable to all
involved, sincere, truthful and representative of those f'wvhom the contributor claims to speak
Healey (2012; 2006) suggests that achieving these ideals and, consequently a morecpetgle
democracy, is likely to be a continual struggle. On the other hand this is countered by the
suggestion that those pads involved in consensus building are only involved because they
cannot achieve their goals alone, thereby subverting power relations by introducing a greater

plurality of interests to the decisiemaking process (ibid; Innes, 2004).
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Knowledge in Plannin g

Drawing on concerns for how knowledgeioia are probed it is useful to consider the role of
knowledge in planningRydinwrites about the traditions of knowledge @duced by experts,
LINE OA RAWRMEINI @ y (i 2 Wy QRUDYNER) andfiteditre $eaudtiayinJaiigé ebunks

of knowledge that sat around waiting to be picked up and rationally translated into action. This is
the very definition of objective of technical knowledge; knowledge that has been produced by
scientifically measuring thirsgthat can be broken down into units. A poignant example of this has
been the housing density targets traditionally enshrined in planning policy; knowledge has been
translated into policy that suggests achieving a density of thirty dwellings on each éieétand

is desirable. The implicit suggestion is that the extent to which planning fulfils the public interest
can be objectively measured, but where this speaks to a tradition of the public interest being
looked after by those who were technically expér the use of such measures. Instead Booth
(2003) points out the way in which such measures hide the way in which they have been arrived at,
therefore making it difficult to know whether achieving such densities is in the public interest or
not. This isone example of how knowledge is far from benign; that planning activities are about
the ways in which knowledge is translated into action is demonstrated in the way that density

targets have for many decades influenced how planners think about housindpgevents.

Rydin (2007) also details the trend towards rejecting formulations of knowledge as rationally
technically produced, in favour of seeing knowledge as situated; produced by particular actors
with particular interests. The implication is that knegbe is also situated within a particular set

of power relations, representing a particular set of interests and can therefore be exploited by
GK2aS GA0K LR2GSNI 6/ FYLIWOStEtX Hamul T { I YRSND2O0]
(2012) quesoning of the extent to which planning can lay claim @0 exclusive body of
knowledge.The ways in which such inclusive, deliberative processes try to enrctentmical
knowledge in the processre noted byCampbell (20123g)not least this is apparenmt the potential

of consensus buildintp overcome power relations by allowing all parties to communicate on the
same terms(Innes, 2004)This privileges the expectation of sincerity by imbuing participants in
consensus building with a responsibility folly impart the knowledge that underpins their

argument for a particular course of actigwilliams, 2002)
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In particular { I y R S NgD®8&)dh&acterisation ofplanning as an activity about listening is
underpinned bythe synthesis omultiple ways oknowingC2 NJ { Y RSNO2 01 6 mdpdy (

may take seven forms:

1 Dialogical Knowledge:The need for planners to listen to the stories of stakeholders,
FIOAEAGIFGAY T Ydzidzl € € SIENYyAy3I Fo2dzi AaadzSa i

asserton that reason and emotion are intrinsically intertwined.

1 Tacit/Experiential KnowledgeThe knowledge that people gain from experience, without
necessarily being able to say where it has come from. Particularly this might take the form of
aesthetic or emtional knowledge. This creates a need for planners to ask the right questions
to uncover tacit experiences of place. Sandercock also reminds that planners routinely draw on
their own tacit knowledge without being aware of it. This in turn provides antiméuinsight

into the impact of future proposals.

1 Local KnowledgeFor Sandercock the challenge to planners is overcoming the embedded view

of local knowledge as being coloured by setérest.

1 Symbolic:This is about recognising the value of n@rbalknowledge such as art and poetry,

particularly as a way of understanding marginalised groups.

 Contemplative:/ 2y 0 SYLJ | 6 A GBS (y26t SRAS A& GKIG GKAOF

of scientific enquiry, but might instead be accessed through dilting.

1 Learning by Doing:Sandercock suggests this is particularly relevant to empowering
communities by supporting them to undertake particular activities, gaining knowledge through

this practice.

{ I y RS Ndiyanizht & aot for dismissing scientific/technical knowledyst to emphasise the
importance of other types of knowledge imderstanding cultural diversitymplicit in this is that a
NBEO23ayAlAzy 2F a420ASG@&Qa RA JSoNbffailgRateldivarsity ad S | (
knowledge types. In turn this has consequences for how planning activities might be undertaken,
something that becomes clearer in considering the implications of a communicative approach for

the planmaking process.

The Implic ations of a Communicative Approach for Strategy Making

The IntroductionRNBE ¢ 2y GKS OKIFI NI OQGSNRAIFIGA2Yy 2F (KS Lt

part ofthe planning systembut where it resulted from a process that was less than transparent in
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the way it brought together multiple interestén turn Healey (2007; 2003)etails the movement
taking roots in the 1960away from thecharacterisatiorof plans agixed structures toward plans

as strategies, evoking ideasgreaterproactivity in achévingthe pla@a Ay G Sy RSR 2 dzi O+

In the spirit of communic@te approaches le ideal put forwardfor such strategiesby Healey
(2007) and Albrechts (2006Jraws on multilevel governance in its movaway from fixed
hierarchies”, toward bringing together multiple actoris collective actionMoving away from the
gARSf @ FFTR2LIISR y2GA2y 2F GKS WwWai Ndbieds R2006)LX I v
characterises strategic spatial planning as about vision, action and abiagddraditional
boundaries, about being more proactive, when compared to the traditionally reactive nature of
planning. These ideas draw on an understanding of place, not as a container, but as relational;
products of multiple geographies of space and djnthereby includinga far wider range of
influences (Graham and Healey, 199B).this endHealey(2007)strongly asserts the importance

of context; each locality for which spatial strategies are made is a unique intersection of multiple
histories, scaleand cultures that are difficult talelimit. However Newman (2008) challenges this

normative ideal suggestinghat there is weak evidence for its success.

This approach is captured iaframingthe planas a series of rehearsed arguments for why certain
things should happen in certain places, ready for deployment as opportunities asiggch just

happen to berecordedin a plan(Healey, 2007; Albrechts, 200®).this formulaton K S a G4 NI G S 3
influence depends on its ability to persuade other actofshe correctness of its visiofHealey,

2007). Healey(ibid) further notes thestrategyQd L2 Sy dA Lt (2 Y20AfA&S
actors hesitant to preparé¢hem™®, highlightingthe importance of assembling power behind the

idea of a unique place in levering resource allocation for future developnitirtking of the plan

as a strategy leads one to think of it as a set of arguments designed to promote a working

consensus around @articular directionof travel towards a particularision of the future.

Criticisms of the Communicative Approach  : Context and Power

1 See also Faludi (2012) who urges planners to move away from fixed hierarchies and boundaries, in favour of so
OFff SR waz2Fid aLl O0SaQ GKFd Y2NB Ot2asSteé FRKSNB G2 GKS i
By 2 2 LIV I v adeRplodatiohap Bulitical Opportunity Structure theorises the opportunities that Healey (2007)

notes for their potential to allow the implementation of strategic spatial strategies. The theory suggests that

opportunities to take collective action, such astesting, voting or lobbying are determined by the interaction of

social movements with politics, such interactions in turn being shaped by democratic structures. However Koopmans
further suggests that the opportunity to act is far from enough, suggestiagthe capacity and motivation to act is

also needed, further shaped by an abilityachieve a collective identity.

'® See also Murdoch and Abram, 2002; Davidoff, 1965
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Yiftachel and Huxley (2000) express concern that communicative approaches privilege
communication at the expense of undganding the social and economic context within which
planning takes place. They suggest that claims of communicative theory becoming the dominant
paradigm in planning theory echo claims made about the ratiteethnical approach, another
approach that sa planning as procedural, and one step removed from politics and, consequently,
in danger of missing opportunities to influence these contexts. These concerns are strongly
reflected by Purcell (2009) in his suggestion that communicative approaches ddaltgnge

existing power relations and therefore cannot challenge the-hieeral hegemony.

Healey (2012; 2003) counters criticism that the collaborative ideal cannot be achieved in the
English planning system and pays insufficient attention to the fastreisturing the opportunities

for agency, with the suggestion that innovations are context specific and challenge local structures;
Healey argues that more participative practices have tended to arise in doeaswhere local
government has greater aut@my. Howeverthe optimism that consensus can be reached that is
widely problematised, leading Young (1990) to suggest that the solution is the democratic state
whilst Dryzek (2002) puts forward the idea that the outcome should be a working agreement,
where a course of action is agreed but not necessarily because all stakeholders have the same

reasons for agreeing it.

Conversely, agarlier notedt dzZNO St f Qa a2 f dzi A 2 y-heded@monici RoveSights 2 dzNJ
that are agonistic in nature. Mouffe (2008)amacterisesagonism as a development of antagonism;
where in antagonistic situations participants aim to annihilate each otheryse in agonistic
situations see each other as adversaries with conflicting interésthis spirit McClymont (2011)
expressesoncern that the collaborative approach causes parties to hide their true interests for
fear of weakening their ability to reach an agreeable comprontis®ugh consensusuilding.
Drawing on Englisldevelopment control practices McClymont instead writasfavour of an
agonistic approachsuggestingthis to be illustrated by the planning appeals process, which
abandons the need to reach a consensus in favoua 8lanning Inspect@ gudgement. Such
approaches speak to the imposition of the public interest but ensure that differgatestsare

able to influence decisiemaking, leaving a remaining question of who may legitimately make the

decision.

Limits to Recognition

Other giticisms of communicative approaches tend to come from the sphere of justice,tirem

broader debates about what a good society might look like, within which planning is situated.
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IndeedLow (1994) suggests that the concerns of justice with fairness are ssdgsconcerns of
planners, concerns that are dealt with by acting politically. Low concludes that planners must
appeal to the principles of justice in seeking to defend their actibmsurn the criticisms related

here centre on the tension between regaising the interests of different groups and making a

judgement about the values that each group holds.

The need to allow for differengroup preferences is summarised by Fraser (2008, 2003) in noting

that cultural difference does not easily map ontooeomicinequality. Frasergives the example

that those identifying as homosexual may fall anywhere on the income spectrum, such that
achieving sexual equality is about being perceived as equal in the eyes of all society, rather than
being about any form ofedistribution. To put this in terms of planning activities the idea that
society does not share a single desired mode of living can be seen in the existing built environment,
in the sheer diversity of settlement patterns and their associated lifestyles is addressed by

| SIfSeQa& oO6Hnncov aAiddza GAy3a 2F GKS O2ft €t 02N (AC

encourages participation from positions of difference.

Conversely Mollekin (1999) argues for limits to individual freedom in areageothan material
difference, considering for example whether polygamy should be recognised as a practice of a
particular cultural group, embedded in a society where such behaviour is considered incompatible
with its values. Molleh { A Yy Q& & dz3 3ch &afuds2siouldi b liniposed deven if only to
recognise the detrimental effects on the women involved in polygamous relationships, starts to

suggest a common good model of the public interest, based around intrinsically shared values.

SimilarlyFainsteing nmn 0 RNI & 2y al NEQa O2yOSLIi 2F 7Tl 2
interests are unconsciously shaped by their societal position, thereby challenging the idea that
people shape their sense of self through participation. In turn this prompts thestpn of

whether those participating are able to judge their own interests or what is in the interest of the

wider public.

Stakeholder Identification

It is also necessary to ask how appropriate stakeholders should be identified in order to achieve an
ideal collaborative process. The notion that all stakeholders with an interest in an area should be
included, suggests that an area and therefore its stakeholders can be delimited. However this is
rather at odds with the relational understanding of placebadslvanced by Healey amongst others,

which begins to suggest that stakeholders may not be based in the same locality, raising practical
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guestions of how they might be brought together to interact socially. As an example of this Healey
(2008) writes abouttie contributions of academics to the strategic planning process; if a relational
understanding of place may help to justify their inclusion as stakeholders Healey recognises that
academics have access to different types of knowledge unavailable to oth&ehstiders.
However Healey also cautions about the potential for thisrmwvd out other types of knowledge,
suggesting that it is the choice of the pohtyakers as to how to engage with members of the
academy. Furthermore this seems at odds with the Ide& Habermasian communicative
rationality that suggests all stakeholders should be able to engage at the same level, in order to
overcome embedded power structures. In many ways the empirical work of Forester (2012; 1999)
might be seen as a response taghgiving many practical examples of a mediated deliberative
process. Yet the question that this raises is whether the same processes can be extended to a plan
preparation process where a multitude of stakeholders can be identified, contrasting witletiie v

much smaller numbers of stakeholders involvedaemnspecific planning problems.

Attempting to plan for functional areas defined from the ground up, in accordance with a
relational understanding of place, rather conflicts with the institutionalisedchéor English local

spatial plans to both join up arttie legal requirement fot PAdo work together to address cross

border issues, in order to ensure effective decisions for places are made across England. It does
not immediatelyseem pausiblethat such coverage could be achieved without some imposition of
boundaries, currently achieved through the occasional review of LPA boundaries by the Local
Government Boundary Commission for England (LGBCE, 2011). Accordingly this can be seen as a

strongly structuring influence that this research will need to work within.

Stakehol ders That Candot Participate

To return once more to Dewey (1954) a public exists when political organisation is necessary to
address thandirect spillover consequences of decisg Gmmunicative theories of planning are
compatible with this theorisation, in so far as all those considered stakeholders are sufficiently
localised so as to allow them to participate in decisioh { Ay 3® ! yRSNJ 5546S@ Q3
stakeholders mighbe regarded as sufficiently closely related to avoid the need for officials to care
for these consequences. The difficulty comes wrtbhe definition of a stakeholder and, by
extension, the extent of those affectdaly decisions is probed furthelhe resuing question is
around the limits of the public; should it cross national boundargt®uld it extend to include

other species affected by decisioasd should it include future generatiorf€ampbell, 2012b;

Nussbaum, 2008)the possible answer® this againstray into theories of justice and what makes
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a just society, if it is arguable th#tis sets thecontext for planning theorynot least in suggesting

who and what the public are and, in turn, whose interests planning should serve.

Historicallyit would have been easy to suggest thopledivided bynational boundaries would

have been too isolateffom each otheras to share a meaningful common interest and therefore

form part of the same public. Howevehd contemporarycontext is one in whib the media
facilitates a far greater understanding bbw decisionshave consequences fatistant others;

those who are not sufficiently localised to participate in decisimaking.h Qb S A f f oOHnnnNl
that it is part of human nature to make complex assptions about how distant others will be
affected, giving the example of road users; drivers do not generally know each other personally
but must still imagine how their behaviour will affect other drivers and vice veksaordingly

h Qb Subdests thapeople can be reasonably expected to think about the impacts that their
actions might have on distant others, in recognition of the ways in which globalisation brings
about a far denser network of intaronnectionsamongst the global populatiothan at arny other

point in history. This ipartly about moving from a container to a relational understanding of
space.h Qb Bake§ fiow justice has traditionally been thought about in relation to the container
GASE 2F GKS &0l 4GSz odzil Ond 23 ARLIVA QH {3 S2 T &K $324.d
distant others, given thaignificantinequalities betweemation-states. Thequestion that follows

logically from thisswhether the public &tends to include other species?

A particularly influentialider Ay GKS2NASAE 2F 2dzadA0S Aa wl g
FaaSNIA2y GKIFIG AF 2yS KIR y2 ARSF ¢KIFG Ge@LIS
society would be, one would select a societal model that privileged material equality amtngst i
members.Consequently a Rawlsian approach to justice favours material redistribidionwever
Nussbaum (2008) suggests that such a model is flawed in conflating those who design society with
those who society is designed for, ignoring other spediissi 6 | dzY Qa | NBdzYSy d A
elision fails to account for those who are not yet boonfor any species other than humans, again
enrolling issues around environmental justice amongst others, such that her argument is
particularly relevant to the futurerientation of planningThis is reflected in Nussbaum (ibid) and
{SyQa owmpdipvSau | ILIJaME OK (2 2dzaiAo0Ss +y S@2ft.
argues that redistribution is about ensuring equality of opportunity rather than basic material
equality. Ly O2YY2y  dhssbaumhnStba8 Askefts that those who have thiditptio

communicate and reason need to recognise that they are also making plans for others.
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Ly GKA&a &LANRG S5NBTS1T 6nHnnuy OAGSAa D22RAY QA ¢
environmental interests will be represented in deliberatis#uations by people sympathetic to

such causes. Dryzek extends this theory to suggest that introducing evidence of environmental
problems will allow the environment to speak for itself, arguing for the mobilisation of
environmental movements to campaighm@ultiple scales, rather than assume that such issues are
dealt with at the national scale.

,dZAf RAY3 2y (GKA&a GKSYS wSIFRQA O6HnmMHO RA&OdzAa
generations should be explicitly represented in political decismaking processes, echoing
Owens and Cowell (2011) in positioning Climate Change &S NBI a2y G(KI G adK:
AYLINB&aAaSa gAGK Y2NB lFdziK2NRAGE 2y LINBaSyid RSOA
p.2). Not least this acts as a reminder oétfuture orientation of planning, indicating a need to
account for the needs of future generations in preseaty planning decisionsv S| RQ& O H N1
solution is the idea of a supgury, specifically selected to review the impact of government
decisions orfuture generations, with the power to veto such decisions, should their deliberations
reach a unanimous consensus that decisions will impact adversely on those yet to be born. For
Read this is rooted in ideas such as that of the famous Conservative EdBurkd, who

OKIF N} OGSNAR&aSR a20ASde Ia Gl LI NIYSNBKALI y2i 2
K2 INB fAQAYy3IS (GK2aS 6K2 NS RSIRZ IyR GK24aS
For each example of a stakeholder who cannot participdistant others, other species and

future generations, ways have been put forward for taking their interests into account when
making decisions. Whilst these do not adhere to a strict interpretation of communicative
approaches to planning each stakeholdemievertheless expected to be accounted for through

those that can participate broadening their thinking to advocate for those missing stakeholders. To
this end the approaches outlined continue to emphasise a deontologically focussed approach to
decisionmaking. However there are two immediate challenges to this focus on the quality of the
process the first isa lack of guarantee over whether such issues will be heeded, raising the
guestion of whether ground rules should be set for deliberative proce§dessecond challenge is
GKFGZ Ay fTAYS 6A0GK hQbSAffX (K2&dS NBLINBASY (A,
missing stakeholders would seek to achieve, bringing into play a teleological focus on the

outcomes of decisiommaking. Each of thesés worthy of examination in greater detail.

Setting Ground Rules
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It has been widelyassertedthat for participation to act as a vehicle for redistribution those
participating need to have power over the decisions (Healey, 2006; Arnstein, 1969). However
Canpbell and Fainsteirt2012)note that participatory efforts have sometimes pursued less than
progressive outcomedgeadingto the question ofwhat should happen if popular will fails to

account for marginalised groups (Fainstein, 2010; Campbell,)2005

That participantsdo not always have good intentions in mindilkistratedo € 2 Af a2y Qa
experiences of trying to cordinate a community development programme, where many
participantssaw the programme as way to further individual seterest. Perfaps more seriously
Wilson relates the way in which the community particularly scrutinised projects aimed at ethnic
minorities. Responding to whether ground rules should be set to avoid such situations Dryzek
(2002) suggests that it is hard to confront sami and prejudice if it cannot be expressed, and
therefore challengedin a deliberative situatiorDryzek asserts that it is vital to have faith in the
power of deliberation Howeverthe assumptionmplicit to this;that such issues will always come
tolight A& y23G 02NYyS 2dzi o6& 2AfazyQa | 002dzy/io

Dryzek (2002) considers this idea of setting ground rules to be related to constitutionafitimg

in the North Americarcontext Fox and Miller (1995) discuss the idea that-atatted public
servants should bérst obligated to the United States Constitution, a framework of fundamental
principles, with obligations to elected officials coming second. However the idea of setting such a
framework for deliberative democracy is suggested by Dryzek (2002) to be lsogét itself that

could be deliberated, such that any framework promotes the rights of all, by provoking
consideration of the interests of others over individual setérest. Further to this Read (2012)
notes the inclusion within the constitution of ambligation to maintain US society for future
generationsln turn this suggests the setting of substantive goals thegd to be taken accouruf

in the decisioAamaking process

A Focus on Substantive Goals

It was suggested that communicative approaches glanning embody a process focussed
conception of the public interestontrasting with outcome focussed conceptionolaborative
approach to planningims to enrol types of knowledge not typically valued in planning activities.
Howeverthis leads tothe question of whether better outcomes necessarily resuim being

better informed,with G KS NX & dzf ( A yOdi ARYYY AHTESRAFS OSQ 'y | NBI
is lacking (Campbell, 2012a). Campl@id) notes that the use of knowledge tends toe

organised through power relationgnadherenceto a teleological conception of the public interest
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Campbell further suggesthat efforts to enrol other knowledge formshould be accompanied by
considering the substantivegoals of policy processes, arttle extent to which they are

redistributive.

Earlier discussions in both part 1 and this paftthe chapterestablished the importance of
accounting for pluralityn society. HoweveFraser (199) notes a receding concern fanniversal
redistribution, particularly in the postl989, postsocialist era leading to increasing economic

f AOSNIftAAY FyR>Y O2yaSldsSyidtes AyONBlFraiay3a 3If:;
redistribution and the recognition of difference need to be accounted forturn this echoes

earlier conclusions that planning is about both deliberating and judging the universal and the
LIF NI A Odzf F NI da2dzaG A0S Ay LI I Y&y Ad//Al YALIO SH & 22dzin nanic
achieving this Campbell (2012a) asserts that the el of those involved in planning should be

the ability to synthesise multiple knowledges, but also to judge the need to take action. Echoing
the point that planning is an arena for conflict between scales Campbell (2006) concludes that
what is just wil vary according to the scale one has in mind, suggesting that a focus on working at

the local scale has neglected the ability of planning to achieve just outcomes at other scales.

Fainstein (2010) further contends that a communicative approach to plgnpays inadequate
attention to the substantive content of the debate, instead suggesting that principles of justice
should be prioritised in evaluating public policy. Elsewhere evidendesti@etyas a whole may

benefit from pursuinga common interest inredistribution is implicit in the assertions that
excellent public services are essential to solidarity regardless of economic circumstances, and that
Y2NBE SO2y2YAOlLfteé Sldzrf a20AS0ASa I NB KI LILIASHT
circumstinces (Wilkinson and Pickett, 202®andel, 2008). The resulting assertion that planning

theory should be about debating the goals of planning is summarised in the suggestion that
GLREAGAOIT [ WRONB&AT | ER2 Y (Mihste,2008pi128). s deidf@odal &

the suggestion that pursuing the public interest through planning should be about particular

values, but returns to the question of what these should be and how they are legitimised.

9 0K2 Ay 3d posittoySandé 2908 Hoints out the difficulty of trying to reason about the
right thing to do from a neutral position. This is further illustrated by Krumholz and Forester (1990);
whilst Forester is typically associated with communicative, process focussed approaches,

Kum2 £ 1 Qa 62N] Ay (GKS OAaAGe 2F /tS@StFyR &adza3ce
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conception ofwhat is inthe public interest to pursue through that procésFor Krumholz
planning is about both processes and outcomes,ahd@dommunicative models oplanning do
much to provide a normative direction for process oriented planni@gmpbell and Marshall
(2000) assert a need to revive ideas of the public interest conceptualised &btheon gooQas

a way of addressing the need to think about outcomes

Cl Ay a i 89 gbararn thak a just outcome is not necessarily the end of a just process is
exemplified by the case of the Bronx Terminal Market in New York, where local wholesale food
sellers were evicted and their premises demolished to make wag &hropping mall, ostensibly in

a fair process, but one that Fainstein suggests contributes to the driving down of wages and
consequently quality of life by large corporations, reflecting the power gradient considered to
have disadvantaged the Bronx mercits To address this Fainstein positiohk S W 2%amitie O A (0 &
goal of planning, a concept that strongly revives ideas of redistribution and planning to benefit
marginalised interestsand one thatalso revives ideas of utopian thinkimgthe way thatt tries to

envisage a way of life beyond existing constra{@ampbell and Fainstein, 2012; Friedmann, 2012;
Fainstein 2010; 2005; 2000). In the process Fainstein (2010) suggests that inclusivity in
deliberation is about representing diverse intereststhea than participationfor the sake of

LI NOAOALI A2y > (K2daAK (GKA&a Aa Fd 2RRa ¢A0K
marginalised groups should be prioritised in order to compensate for historical marginalidation.
terms of the publicA Yy i SNBadQa O2yOSNYy gA0K O2YY2y Ayl
participation should be about defining common interests rather than considering the interests of a

particular group.

Mitigating Climate Change as a Key Example

In examining the boundaries ® dza 1 A OS h Qb SAtft ownnno y20Sa
boundaries, but where thisO2 dzLJt SR A GK Iy AYyONBFaiAy3ate WOAD
reasoningh Qb SAt f &addzZaA3Sada GKIFG dzyASBSNAEIFf  belgNE | OF
overly abstract andhsufficiently sensitive to difference, but nevertheless maintains that universal

approaches are in need of #xamination.¢ 2 | OSNIFAy SEGSyd GKAa A

(1998) suggestion, cited in Part 1, that decisimaking should account for the plurality of groups

Y The suspicion with which the public interest is generally regarded in the Northi¢danecontext is however evident
in a footnote, which notes the multiple attacks on the concept by authors interested in pluralist politics.

'8 Fainstein (2010, pp.17273) sets out an extensive list of planning policies that should help to achievesttatjy
too numerous to relate here.
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but where those groups should be expected to appeal to overarching principles of justice, not

leastas away of the need for planning to account for both the wamsal and the particular.

The role of planning in achieving sustainable development is one asserted by many, but also one
that has traditionally been considered to be achieved through technical work rather than through
the argumentation and deliberatiomirinsic to a more participatory approach (Campbell, 2012b;
Cowell and Owens, 2006). In contrast Levitas (12869 highlights the relevance of utopian
thinking in addressing the resurgence of environmental issues. It is also an issue that accords
better with a relational conception of space over the traditional container view, if this does again

return to the stakeholder identification problem.

Following from its impacts on generations to cor@émate Changés arguably the issue that
makes the strongesargument for theories of planning that incorporate universal conceptions of
what is good. It is a phenomenon where the spillog#ects ofhumanactivities at even the most
localised scalegcreate a public with a shareihterest, whichis global in scal Equally it is a
phenomenon where there is a sufficient working consensus around the need for its mitigation that
it should act as a criterion in all public policy decisions (Fainstein, 201Ghis sense the
mitigation of climate change exemplifiesetineed to have in mind substantive goals for the policy
process. Yet the same authors pose a question as to whether a collaborative model of planning
can account for Climate Change:

Gl12¢g Oy ¢S 2dzaldATe | RSf AO0SNI Gxadi®g) godof S ¥ 2

NBERdzOAYy 3 3INBSyK2dzasS 3IlLra SYAaarzya G2 ymx:

Cowell, 2011, p.14).
The implication is that substantive goals are regarded as such because of the need to achieve
them regardless of whether they are legitimads through adeliberative process.However this is

not intended to suggest that there is a singular course of action in achieving them.

Conclusions

Communicative approaches to planning have significant consequences for how planning activities
should happen in conjunction with the move from a technical to a valad conception of
planning. Recognising difference but overcoming it through consdmsildingis to be welcomed
as stimulating collective action in a more positive way than the pluralist orbezali alternatives.
Adopting a communicative approach to the public interest as a lens for evaluating practice can be

seen to do mucho address the criticism thagilanning activitiesre technocratic andmpositioral.
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To be welcomed are the concerns of the communicative turn with language, communication and
power, providing tools tanake more transparent the plamaking processn turn counteringthe

ly 4§ NE RAdZOK KA RY Qa SNR Al GA2Yy 27T . (Fetemdrd the addption df Wo t
Sructuration is extremely useful in recognising that whilst consensus decisions may lead & spati
strategies, those strategiesct as a structural influence on future decisions (Healey, 200i3.
characterises the spatial plama as a solid, immovable object, but as a set of arguments to be
employed at the appropriate opportunity;arguments formulated through the intersection of

structure and agency, that caometimesbe challenged through agency.

It is noteworthy thata collabaative approachrepositions planning in relation to other activities,
working well with ideas of planning that seek to reconcile the spatial impacts of other decisions.
Equally ti can be suggested that the communicative approach does much to clarify tewef

GKS Lzt AO AYGSNBal GKIFIG aK2dzZ R 0SS LlJzNBJdzZSR 0 &
to be the citizens within thééoundedLPA area, where a focus on consensus building leads to their
collective interest being defined through a dedrative processHowever his ispotentiallyat odds

with the need for planning to reconcile conflicting issues at multiple scales.

The extent to which consenstmiilding is central to a collaborative approach warrants revisiting

t I NIRAMG@A yOlA2Y 0S06SSy GConséhsldndldingi® itentegttRgive all WO 2 f |
of those affected by a decisionaddégi Nt S Ay YIF{1Ay3a GKIFIG RSOA&A?Z
(1954) formulationthose involved would be sufficiently cldgeaelated such that a public would

not come into existence-ealey is explicit that a collaborative approach privileges the quality of

the process, such that what is in the collective interest is defined through a fair process,
predicated on the abilityd identify a clear set of stakeholders with an interest in the decision. This

is arguably easier when the decision to be made has a localised impact, but less easy when the
impacts are both more diffuse and less predictabline implication is that alone the
collaborative approach maye inadequate in dealing with the interests of the environment, other

species and futurgenerations stakeholders that cannot directly participate in such a process

Instead there is a need to think through some of the lt@abstantive goals that planning should

I OKASOSd® ¢KAA A& adzYYFNRAASR Ay GKS I NAaG20GSt A
from a neutral position (Sandel, 2089 The difficulty with this is that any revival of this type of
homogenousuniversal collective intere$t G SNIXY SR §( KS n&éds2torovéogmdidt 2 R Q =
GKS SEOfdzaA2YI NBE (SYyRSyOASa y2GSR Ay tI NI ™

solutions, key contributors to the downfall of ideas that soceyld have a&ommon interestlt is
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worth recording that moments such as the recognition of Climate Change and the2@o3t
financial crisis have not created quite the sense of widespread collective imperative that might be
best illustrated by the end of World War Twperhaps echoing the recognition of society as
pluralistic. Accordingly, bound up with an outcome focussedception of thepublic interest is

the question ofwho may legitimately make decisions about its imposition.

It is worth noting the use of the Ay 2f 238 WadzonadlyiAogsS 3I2FfaQ
Introduction noted how planning activities were expectedresult in changes to the places in

which people livebut also how the English Local Plan is typically expected to last 25 years, such
that its impacts on the physical environment may remain unknown for many years. Yet it is
impossible to privilege either position wholeheartedly; the right outcome must still be arrived at

by a process and arguably the quality of the process has the potentiap@act on the quality of

the abstantive goals chosen, by enrollireg much greater range of knowledgehan past

tendencies to frame planning as a technicational activity

Qonversely the urgency of issues such as Climate Change means that substantive goals cannot be
put to one side simply because the process was flawkegaally, in thinking about the extent of

the publig it is arguablyeasier in the contemporary context tisnagine how far a more diffuse

public with common interests might extendemanding renewed attention to the scalar extent of
collective interestsdrivers of globalisation such as the Internet and mass mealiitav a better
understanding ofhow issuescan have global impast and how they impact on distant others.
Taken together with the need to address the interests of stakeholders who cannot directly

participate this necessitates further attention to who, and what, constitutes the public.

It was suggest that planning theory acts aan evaluatory lens for practice. In tuthe lack of

clarity in forward planning practice can be argued to refléwt lack of consensus iplanning

theory. Yet Fainstein (2010) suggests that the differences are a matt&f b€ 8 A & X OA G A y =
(2009) suggestion that both can be integrated through a broader framework. Indeed it worth
noting that pursuing substantive goals does not deny the value of deliberation about those goals,

or the value of stakeholders being able participate in those deliberations. Rather the difference

of emphasis is in how the decision is made about such goals and who is in involved in making it.

Accordinglyif it is not possible to privilege either process or outcome focussed definitiortseof t
public interest it becomes necessary to construct a framework thabnporatesboth, to discover
the extent to whichthese differing conceptions are enacted in practiee next chaptemputs

forward a framework thatriesto achieve this by drawingn scales of time and geography.
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CHAPTERS3: CONCEPTUAL
FRAMEWORK: THE PUBLIC
INTEREST & SCALE

PART 1: THE CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

Introduction

Theprevious chaptereviewed the changing ways in which the public interest has been conceived

of through different theories and practices of planninghe chapter highlightedan enduring
association of the public interest with the technocratic framing of planaimg imposed solutions.

As a resultmt y& KI @S &adzZ33SadSR | 6l yR2Yy AryoBaddieksig W LJdz
collective needs in other way¥etit canalsobe argued that this continuing acknowledgement of

the need to address collective concersisnply serves to emphasise the need to rehabilitate the

conceptof the Public interes | & | nderstoBd3abal fordhis

G2 S | NB TNBS canéept budifwg dBo/we wik Smply have to wrestle with
the problems under some othd¢ S | R XxFjatBrdaf, 1966, p.13)

Certainlya collective interestremainsintrinsic to ideas of planningwithout it planning, even
thinking about the future of places, becomes abgetfinterest This might be acceptable were it

not for the very roots of societyand, by extension, the making of places in which society comes
together, being in the idea that ¥ living together human beingsxperience a better quality of life

than is possible individuallyn turn thisunderpinsi KS ad dzReéQa NI A2y I @E F2

rehabilitation
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The chapter alsdbegan to suggest a gap in the literature for empirias@rk; conceptions of the

public interest in the planning process have been examined in the North American and Irish
contexts and in the development control context in England. However research in this area
remains limited. Particularly lacking is worlatlexamines how differentonceptiors of the public

interest arebrought into playthrough planning practicesn contrast toexamining howthe public

interest isexplicitly understood by practitionersFurthermorean underlyingtheme throughout

the work has been how planning activities must deal with conflicts betwtenappropriate

course of action atifferent scales, suggesting that adopting a singdaceptionof the public

interest cannot satisfy all scenarid3articulary Climate Change was highlighted as an issue that
ONBIl (&Gt *OWLIKI G A& 3Ft20lf Ay aoOlfSs odmay 'y A

cause localised discomfort.

The public interest in planning is about articulating the goals that plaractigities should seek to
address.It has been noted how communicative approaches to planning do crucial work in
rehabilitating a deliberated collective interest an era where diversity is better recognised as
important, adhering particuldy to a procesfocussed approach to articulating what is in the
public interest.However, in line with theontrastbetween process and substantive goals earlier
identified, the collaborative model does nattempt to reclaim ideas of a prexistingcommon
good, as asociated, for example, with the mitigation of Climate Charigually it arguably cannot
account robustly for stakeholdersthat cannot participatein decisioamaking Indeed if the
common good has been suggested to be closely associated with traditiomspofition and
technocracythe conclusions to the previous chaptsuggested why it also needs to be reclaimed,
such that it can no longer be acceptable to trgmbcess and substantive goatsommunicative

and commorgood approaches to the public intesieasirreconcilable.

The impossibility of privilegingither a communicative or common good approaaiises from a

lack of certaintyover whether including a more diverse range of voices and knowledges in the
decision making process will necessarily leagoals being set that better address what is in the

public interest. h making the case for public participation in making planning decisfmstein

(1969) offers the example oincluding WK V22§56 a Q | a | gl @& 2F OKIFy3IAy
redistribution. Conversely there is the possibility that an ostensibly daid participatoryprocess

could lead tothe setting of a goal that iexclusionary or discriminatory, requiring space for the
judgement of thatgoal Consequently he need to have approaels to the public interest that

include both process ansubstantive goalss assertedby Fainstein an&.Campbell (2012), if it is
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again worth highlighting that the contrast between them is a matter of emphasis (Fainstein, 2010).
Indeed it is arguable thian any process, no matter how much attention is paid to its participatory
nature, the decision will be influenced by having in mind substantive gdaftsxce again this

highlights the question of legitimacy in decisioraking.

To this end the work now coiters aconceptualframework starting from the normativeypology
of the public interest pt forward by Campbell and Marshall (2@)22000) and appending
geographical scale and time scale as the factors that allows the integration of thmse
immediatelycompatible approachesrhe focus of the conceptual framewoikon what may be
considered normative understandings of the public interesst as to beonsistent with the focus
of the thesis on the rehabilitation of the concefthe intention is that this provides a framework

against which planning practice may be analysed.
A Typology of the Public Interest

The key contrasts between these approaches is in how they approach the questishe géts to
decide what is inhe publicinterest, and for who, or what7This is best illustrated by examining
the different ways in which the public interest can be conceptualised, drawing on the typology of
the public interest put forward by Carbell and Marshall (20G2 2000). Particularly # typology

has drawn praise for putting forward the case for continuing to pursue the public interest in the

face of the criticism outlined in the previous chap(Eainstein andéd.Campbell, 2012).

Campbell and Marsh&la G & LJ2f 23& R NJI sfinttivelc@neeftionk Sand offeiingda S R A
different way of articulating what is in the public intere§these compriseghe summation of
opinions, the common good, constituted through shared values, and fair processts,
communicative approaches to planningted as a particular example of thihey arereferred to

respectively as the summatory, commgood and communicative models

The summatory modelvas discussed in Part 1 of the previous chapterepresenting how the
public interest is typicalharrived at in the contemporary contextdefined as the balance of
collective opinion or the summation of individual interedt®wever it is hard to argue for it as a
normative understanding of the concept; a democratic approach neither allows the intdioog

of each other's understanding that characterises a communicative approach, nor the possibility of
judging the outcomes of a democratic process, a crucial component of the common I§toel.

thesis is concerned with rehabilitating the conceytthe public interest this means seeking a
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normative outcome, something that a summatory understanding of the public interest arguably

cannot contribute toFor this reason it is not included in the framework that follows.

Whilstthe summatory model is suggestéo represent the dominant model of the public interest

in recent decades, both the communicative and common goodceptiors are more explicitly
normative in nature, positioned as possible ideals to be striven for, rather than any prevailing
reality. In common with the conceptions of the public interest outlined in Part 1 ofgh®vious
chapter it is useful to think about whether these normatigenceptiors are deontological or
teleological andvhether they constuct the content of the public interestsabeing subjective or

objective in nature

The ability to conceptualise the public interest in multiple ways both helps in addressing the
O2yOSLIJiQa fFO1 2F OftFNARGESE | YR KAY RBeh#, usasy ¥ dz
the same variables as Table 1, as set out in Part 1 of the previous chapter (See page 25). It adds the
normative conceptions of the public interest set out in this section, allowing their comparison to
how the public interest has been thought of thugh different political traditions, if it should be

noted that this is dependent on a high degree of generalisation.

Public Interest Summatory Common Good Communicative

Conception

Concern Individualfreedom Futurequality of Life Empowerment

What is theaim? High quality process | Achieving substantive | High quality process
goals

Are decisions framed| Subjective & Objective| Subjective Subjective

as subjective or

objective?

How are decisions | Representative Judgement Participatory

made? democracyor market democracy
participation

Table 22Campbel |l and MayTgpblegh | 6s (2002

The Communicative
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As explored in depth through Part 3 of the previous chaptez tommunicative model is
concerned with process, but where the quality of the process is judged bgxtemt to which it

meets communicative idealtn contrast to the summatory model set the communicative model is
concerned with consensus; what is in the public interest is the consensus arrived at through
collective deliberationrather than the summationof individual preferencesin this sense a
communicative process includes all members of the public who are expected to be affected by the
consequences of decisianaking. The importance attached to cultural differencesd the
amongst those involvednd the different knowledges that they draw upoansures that a
O2YYdzyAOF GADS I LILINRIF OK FFRKSNBa G2 CitlaKYlIyQa

subjective in nature.

Crucially a communicative approach allows for the possibility that through detiberdifferent
parties might persuade each other to modify their interests, where the summatory assumes that
individuals express their sdtiterested desiresEqually a communicative approach assumes that
appropriate goals are set through a fair process,opposed to assuming that appropriate goals
already existHowe (1994) suggests that this conception of the public interest can be adhered to
either through engendering effective public participation in planning processes or through the
principles of soal and environmental justice, where all groups are accounted for equally in the
process. The focus on deliberation means that this model of the public interegrysmuch

subjective in nature, whilst concerns with quality of process classify it asrdalegical approach.

The Common Good

The common goocdespouses the idea that, whilghdividuak may have their owinterests and
ideas,humanityshares some fundamental values. This is therefore a teleological conception of the
public interest, concerned more with achieving such values rather than necessarily being
concerned with ensuring everyone is able to have a say in deciding what they should be.
contrast with a communicative process having a conception of the common good means having in
mind a series of substantive goals that should be addressed by planning activities, as discussed in

Part 3 of the previous chapter.

The other principle intrinsito such a conception of the public interest is the idea that to achieve
these outcomes, considered good for society as a whole, individual freedom may be restricted.
The mitigation of climate change may be regarded as the epitomesabatantivegoal basd on
intrinsically held values that are widely sharegbarticularly the value that the next generation

should be able to live in the same rala comfort as this generation. Indeed this latter value is
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assumed to be universally shared, but where thisamsassumption based on the absence of
opposition, rather tharpositive evidence that it is a widely shared val&s.such, the extent of the
public created by the consequences of such issues is far more abstract in rdawever the
solutions, such as thimposition of higher petrol prices to subsidise public transport, may prove

difficult, and highly tangible€fpor many.

Although recognising the importance of a fair processemplified by the communicative
approach, it is the common good model of thelytia interest that Campbell and Marshall (2@02
2000) prioritise as being in need of rehabilitationrelation to planning Similarly Alexander (2002)
suggests that dialogical approaches to the public inter&sth agshe communicative, provide no
subsantial content that can be used for the evaluation of plans. However the need to rehabilitate
the common good alludes to its difficult past; the idealistic nature of the concept presented here
rather obfuscates the difficulty of answering the question dhowgets tojudge what those

intrinsically shared values compriaad how they should be enrolled in planning decisions

As an example of this it was noted haartain strands obUtilitarianism positioned the state as
being able to decide what constitutése public interestframing such judgement as resting with
those with greater power.lIn turn this echoes the imposition of technocratic solutions; the
previous chapter suggested how the idea of the common dulbecome discrediteds a result

of this perceived imposition and its failings but also how the question of who gets to decide

becomes even more knotty when it is recognised that such values can only ever be subjective.

Integration Using Scales of Time and Geography

The proposedconceptual framework seeks to incorporateéboth the process orientation of
communicative approaches and the substantive goal orientation of the common ¢oaibing so
GKS FTNIXYS@g2N] Aa AYyaLANBR 06& CNIaASNRa oHnny?:
around theoriesof justice have opened up in two key aredbe firstof these is the challenging of
models of justice that privilegeedistribution, whetherto secue material equality (Rawls, 1971),

or equality of opportunity (Nussbaum, 2008; Sen, 1989)authors whaassertthat the pursuit of
justice should be reoriented to privilege the recognition of difference, after authors suchuag Yo
(1990) and Honneth (2003particularly Young (1990) grounds the pursuit of recognition as about
the need to overcome oppressipnot least in light of tendencies to view collective interests as
homogenous without recognising how social relations are structure by differdhite2 pursuit of
redistribution sets a substantive goal, the recognition of differebiadly echoes theoncerns of

pluralist andcommunicative approads to planning as discussed in the previous chapiére
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contrast between different approaches to justiteerefore runs parallel to thecontrast between
different approaches to the public interestvhere both are united by a concern for collective

quality of life.

QRYY2y (2 CNJI a S1eg)aworkim relatipnTio justiceisothe assertion that neither
redistribution nor recognitionmodek of justice can be favoured over the other, but both are
important. Not least Fraser (199 makes the point that for groups who seek recognition on the

basis of their marginalisation, their marginalisation may well result from a lack of redistribution.
Accordingly theassertion thata singlenormative conception of he public interest cannot be
privileged is borne out througthesewider debates in justiceAs a result parallels can be drawn
between Fainstein an®./ I YL St t Qa ounnmuo OFfft G2 AydSINI
AYyGSNBadGa |y R0O03) sdlisaf@ MIamewnnk that yniegrakes both recognition and

redistribution models of justice.

/ NHzOA L ff& CNI}aSNRna adzZa3ISadSR FNIXYSE2N] Ay O2NL
problem. The importance of this third dimensiois capturel in the second debate considered by
Fraser.This centres on the movement away from the nation state as the assumed territorial unit

for the application of justiceAy 02YY2y GAGK 020K 5SgSeQa oMo
resulting from the consequenc&¥ RS OAAA2yaX YR hQbSAftfQa o6wn
of nationstate borders calls into question the spatial bounding of justiCensequentlyFraser
considers questions of how the communities for whom justice is being done should be framed.
CKAAa OKIffSy3aS Aa OFLWNddINBR Ay ,2dzy3IQa oHnnno
assumes that it is only those within the state who must be obligated to one another, removes the
moral force associated with principles of justice; if thenpiples of justice can only extend as far

as the state border they can only ever be regarded as arbitr&och debates are taking place in a
context where it has come to be recognised that issues of justice do not confine themselves neatly

to defined naton-states, environmental issues such as climate change and acid rain providing

poignant examples of issues with little regard for borders (Fraser,2008 Qb SAf t = wnnn o

The need tae-examinethe scales over which justice extends are also addresseddnyY8 Qa o0 Mm@
earlier work. Particularly Young challenges the notion that participatory democracy is about small,
autonomous communities, suggesting that such autonomy is exclusionary. Young instead puts
forward the city region as the minimum scalat which participatory democracycan lead to

decisions about the collective interesdemocracy that promotes the recognition of cultural
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differenceand facilitates the participation of all those affected by a decisidnis is seen as a way

of overcoming tendenes of urban areas to be atomised into small, culturally homogenous
communities, which must provide their own services. Instead organisation at a regional scale is
suggested by Young to promote democratic investment and the collective provision of shared
savices, based on the principle of addressing need rather than pradtivated competition.In
common with the public interest this is about recognising that a better quality of life can be

achieved by addressing issues collectively rather than on andodibasis.

Similar debates are apparent in planning theory; the English planning system is organised around a
relatively fixed hierarchy of geographical scales. However there is a trend towards eschewing this
WO2Yy G AYSNR @ASg 2l teditodleitat nioné cldsélydratdaNGe 3cbpe Bf¢he A v
problem being addressedn addition to recognising the relational construction of spé8ee for
example Faludi, 2012; Healey, 2007; Albrechts, 2006). Indesexer (2008) alludes to geographical
sale as a continuum, an important conception in recognising the rather arbitrary and subjective
nature of framing problems around fixed scal8sale is therefore used here specifically as a way

of framing how far the consequences of a decision extencenms of both time and geography.

Housing Shortage as an Example

Difficulties arise when trying to integra more fluid geographical framing of the consequences

of planning decisionsvhilst workingboth within the arbitrarily defined limits of Englandnd with

the earlier suggested need tonake planning decisioret selected discreet scales. Conversely such
an integration is easier to achieve if it is recognised that planning decisions are made at particular
institutionalised scales within the Englishaphing systemgarly in the previous chapter it was
noted how institutions at these different scales are expected to conceive of the pallite
citizens within their defined boundarigtiealey, 2007), but it has equally been shown that the
impacts of planning decisions are not necessarily confined within such boundaries, or indeed to
the period of time in which such citizens may live within such boundahesead planning
decisions ca be framed as being made at one institutionalised scale, at a particular moment in

time, but as having multiple impacts on publics of varying size, over varying lengths of time.

Contemporary housing shortage exemplifies this, as a need that can be adsestras creating

publics at multiple scalé$ It is a problem articulated at the national scale, for society as a whole,

¥ Murdoch and Abram (2002) examine the case of Buckinghamshire as an area where the tension between housing as
a public good in the context of a growing population and housing development as it is resisted by idealtses
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and a need that will affect the ability of future generations to house themselves, as well as those
living today. However it is an issaddressed @cticallythrough the permitting or refusing of new
housing developments, something that is generally expected to happéme LPA scaldn turna

Y2 NB f 2 Ol fisaguanly ciedtédzbytthe Splllover effects of physical housingldpueent

resulting from issues such as location, design and infrastructure impacts.

At the national scale addressing housing shortage can be seen as a moral imperative, a matter of
shared values, particularly given its consequences for -dgésrerational yistice as earlier
considered In turn this suggesthat it is an issue that adheres to the common good model of the
public interest.Conversely decisions about particulaousing development are generally made
locally and the direct impacts of such hougidevelopment occur within the local area, tre

quality of life ofthose living there now; this might lead to thedoption of a communicative
approach to articulatinghe public interest as communicative, with a clear set of stakeholders in
the decisionAs a result it is an issue thekemplifies the inadequacy of a singular conception of

the public interest but instead suggests how scales, in terms of both time and geography, are
crucial elements to angonceptualframework that attempts to integrate thse two normative

conceptions of the public interest.

The following summary attempts to express this conceptual relationship in tabular form. The
resulting question for the empirical researchtie nature of thedifferent conceptions of the
public interest are apparent in plamaking practices and whether scales of time and geography

have a role to play in how the public interest is conceived.

A Summary of the Conceptual Framework

In summary this chapter seeks to put forward a conceptual frameworkHerresearch that
integrates both the communicative and common goas explicitly normative approachés
articulating what is irthe public interest, linking them to the scale of the impacts resulting from a
particular decision, in terms of both geographnd time.Particularly the framework is organised
to suggest that how the public interest is articulated of in decisiaking processes might flow

from the scalar extent of the public, or publics, affected by the impacts of the decision.
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Publicinterest Conception

Common Good

Communicative

Over what geographical
and time scales do

decisions have impacts?

Decision has impacts at
different scales to that at which

decisions are made.

Decision making scale the samg
as scale at which decision has

impacts

Concern

Future Quality of Life, based on

shared values

Empowerment, recognising

cultural diversity

What is the aim?

Achieving substantive goals, for

example material redistribution

High quality process, ensuring &

stakeholders are able to

or environmental conservation | participate
Are decisions framed as | SubjectivéValue-led SubjectivévValue-led
subjective or objective?
How are decisions made? | Judgement Participatory Democracy

Table 3: A Summary of the Conceptual Framework

The framework is summarised in Tableakove, though this should be regarded as a set of
generalised tendencies rather than absolute categories. What cannot be easily shown by the table
is that these different constructions of scale do not map onto eatieroeasily, in that decisions

may be made for the national scale but with only a short term impact or decisions may be made at

the scale of the single house, but with impacts for many generations to come. Particularly it is

worth noting that any temptatiy G2 O2y Ff I GS (GKS O2YYdzyAOF GA QDS
Ad OKFIftSyaSR o6& ,2dzy3IQa omdpdhpnv GASg 2F (GKS N
democracy.

The intention of thisframework is to suggest a theoretical relationship betwedifferent
conceptions of the public interest, different geographical and time scales thadcontrast
between theories of planning that emphasise either process or substantive §uhk. it cannot
explain is the extent to which planning practice emplajerent conceptions of the public
interest, which actors employ different conceptions of the public interest, and whether there is
any relationship with the scales at which decisions have an impact. In line with the earlier
suggestion that theories ofl@nning should act agnalyticalframeworks for practice this suggests

a need for empirical work that draws on this framework.
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experience of surveying plannemhere she found that many of those interviewed did not express

the public interest directly, despite its intrinsic role to legitimising planning activitistead the
framework is also intended to allow an exploration of where the characteristics tdrefiit
conceptiors of the public interest are apparent in practice, an approach examined in further depth

in part 3 of this chapter. Furthermore the use of such a framework to examine planning practice,
rather than as a normative tool is suggested by the critique of normadtameworks that they do

not recognise the constraints of the institutional and political context that planning is conducted

within (Healey, forthcoming)

The Institutional Context: Scales for English Planning

For the purposes of the English planningtem geographical scale is divided into a series of
administrative boundaries over multiple scales, as described in Tableldv Whilst these can in

no way be assumed to be definitive or naturalised they provide a useful reference for thinking
about the scdes at which decisions are made. In turn this acts as a reminder that the conceptual
FNIYSG2N] Qa dzaS 2F a0FfS Aa Foz2dzi t221Ay3 2 dz
impacts at multiple scales; the use of prenceived scales may have usal up with them
particular conceptions of what constitutes the public but this does not necessarily mean that the

impacts of decisions are contained within them.

Scale Notes
Neighbourhood| For Neighbourhood Planning this might be a parish, or might résut an
application to designate a Neighbourhood Forum
District Any of these three may be designated as a Local Planning Authority, furth
Unitary complicated by the potential for jointvorking to prepare a Local Plan.
| County |
Regional Usually theeight English Statistical Regions, previously the scale at which
Regional Plans were made, but currently defunct for pati@king purposes.
| National Legislation and policy made by central government |
European Legislation made by the European Union

Table 4: Pre-conceived scales in the English planning system

Planning inEngland is currently organised around thelicy preparationand decisiormaking the
nationaland LPA scalewith the option undertake such processes at the Neighbourhood séale
such this limits the choice of scales at which such processes can be exarhisdtie LPA scale at
which most decisions to permit development are actually made, therefore suggesting it to be the

spatial scale in which an interest should be takdoweverit is important to note that the LP&
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organised at a geographical scale tiefar from fixed in its extent; whilst most LPAs are district
authorities successive reforms of English local government have also resulted in larger unitary
authorities that haveesulted from the merging of more than one district authority with parts of
the county authority, whilst other parts of England have seen district authorities merge only their
planning functions, to create an LPA that has responsibility for more than istrécd It can be
suggested that the LPA is the correct scale at which to examine how the public interest is
articulated but that further thought needs to be given as to what characteristics an appropriate

case for the empirical work might have. Thisddr@ssed in Chapter 4.

Particularly it is worth emphasising that the primary concern here is with the scales at which
decisions have an impact, a matter of looking out from the institutionalised geographical scales at
which decisions are made. In turn thsintended to accommodate a relational construction of
space. However, drawing on the it is also important to acknowledge the scales at which decisions
are being made, to the extent that they are bound up with-poaceived ideas of the public that
deckions are being made for; a container definition of space. Whilst the research is particularly
concerned with plans being made and implemented at ttfeAscale it is also important to
NEO23ayAaS 6KSNBE (K2aS Wi20If Q> Ocigiohs ifadi2 &1 NEB

timescales other than in the present or recent past, at geographical scales other than the local.

To summarisethe framework is intended to suggest a way in which different normative
approaches to the public interestirawing on differentheories of planningmight be integrated

into a single frameworkFollowing from the conclusions to Part 3 of Chapter 2 the innovative
element here is in the use of scale as a way of understanding who and what might constitute the
public, and, by extenign the ability of the public to participate in decisiomaking However the
extent to which it may be considered a normative framework for planning practice is arguably
dependent on the extent to which it may be practically incorporated into practiceéhiSaend the

work now turns to a summary of the key points and conclusions set out thus far, leading to an
overall research aim and set of research questions that will allow the relationship between this

framework and planning practice to be establishedpameally.
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PART 2: SUMMA RY, RESEARCH AIMS AND
RESEARCH QUESTIONS

The Introductioncharacterisedplanning as an activity that was abouritervening in decisions

about land and propertywith the intention of improving quality of life for society as a whdlbis

was captured in Chapt@Q & 02 y a AtReSddds af pl@nging 2 Eitopian visiongaralleled by
practical regulationThe chapteralso sought to explain how the local spafan, suggested by

the Introduction to formalise these ideas of future places, came to be embedded in contemporary
English planning practiceMoreover the same pagesframed planning as technocratic and
impositional supporting the framing of the plan as black box; it appears cohesive but this
cohesion hides significant tensions between what is the right thing to do at different temporal and
spatial scales, exacerbated by the tension between process and substantive goals. The reframing
of the plan as aegies of arguments that result from the interplay of structure and agency began

to suggest how the plamaking process might be made more transparent by exploring the

different influences on the plan.

In parallel the Introduction considered collectiveengst, in the form of the public interest, as the

dzy RSNI @Ay 3 2dzZAGATFAOFGAZ2Y F2NJ LX FyyAy3 OGAGAI
AGAd RSSL) 3da20AL0A2y 6AGK GKS GSOKYy2ONXGAO
Furthermore itwas found to be a justification that those involved in planning activities are
comfortable with, but one that has become confused in meaning and all too easily used for the

purposes of obfuscation.

Addressing such critiques Part 3 of Chaftararrated the recognition of planning as a vaHex
activity, in a diverse society with a diverse range of interests. This led to a considepétion
communicativemodelk of planning as providing a clear theoretical basis for arriving at a collective
way forwardfrom positions of differenceParticularly the collaborative model addressed how the
multitude of interests identified in the initial practice example should influence the plan,
potentially overcoming its technocratic past. However communicative approachesfugnd to

be very much process focussed, at odds with the ide#so expressed inPart 3,that having
substantive goals for planning activities was atsocial Thedifficulty of privileging a process
focus was reinforced in thinking about issues such as Climate Change andeinégational
justice thateven an inclusiverocesscannot easily account for, suggesting that thinking about the
substantive goals of planning activitissequally impaiant in order to arriveat the better places

that should result from planning activitie€onversely the difficulty of endorsingsangularfocus
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on swchgoals arises from theassociation with the imposition of technocratic solutipfeading to

the question ofwho may legitimately decide what constitutes an appropriate substantive goal?

In order to address this incoherencenarmative typology of the public interesttaking in both
communicative and common good conceptions was explofér conceptual framework sought
to frame these conceptions in relation tbeories of planning that privileged a high quality process
and substantive goals anth turn,to different scales of time and geography, thereby attempting
to theorise the initialidea that different conceptions of the public interest might be employed,
depending upon thescalar extent of the public, or publics, uparich a decision will impact.
Moreover any tendency to see the conceptual framework as a normative framework fdigerac
was tempered by the need to understand whether such a framework can be practically relevant.
¢KS FNIYS62N] A& Liddzi F2NBFINR & | gl@& 2F I RR
rehabilitating the concept of the public interest, in light ofcantinued need for planning to
address collective interest$he challenge is to now explore whether those actors involved in plan
making do tend toward varying conceptions of the public interest their actions using the
frameworkas a way of seeking the characteristics of these different conceptiortarn there is a
need to explorevhether different conceptions of the public interest ausedas a way of thinking
about the consequences of planning decisions over different saafldime and geography, and
the tensions between thes&@his needs to be examined at th@cal Planning Authority (LP#dale,

as thearena for plaamaking wherecompeting ideasabout what is in the public interest come
together. Adopting the idea that th conceptual framework should act aslens for planning

practice this leads to the following overall research aim.

Research Aim

The aim is to understand what versions of the public interest @esentin the processes of
makingspatialplans,what this siys about the nature of planning practice and the implications of

this for planning theory.

Research Questions

1. What conceptions of the public interest apeesentin the processes of making spatial pl@ns

2. How do the conceptions of the public interestirolled vary with the temporal or spatial

impact of the issues being discussed?

3. Whoand whatshapes the conceptions of the public interest enrolled in planning presess
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PART 3: THE USE OF CONTINUUMS FOR ANALYSIS

In addressing the research aim the resga questions set out to explore whether different
conceptions of the public interest are present in English jpeking practices and whether scales
of time and geography are factors in how different conceptions are applied. The following chapter
of the thesis sets out the methodology used to collect empirical material, in order to explore these
themes. However, drawing on the conceptual framework set out in Part 1 of this chapter, the key
aim of this part of the chapter is to develop a series of continsiunvhich will allow the
characteristics that underpin different theoretical conceptions of the public interest to be
identified in the different arenas of planning practice. The aim is to use these continuums to
organise the analysis of the empirical ma#trto suggest how different empirical examples relate
to the conceptual framework and therefore where different conceptions of the public interest are

present in practice.

Particularly the framework of questions used in both Chapter 1, and as a basis fayrtbeptual
framework suggested that how the conceptualisation of the public interest varies can be captured

in the following questions:

W What is the aim?
W How aredecisions made?
W Are decisions framed as subjective or objective?

To thesea fourth question was addedir the conceptualframework in order to recognise the
potentially significant rol®f scale in determining whicbonceptionof the public interest mighbe

mostrelevant in any decisiqrgiven the role of decision impacts in creating a public
W Overwhat geographical and time scales do decisions have impacts?

This supposition in turn provided the basis for a set of overarching research questions tghat sou
to understand the relationship between the public interest as it is implicit in different planning

practices and the framing of decision impacts in terms of sddlese are reproduced in Talde

1. | What conceptions of the public interest are presenthe processes of making spatial plans?

2. | How do the conceptions of the public interest enrolled vary with the temporal or spatial im
of the issues being discussed?

3. | Who and what shapes the conceptions of the public interest enrolled in plampnotgsses?

Table 5: The Research Questions



Planning in the Public Interest? 92

The research questions point to a need to examine which versions of the public interest are
apparentin planning practices, but without making a premature judgement alduether usage

of the concept isappropriate.In particularthey are worded in such a way as to suggest that how
the public interest is articulated is not naturalised, but is actively shaped; this is not to suggest that
how the public interest is taken into account is addressed explibitk is intended to recogse

that its meaning is shapday the ways in which decisions are made.

Questions for Analysis

The questionsused to characterise the public interegtovide a useful way of interrogating the
empirical material to understand how practices tend toward particular versions ofdheept in
turn allowing the research questions to be answerétbwever, in line with viewing decision
making as an active pecess, there is a need to refranigese questionsn the same way; to better
relate the somewhat abstractharacteristics that definaifferent conceptionsof the public
interest to the rather morenuancedpractices of making planning decisiorSuch a reaming

results in the following fousub-questions

1. How are the impacts of decisions framed in terms of both geographical and time scales?
2. In what arenas are decisions being made?

3. Who is involved in making decisions?

4. What types of knowledge are being framasd informing decisiomaking?

Question 1 is intended to probe how the impacts of planning practices are framed in scalar terms,
looking out from the scale at which decisions are madeddress the question of how thextent

of the public is defined anevhat is included in its definition. Questions 2 and 3 address the extent
to which communicative and common good conceptions of the public interest ultimately contrast
in their concern for deision making which privileggsarticipation. Question 4 addressdke
extent to which planning practices are framed as subjective or objectalaeled or technical in
nature. In this respect the answers to both questions 3 and 4 may be sesituated by the

answesto question 2.

If the public interest isin the abstract, afundamentaljustification for planning activities, the
manner in which it is articulated and accounted forpracticeis subject to answering thesaib
guestions.Using thesesub-questions to shape the analysis of the empirical materialtiv@dtefore

allow conclusions to be drawn from the analysis that address the overarching ressarcnd
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guestions.As indicated by Table, below, hesesub-questions do not immediately map on to the
research questions but instead allow characteristicdifierent conceptiors of the public interest

to be identified thatwill allow them to be answered

Characteristics of thel Research Questions Questions for Analysis of

Public Interest Practice

What is the aim? 1. What conceptions of the public. Addressed by taking the other
interest areimplicit in the guestions as a whole

processes of making and

following spatial plans?

Over what 2. How do the conceptions of the| 1. How are the impacts of
geographical and public interest enrolled vary decisions framed in terms of
time scales do with the temporal or spatial both geographical and time
decisions have impact of the issues being scales?
impacts? discussed?
How are decisions 3. Who and what shapes the 2. In what arenas are decisions
made? conceptions of the public being made?
interest enrolled in planning 3. What types of knowledge
processes? are being framed as

informing decisiormaking?

Are decisions framed| 4. Who is involved in making
as subijective or decisions?
objective?

Table 6: The Links Between the Conceptual Framework, Research

Questions and Questions for Analysis

Table 5 is intended tolustrate how of thesequestionslinks back to the research questions and, in
turn, the variables identified in arriving at different models of the public interest. The chapter now

turns to a fuller explanation of how the answers to each of the four questions can be situated on a

continuum or continuums.

Continuums

A continuum hadeen defined ast! aS1jdzSy O0S 2F YAydziS 3IANI Rdz (A2
2004, p.102)Its use is adopted here as a way of being able to expm&se characteristics of
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planning processes tend towards onenceptualisation of the public interest or another, without
seeing the extremesf the continuum as dichotomous, and without forcing examples into

categories in which they do not comfortably sit.

As an example, if a key contrast between communicative@mdmon good models of the public
interest is their ultimate privileging respectively of process and substantive goals, the usefulness of
a continuum is in recognising that planning practices are unlikely to be characterised by these
extremes, but will ingad tend toward one or the otherThis is intended to allow the
identification of where different conceptions of the public interest are in play, whilst maintaining
the principle that theoretically it is not possible to privilege outcome or process driven
conceptiors of the public interestEqually continuums are used as an alternative to dichotomies,
which do not have sufficient fidelity to accommodate the more nuanced nature of planning
practice and would not fit well with the recognition of this contrasts a matter of emphasis,

rather than absolute disagreement.

Questions for Analysis of Practice Continuum(s) Addressing this Question

1. How are the impacts of decisions framed, The timescale(s) angkeographical scale(s) ove
terms of both geographical and time which decisions are framed as having an

scales? impact.

2. In what arenas are decisions being made| The extent to which arenas are politicised or

de-politicised in nature.

3. What types of knowledge are being The extent to which the knowledge being
framed as informinglecisiormaking? drawn upon is framed as subjective/valiesl

or objective/technical in nature.

4. Who is involved in making decisions? The extent to which decisiemaking processes
are open to the participation of different

interests, in terms of botmfluencing and

making the decision.

Table 7: The Continuums that Address the Questions for Analysis

Table7 briefly sets out the continums on which the answers to each question used to organise

the analysis is situated.
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Continuums and Narrative

The use of the continuums also needs to be positioned alongside the concept of 'narrative’, as it is
drawn upon throughout the thesis. fparticular the continuums are intended to provide a tool for
understanding how the different narratives set out through the case studies relate back to the
concept of the public interest; the analysis set out in Chapter 7 is formed by using the continuums

to interpret the narratives put forward.

The term narrative is used so as to recognise that the empirical data presented, as it is put
forward by different actors and through different texts, is one interpretation of what is happening,
drawing on particdr knowledges. Often this is about putting forward a persuasive story,
intended to lead to a particular course of action. Classifying these interpretations of reality as
narrative recognises that they tend to oversimplify the context from which theylrésturdoch

and Abram, 2002). In turn Murdoch and Abram (ibid) relate the way that narratives can cohere

into a 'black box', becoming accepted without question.

Equally the use of narrative recognises the interpretive nature of the thesis itself; the armgsim
made through the remaining chapters of the thesis rely on drawing together the data collected
into a particular storyln this sense the case studies themselves, as they are presented in Chapters
5 and 6, are the result of drawing together multiplerrsives from multiple perspectives; the
case studies are necessarily simplifications of complex realitigarn the conclusions; Chapter

8 are intended to argue for how these narratives should persuade a particular course of action.

This leads backo the use of the continuums as a way of systematically categorising different
narratives so as to offer an interpretation of what conceptions of the public interest are present.
The following sections set out each of these continuums in more detail, iekalatheir

relationship to the different conceptualisations of the public interest drawn on in constructing the

conceptual framework set out in Part 1 of the chapter.
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Continuum 1 : How are the impacts of decisions framed

in terms of both geographical and time scales?

This question addresses the concerns of the conceptual framework with the scalar impacts of
decisionsas a possible way of organising how the public interest is articul&eale is chosen to
recognise the recurring theme that planning mual with conflicts between multiple scales,
recognising that the right thing to do looks different at different scales. It is also chosen as a way
2F GKAYlAYy3a |062dzi K2g (GKS aOlfS 2F RSOA&AZ2Y A
defined; who is actually impacted by different decisiof&ticularly this draws on thargument
developed through the previous chaptirat the extent of the public depends on the extent of the
decision consequencesyith a correspondingimpact onwhether those affected may influence
decision making processebhe answers to this questiairaw on the continuums of geographical
scale and timescajeespectively the size of the geographical area included and the jpaa that

is being thought aboutn order to situate the impacts of decisions madi#ing planning activities.

The resulting continuums on which the impacts of planning may be situated are described by
Figure 1, below, organised so as to emphasise the point made in relation to the tamicep

framework; that the scales of time and geography do not necessarily map onto each other.

Localisedmpact Long Term Impact Strategic Impact
e.g. for hundreds of

e.g. at the scale ) e.g. having impacts
. r m
of a single house O years fo come on a global scale

Geographical Scale

Short Term Impact
e.g. for onlymonths
or a few years

Figurel: The Continuums of Geographical Scale and Timescale

The conceptual framework considers how the Englishrpfapsystem is organised around a set of
pre-conceived scales, as set out in Tabl@.83). It was suggested iRart 1 of Chapter ghat such
scales were one way of defining who constituted the puylitic whom the public interest is to be

addressed. Howeer they are lesdelpful insituating the wider consequences, whiale often of
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a scale thatcannot be easilyquantified but only imagined in the lastract In this sense it is
arguably more helpful to think about geographical scale in more abstract temmsther decisions
have an impact at a localised scale or a more strategic $eatehe purpose of situating decision
impacts timescale stretches from the present into the distant future, though it is also important to

consider where past decisions are having an impact into the present and future.

When looking athow different concepions of the public interest are enrolled in English plan
making processesxamininghow the scalar impa&of decisionsare framed helps to addres®ow
the publicis conceived of, beforexamininghow decisions are made by/for them, using the other

continuums outlined.

Continuum 2: In what arenas are decisions being made?

Chapter 2highlighted the inherently political nature of both the public interest and planning
activities, by virtue ofboth being valuebased and about making choiceser courses of action
This continuum is about the arenas in which those choices are made, recognising that this has an

impact on who and what influences decisioraking.

The arenas in which decisions are made, and the extent to wihielilecisionsmade in them are
framed as matters of political choicer depoliticised and framed as matters dfechnical
necessity has strong implications for whether what is in the public interest can be articulated in a
participatory manner. Drawing on the conceppt framework presented in Pattthis has a clear
impact on whether the public interest is conceived of as communicatvein terms of the
common good. In turn the arenas in which decisions are madetetcontext for the following

continuums that cosider the knowledge and participants eneallin decisiormaking processes

Chapter2RNB g 2y | F@Qa O6HnnTO adedisionaS adiiticafrgmediitkas @ Of |
matter of choice, to be made through deliberatioRarticularly the emphasis muste on the
freedom to deliberate, rather than assung that this leads to agreement or even widespread
consensus (Mouffe, 2005FFor Hay e resulting continuum ran between the ngoolitical and

formal government spheres, with a further nguolitical spherebeyond formal government

where issues move along this continuum through processes of politicisation apdlitieisation

In turn this ability to decide how an issue is framedntributes to whether the public interest is

articulated in a valuded or technically framed manner, as addressed in the next section.

In order to simplify this it can be suggested that the work is concerned with the extent to which

the arenas in which decisions are made are politicised oepaliicised in nature, such that
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decsions are seen as matters of pure preference at one extreme, and as mattéeshoifical
necessityat the other. Described in this wadhe continuum on which the answers to this question

may be situated runs from the pttised to the depoliticised illustrated by Figure .2

Political ¢ Decisions framed as De-politicised¢Decisions framed
choices to be made as matter s of technical necessit

Degree of Politicisation

Figure 2: A Continuum Describing the Extent to Which Decision Making
is Politicised

Equally it is useful to contextualise this in terms of how decisions come to be situated in particular
arenas, given that the tendenador this to reflect the power relations behind decision making.
This is about noting where processes of politicisation angbaléicisation are operatingThese
processes recognise the ability of those with power to construct the arena in which decesie
made; in common with scale the nature of the arena demands attention to how an issue is framed,

with consequences for who is involved and the knowledges drawn upon.

Continuum 3: What types of knowledge are being
framed as informing decision -making?

Whilst the normative conceptions of the public intergetesentedin the conceptual framework
suggestthat the public interestcan only be subjectively defined, in terms of particular values,
there have beerattempts to framethe conceptin technicalterms, for examplethrough technical
rational planning.This continuum is therefore aboutxamining the knowledgeshat inform

planning decisions, in order to understamthich conceptions of the public interest are at play.

Examining the knowledges enrolleddecisiormaking arenaparticularlyaddresseshe concerns

of a communicative approach to the public interest for enrollengknowledges not usually valued,
explored in greater detail in Part 3 of Chaptér 2 LJ- NI A Odzf F N¥ @ KNP tmyK { Iy
of lay knowledgesrThis relates to the implicit question of whether better outcomes are the result

of more, better or different knowledges being enrolled in the process of defining those outcomes.
Howeverthis also contributes to examiningow what isin the public interestis arrived at and

what kinds of judgements are being made about the knowledge needed to make decisions. This is
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important given the evidence from practice discussed in Part 2 of Chapter 2, which suggested that
how the public interesis conceived ohastended to become structurallyembedded It is given

added emphasis by discussions of the public domabairt 1 of Chapter ,2vhich suggested that
dzaAy3d GKS g2NR WLzt AO0OQ aKz2dZ R SYOSR OSNE RAT
Following from the extent to which decisianakingarenas arecharacterisedas political there is a

need to consider the extent to whidimey aretherefore driven by political ideology, rather than

any form of deliberation or process of knowledge translation. Conversely there has been a
particular interest in evidencbased policy, as a way of reinforcing the efficacy of knowledge
translation in making policy and crowding outleology (Campbell, 2002)[o this end the
knowledges enrolled need to bmonsidered alongsidehe extent to which different arenas have

particular conceptions of knowledge bound up with them.

In this sense a continuum d&howledge types, following on directly from their use in decision
making spheres, mighite suggested. Thisinso S (i 4 S SigstindikaS Wy R G KS WiSOKyY
end of this is a situation where opinion and argument might be suggested to almost ordvay

form of evidence or knowledgé\t the other end of the continuum is the technical, where an issue
becomes characterised as something where the right answer is reached through analysis, using
SOGARSYOS GKIF G OFy 2yf &The®ntinaynRiSiNgrated mRigdreB. | y a S

Instinctuale.g. decision made Technicak.g. that collected
according to an emotional reaction through quantitative methods.

Nature of Knowledge

Figure 3: A Continuum Describing the Nature of the Knowledge Involved

in Decision Making

This is not to suggest that any particular end of the continuum can be privilegew Ssues are
political because there are cloes to be madewhilst someechnical issues are technical because
they require a specific knowledge to participate in. In this sehisealso important to ask whether
different knowledges are being drawn upon in a sincere manndnere sincerity linesup

alongside accuracy as being crucial elements of truthfulness (Williams, 2002).
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Finally, following e implication that the extent to which a process is participatory and
deliberative will impact on the knowledges that agarolled in a planning process is necessary
to examinewhere the knowledge enrolled in decision making processes is drawn $etitmg the

context for examiningvhether decisioamaking processes are open to participation.

Continuum 4: Who is involved in making decisions?

The comeptual framework is based on the contrast between process and outcome focussed
conceptions of the public interest, where the former is rather more concerned with who
participates in decisioimaking than the laterThis is based on suggestions, particylamplicit to

a communicative approach to the public interest, that all interests affected by a decision should be
able to have a say in making that decision. However it is also highly relevant to deliberation about
which substantive goals should act oraqhing decisionsin the spirit of the public sphere as it
was set out inPart 1 of Chapter 2 As such this question addresses the extent to which

participation is an influence on decisiomaking in practice.

l'a ¢gAGK Wly2gft SRISQ 2-dulSef ¢f $hinking Gbouy thedafenad in Wi | &
decisions are made; particular arenas have bound up with them historical notions of who should
be involved. In turn this entailssking whether planmaking processes are open to participation by
groups or intersts who are less explicitly embedded in the sphere in which decisions are made

but also whethetheir contributions are taken on board in the decisioraking process.

The openness of decisianaking to participation can also lseggested to have an effeoh which
knowledges influence decisiemaking, with a corresponding impact on whether decisions result
from an instinctual reaction, from the analysis of one knowledge type, or from the synthesis of
multiple knowledges (Campbell, 2012&jowever i cannot be assumed that a more open
decisionmaking process leads to better decisipio®m one hand Schon (1983) discusses the role
artistry and intuition play in being a professional, whilst Campbell (2012a) offers examples of
where such a judgement can be crddia action, suggesting that more and/or better knowledge
does not necessarily translate into a better outcome. Convergelystein (1969) highlights
participation as a way of enrolling the knowledge of marginalised groups, in turn changing the
goals of deisionmaking Instead echoing the discussion of knowledge, this is about what kind of

judgement is being made when deciding whether different groups should be included or excluded.

There is a further question over the extent to which those interest§ idleR SR Ay GKS W
LJdzo t AO AYUGSNBald FNB Ay |FOldzZt AGe WLzt AOQE Ay
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towards collective wellbeing. Throughout the work public is taken to include the whole range of
actors that might have an intereg planning but where it is actually important that the extent to

which actors are pursuing a collective oselfinterestis borne in mind.

Decisions made by powerful interests, Decision making open to
closed to outside influences influence by a range of interests

Openness

Figure 4. A Continuum Describing the Extent to Which Decision Making
is Open

This continuum is therefore about considering the openness of planning processes to participation
from different nterests, as shown in Figure dbove.At one end of this continuum are those who

are embedded in the decision making process, starting with those who have ultimate
responsibility for the decision. At this end of the continuum the process is closed to the
participation of others. Howear as the continuum is moved along there is space for other groups
to participate in the process, ultimately arriving at a completely open process, where there are no
barriers to participation. It is also about asking whether participation has an influem¢®w the
decision is made, in light of the possibility of designing a participatory process but without the

decision itself being open to the views and knowledge contributed through participation.
The Relationship Between The Continuums and the

Conceptu al Framework

The aim of this part of the chapter has been to set out a series of questions that can be used to
structure the analysis, where the answers to those questions can be situated on a series of
continuums. Answering the questions is intended towllinks to be drawn between the empirical
material and the conceptual framework set out in Part 1 of the chapter; answering the questions
using the continuums is intended to honour the assertion, made at the end of Chapter 2 and
reinforced through the coceptual framework, that neither a process or outcome focussed
conception of the public interest can immediately be privilegedwever, in order to illustrate

how the continuums allow conclusions to be drawn about which conceptions of the public interest
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are apparent in planning practice, it is useful to briefly consider where the normative
conceptualisations, set out in Part 1, fall on each of the continuums.

Thetendencyof substantivegoalsto be characterisedas a matter of necessitysuggestshat a
common good approachwould tend toward the de-politicised end of Continuum?2; Degreeof
Politicisation,and consequentlyhas,in the past,tendedtoward the technicalend of Continuum3;

the Natureof KnowledgeThsis not to suggesthat the tendencytoward technicalknowledgecan

be considerednormative. Equally,in terms of Continuum4; Opennessfollowing from its de-
politicisednature, the commongoodhastendedtowardsa closeddecisionmakingprocesswhere

decisionsare a matter of judgementrather than consensus.

In contrasta communicativeconceptionof the publicinterest might be normativelypositionedas
seeingdecisionsas a matter of political choice, at the politicised end of Continuum2, whilst
drawing on knowledgesfrom a range of positionson Continuum3, and positioned toward the
openend of Continuum4. Sucha positioningreflectsthe concernsof the communicativeapproach
with a processthat is opento a rangeof stakeholdersholding a range of knowledgeswith the

intention of makinga consensuslecision.

Continuuml wasconcernedwith the impactsof decisionsn terms of geographicakcaleandtime
scale,asaproxyfor understandinghe extent of a public. Tothis endthe communicativeapproach
may be most naturally positioned at scaleswhere all stakeholderscan be practicallyinvolvedin
the decisionmakingprocess.In contrasta commongood approachimpliesjudgementsmust be
made where the public is too diffuse for this, at the strategic and long term ends of the
continuums.Howeverit is this relationshipbetween scaleand different conceptionsof the public
interest that the empirical researchaims to explore. As such the thesis now turns to the

methodologicabpproachusedto explorecontemporaryEnglishplanningpracticesin depth.
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CHAPTERA4: DESIGNING AND
UNDERTAKING THE FIELDWORK

Introduction

The aim of this chapter is to set out the methodological approach that has been adiptetect
data that will allow the research aim to be met. This calls for an approadattocollection that
will allow it to be analysed in line with theonceptualframework and continuums set out in the
previous chapter, in order to suggest how the pahlterest is accounted for in planaking

practice, and who this is shaped by.

This chapter starts by setting out the broad research approach chosen to achieve this aim, and the
principles underpinning this choice. The chapter then moves to considerhtbeen cases and how

they were arrived at, before detailing how the chosen methodology was applied. Particularly this
sets out the contribution made by each method to the data collected and the intended approach

to the analysis of this data. The latter pasf the chapter considers how the research was

' LILINEF OKSR gAGK | O2yOSNY F2NJ SGKAOFft LINI OdG A
position in the process. Overall the structure of the chapter is intended to draw out the contrasts

between a Igically designed process of data collection and the rather messier reality of fieldwork.
Key Principles

The chosen methodological approach needs to recognise two key principles that underpin the aim
2F GKS NBaAaSINOK® ¢KS TFANRGORNT pg& 12§ a §MIyARDY 2 &
research must necessarily be less than objective in the selection of its research goals; a choice has
been made to assert that understanding how the public interest is accounted for imp&ng

practice is impornt. Indeed, centrato this thesis is the argument that the public interest is still

an important justification for planning activities, but a justification that is only explicifgusised
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when it is challenged. Following from thise second principléhat must shape how the research

aim is met is that planners struggle to define the concept of the public interest (SeRdgmxs

and Murphy, 2015; Howe 1994 for example). The data collection has therefore taken an approach
that recognises this by charaetsing the public interest as asften implicit justification in plan

making practice, rather than as a concept thatésessarilyexplicitly discussed.

The methodology adopted for the empirical research is also predicated orl tifell N2 R dzO{ A 2
assertion that the finished plan document does much to hide the ways in which the policies it
contains have been reached. This is consistent with the idea of the plan as a black box put forward

in the introduction; a document presented as solid and robust, buttides the many conflicts

and debates behind its preparation (Murdoch and Abram, 2002; Murdoch et al., 1999). The result
presents particular conceptions of the public interestbeddedin policiesintended to act as a

structuring influence oruture planning decisionsby setting technically framed criteria for them

In the English local forwasdlanning context such structures extend to take into account state
defined policy and legislation, as well as the historically, culturally and geographicé&lgdded

local context. Conversely the latter part of Chapter 2 sought to reconceptualise the plan as a series
of arguments for the right way forward (Healey, 2007; Albrechts, 2006). On balance this is about
recognising the role of structurebut without asaiming that such structures, often taken for
granted, should not be challengesiuch that the capacity of agency also needs to be the subject of
empirical work (Campbell, 20&2Forester, 1993). The argument is that these structures act on the
process of witing a forward plan but how they are interpreted, and therefore the impact they

have, is the result of the interaction of a whole range of agents.

Given that the concern of the thesis is with exploring the processes of making and following
forward plans,the empirical research needs to adopt an approach that recognises the plan, and
the conceptions of the public interest that it embeds, as resulting from the interaction of structure
and agency, rather than one or the other. This is a set of principlasstiggests the use of a
gualitative methodology to collect rich data that lends itself to interpretation, in order to answer
the research questions set out at the end of the previous chaptBe empirical work has

therefore been undertaken in line with ease study approach.

Adopting a Case Study Approach

The case study approach involves the selection of particular cases to be explored in depth, using

multiple research methoddt is an approach that Yin (2003) seeks to revive in the face of it being
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characterised as less than rigorous. Héine case study approach is chosen as a way of effectively
accounting for the aforementioned context specific nature of forward ptaaking, recognising

that it can only be fully explained through deep and detailed ysial

Yin (ibid) notes that a commoguestion about case studies is whether their results can be
generalised. HoweveYin suggests thathe potential for generalisatiorarisesfrom using case
studies to test theorythis isthe approach adopted here, drawing on tiesenceptualframework

set out in Chapter ZEquallyGiddens (1984) has asserted that exploring more than one case study
can help to verify the findings of the firgupportingthe development ofyeneralised¢heory. This

is particularly relevant to the planning discipline, where there is a neatifferentiate between
practices that are distinctive to particular cases and practices that are more generally prevalent

To achieve this it was decided that two case sadhould be explored.

Flyvberg (2006jurther notes the importance of choosing case studies carefsiiggesting that
the validity of any generalisation is improved if such trends areddn a diverse range of cases
In making an appropriate choice cdises the first step was therefore to define what characteristics

might have an impact on how the public interest might be articulated.

Case Study Characteristics

The extent to which this is again a time of transition for the piaaking process in Engld was

outlined in Chaptef. In this context Chaptes put forward the Local Planning Authority (LPA) as

the scale at which plamaking has most consistently taken place and the scale at which decisions
about individual planning applications are generatihade; in this sense the LPA is taken for
granted as the scale at which planning activities take place in the English context, thereby making
it the most appropriate scale at which to consider how the public interest is articulated and
accounted for.MoreodSNJ G KS LINSE@A2dza OKIF LIWISNI y2iSR K2¢
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Recognising this varietyhé research uses as ifecus the Core Strategyas the document
produced underthepost nnn 9y 3If AaAK LI FyyAy3a adeadasSy 42 as
the context of slow plarmaking progress (Watson, 2009) it is this document ttRaAs havenost

likely completed and will therefore continue influence planning activities whilst local authorities

work to prepare the Local Plans reintroduced by the g3t0 Coalition Government.

The reframing of the plan as a series of arguments that are employed to achieve desirable spatial

outcomes does ot necessarily suggest that they must be written down in a formal plan. However
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the process involved in preparing a Core Strategy requires such arguments to be prepared, such
that those who have been through the process are arguably better placed to trefte¢heir
preparation. Equallyhe extent to which arguments put forward through the Core Strategy are
employedwhen making decisions about planning applicatiemselevant tolooking at how the

public interest is accounted for. Accordingly the Core t8gy provides adcusfor the research

commonto all of the case studies.

Thenumber of caseshosen isa product of the need to draw on a breadth of experiences within a
limited time period, whilst taking advantage of the depth that a case study approéeins,
requiring a considerable amount of time to explore each case study in detail. Moreover a key
reasonfor adoptinga case study approach lies in the extent to which exploring planning activities
is about entering into a situation over which the resd#er has little control and an incomplete

knowledge of the nature of the case until they are deeply involved in it (Flyvberg, 2006; Yin, 2003).

The choice of casewas made based ortonsidering a series dnown characteristigsfollowing

from the concen of the research questions with scale, in terms of both time and geography. It was
considered important to choose cases with characteristics that changed the scales at which
planning activities would have an impact, in turn potentially changing how thiginterest is
articulated. The following three characteristicwere felt to do this by explicitly introducing

particular scales or scalar impacts to the forward planning process.
The Presence of Community Planners or a Neighbourhood Plan

Neighbourhoodplanning was in its infancy when the research was being planned. However the
number of communities opting to prepare a Neighbourhood Plan has rapidly increased in the
meantimepften with support from local authorities. The Neighbourhood Plan introducasspl

with statutory force at a more localised scale than has previously been the case in England, with

the significant potential to change how the public interest is conceived of.

The Production of a Core Strategy througdiimig

Increasinglydistrict tier authoritiesin Englandchave broughttogether their planmaking functions
to prepare joint or aligned plans, through both statuyoangreements that constitute a new LPA,
and through more informal mechanismsThis considerably expands the geograph@ada for
which plans are preparegbotentially changinghow the public interest is articulated, not least by
changing thanterests and groups involved similar trend is apparent in the formation of unitary

authorities under the posfi997 Labour governnmt. However the sense of changing the scale for
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planrmaking activities might be expected to be a more explicit narrative in anedsrtaking joint

working,where a conscious decision has been made to work jointly onmplaking.

Nationalnterests

Debatesaround the approval of the High Speed Two railway line have demonstrated the potential
for conflict between local, regional and national conceptions of plilic interest As such the
choice of a case study with an explicit natiod&hension, for exampl around environmental
designations or economic concerns, might be expected to provoke debate of what is in the public

interest at the local scale.

The Chosen Cases

In choosing two cases that addressed these characteristics a short listing process edakam]
consideringa range of casethat might offer an insight into how the public interest is articulated.

The two cases eventually chosen are Central Lincolnshire and the Peak District National Park.
Neither case was entirely unknown to the authmior to the fieldwork; during a work placement

the author spent time with the Central Lincolnshire Joint Planning Unit. Equally the author is based
in Sheffield, on the edge of the Peak District National Park, and has spent considerable time in the
Park.Whilst neither experience was enough to be able to fully understand the nature of each case

it did allowaninsight into whether the cases were likely to be appropriate.

When thinking about the choices of case a list of infrastructure cases being detittetime by

the Infrastructure Planning Unit of the Planning Inspectorate was drawn up, the idea that the
Planning Inspectorate acts on behalf of central government being used as a proxy for the
introduction of an explicitly national interest to the plaing process. However this was not felt to

be an easy process to access, due to the actors involved. Instead the Peak District National Park
was pursued as an example of an embedded national interest, but one where this national interest

is expressed ragr differently.

Prior to the selection of the Peak District National Park thought wast@lSouth East Lincolnshire,
covering Boston and South Holland Borough Councils, and sharing part of its boundary with the
North Kesteven part of Central Lincolnshiféhis was put forward as a more directly comparable
case to Central Lincolnshire, billed as a Local Plan being prepared by a Joint Planning Unit,
overseen by a Joint Strategic Planning Committee, and also established through the use of a
Parliamentary Orer. As such it was felt that the fine grain differences between this case and

Central Lincolnshire would allow a greater understanding of what could be generalised about joint
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planrmaking and what was specific to each case study, picking up on the baba@bheeen
structure and agency as shaping the forward planning procelss. process went as far as a
YSSGAYy3 AGK GKS | dziK2NARGE&Qa tf | yydpghaingtirdef A O&
with the policy teamUltimately however the Peak District titanal Park was felt to better reflect

the interest of the thesis in how the scales of time and geography might shape how the public

interest is thought about, allowing different comparisons to be made.

For eaclhcase initial contact was made via emaifring with the officer responsiblefor planning
policy.In Central Lincolnshire this was facilitated by having previously engaged with the team, and
having worked with one of the team leaders in a previous roles choice of contact was tactical,
basedon the need to recognise that such teameratehierarchicdly, but where contacting more
senior LPA managers was felt to be unlikely to elicit a response. For each case this proved
appropriate in gaining a foothold in the case study and was followedvilip a faceto-face
meeting to talk throgh the proposed fieldwork, particularly the practicality of being embedded in
0KS | dzli K2 N& ( & Q& Bétifeenythé Mycasest darf bk &rguediihatitheydembody all

three of these characteristics, in walygt are further detailed below.

Case Study 1: Central Lincolnshire

From the case study characteristics identified Central Lincolnshire is an example -ofqding
between three district authorities, leading to the preparation of a forward plan for an area much
larger than the typical Local Plan. The designation of r@ehtncolnshire as a formal functional
area for the purposes of forward planning comes from its identification in the 2009 East Midlands
Regional Plan as the Central Lincolnshire Housing Market thaeghthis does not tell the entire
story. In terms oftimescales Central Lincolnshire is therefore a relatively recent construction,
being formally constituted in 2009. The amalgamation is formally constituted by an Act of

Parliament, but one where the driving force has arguably been relatively local irenatu

The other characteristic that sets Central Lincolnshire apart from a unitary authority, many of
which are at a similar geographical scale, is that the authorities involved continue to maintain their
separate identity and organisation, working togetHer the purposes of forward planningnly.
Equally the county council is a partner, such that Central Lincolnshire is about the preparation of a

Local Plan at one geographical scale, by authorities organised at two other geographical scales.

Central Linalnshire is also home to severdeighbourhood Plamng efforts, a characteristic that

was suggested to introduce another geographical scale to forward planning efforts.
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At the time of the fieldwork the organisation was in the process of preparing a Core Strategy, due
for examination shortly after the completion of the fieldworkthough this intention was later
overtaken by circumstance3he process of preparing the plavastherefore a live onethough

the principle of lage scale housing growth had already been established.

Case Study 2: Peak District National Park

The Peak District National Park forms the second case study, selected in response to the
characteristicsof the Central Lincolnshire case study that became apparent during the initial
fieldwork phase. Many characteristics of the Peak Park appear superficially similar to Central
Lincolnshire; it is a much larger area than a typical local authority and ismlamalgamation of

parts of several other local authorities. Equally it is home to Neighbourhood Planning efforts.
However the differences lie in the detail; planningtie Parkis the responsibility of the Peak

District National Park Authority, a singdatity with a single set of officers and members.

In addition, respnding to the suggestion that an explicit national dimensioight introduce a

different scalar consideration, the Peak District National Park was defined by the National Parks
and Accesto the Countryside Act 1949, and has a much longer history as a formally defined entity
than Central Lincolnshire, this Act of Parliament coming into force in 68 | NS Q&4 RS a2
as a National Park brings into play the Sandford principle, reguadnservation to take priority

over the public enjoyment ahe Parkwhere the two conflict (PDNPA, 2011). This brings into play

a very different agenda to the economic growth ideal enshrined inNIRPF (DCLG, 201tBat

most Local Planning Authoritigacluding Central Lincolnshire, are expected to comply with.

Fieldwork Approach

A key aspect of the case study approacthes potential to build depth through the use of mixed
methods to allow the triangulation of dat€Yin, 2003). The methodology ftre researchwas
designed toallow this triangulation by adoptinghe methods of semstructured interviews,
document analysis and observatiomhe core datavas collected through a series of interviews
with planners elected membersnd other interests involved with preparing and utilising the Core
Strategy. Thiswas contextualised byconsideringthe plan docaments themselvesseeking
evidence of the preparationand understanding the issues selected for inclusion. Fineliyg
opportunities to observe parts of the planning process in each casee felt to provide an

opportunity to ground the interviews in the context of everyday practice.
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A distinctive part of the fieldwork approaakas spendhg time embedded in the planning polr
team for each case, allowing observation of their tiayday practices and the different groups
that they engaged withIin the spirit of the case study approach this allowed a much deeper
understanding of each case to developed. Particulaylyattendirg different meetings thisalso

allowed contact to be made with a wide range of potential interviewees

The fieldwork phase began late October 2012 and was completed in November 2013. Within
this period interviews were conducted betwe&ovember 2012 ach November 2013Work in the

Peak District began somewhat later than in Central Lincolnshire, with observational work and
interviews commencing in March 2018or each case the time spent with the policy team
amounted to one or two days a week over the csmi of the fieldwork period, further detailed
under the section entitled®bservatio® The chapter now turns to an account of the fieldwork

that sets out the different methods adopted and the contribution of each to the research.

Interviews

The primary method adoptedvasinterviews.In accordance with recognising the value of ordinary
knowledge the assumption behind the use of an interview is that actors hold situated knowledge
that can only be accessed through creating the right social sitwand asking the right questions
(Mason, 2002)Smistructured interviewswere chosen over structured interviews becaubey
better recognise the situatedness of the interviewee and the need to record their specific
experiences as they are shaped bgithlocal context (ibid)something that is particular relevant

to the contextspecific nature of planning activitiekterviews are not the only way to access this
information but perhaps represent the most logical method for being able to explore dimvfo

up the answers of participants.

LYAdGAlLtfte AG 6Fa&a (GK2aS LXFYyySNBR SELIX AOAGE @ Ay
Strategy that interviews were conducted with, for both case studies. This included planners in
both more senior and pior positions in the team hierarchy. Howeviérwas alsoimportant to

take account of the idea that planning cannot be positioned as an activity carried out only by those
defining themselves as plannersp that it was also important to interview electedembers,

private sector interests and representatives of other groups with a stake in the planning process.

Recruitment of Interviewees

Prior to the fieldworkit was easy to suggest an initial list of interviewees thauld be common

to each case, includg planners, elected members, parish councillors and senior managers.
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Howeverthe distinctive interests involved in each case could only be identified once embedded in
the case, particularly through the observation opportunities that this afforded. Exesgilthese
included pressure groups and members of the Local Enterprise Partnerships. Equally the
interviewees themselves were able to suggest other possible interviewees, a form of snowballing.

Table8 indicates the range of categories from which diffierénterviewees were drawn.

Central Lincolnshire Peak District National Park

6 planners of varying seniority 4 planners of varying seniority

4 planners and other officers working closely | 1 planner from an adjacent authority
with the case study authority

4 director level officers from the partner 2 director level officers from the case study
authorities authority
5 elected members from the partnership 2 members of the case study authority

2 elected members from the partner authoritie 1 member ofParliament

4 parish councillors and Neighbourhood Plan | 4 town and parish councillors

representatives
1 LEP member and 1 LEP officer 1 LEP officer
1 major landowner 2 estate owners/representatives

1 environmental organisation representative 2 campaign gup representatives

Relevant to Both Cases

4 representatives of national membership organisations

Table 8: Categories of Interviewees
Data Collected

Overall the fieldworkincluded51 interviews with a variety of actors, including planners, elected
members, senior officers, parish councillors and representatives of other organisations involved in
the forward planning process. A full list of interviewees can be found at Appendix 4e Thes
interviews varied significantly in length, from five minutes with a Member of Parliament, to
around an hour and a half. Most interviews lasted between forty minutes and an hour, using the
interview schedules found at Appendix 3 as a baSise approach dopted was to allow
interviewees to settle into the interview setting with some basic questions about thektalapy

NEfS IYyR o0FO13INRBRdzyR® ¢KA& aSi GKS a0OSyS FT2N R
processes, with the senstructured appoach allowing follow up questions to be asked where
helpful. However he interview schedule was evaluated and modified for each interview, reflecting

that the draft interview schedule was designed specifically with planners in mind.

The balance betweenhe two case studies in terms of the number of interviews looks slightly
skewed, with 3 interviews specific to Central Lincolnshire and 19 specific to the Peak District

National Park. However this imbalance reflects the added complexity of the Centralnkimce
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case in terms of the organisation of the authority; the involvement of four local authorities in the

Central Lincolnshire meant that many actors were duplicated across all four authorities.

Analysis Approach

In analysing the collected data to are the following two chapters an electronic approach to
coding was specifically rejected; whilst programmes such as NVivo can be used to code interview
transcripts, it was felt that adopting such a programme had the potential to lose the richness of
the themes and data that were key reasons for adopting the interview method. Instead the
analysis of the data has therefore been achieved over the course of a year, through a gradual
refining of the interview data into a clear narrative for each case througleteof themes that
highlight important tendencies in the data, as well as allowing each case to be compared
effectively. This is about looking for patterns in the data that suggest the prevalence of particular
approaches to practice. In turn a more strudd analysis has been undertaken using the
continuums set out in Chapter, 1 order to identify how different practices in each case display
characteristics that correspond to particuleonceptiors of the public interestThis recognises the

need to buid analysis in stages rather than jumping straight to conclusions (Jackson, 2001).

Observation

As with document analysis, observation is included as a method of data collection in order to
provide context to the data collected through interviews. Such observations are ancillary to the
main series of interviews and are entirely dependent on appro@r@pportunities arising but
usefully contextualise the interview data. This is about taking the opportunity to observe parts of
the process that provide additional insight into how the public interest is accounted for. As with
interviews the importance opositionality is recognised; the idea that observing a situation will
OKIFy3aS AlG 06S0OFdzaS GKS NBEASINOKSNNaE LINBaSyoOoSsS
being observed. In observation situations this needs to be managed through an awarebesy of
language and choice of clothingny observations are recorded through ndsking as it is felt

that electronic recording will impact too heavily on the dynamic of the situation, particularly in

requiring written consent rather than simple verbal camt.
Data Collection
The observation element for both cases studies was substantial, involving working within the case

study authorities for one or two days a week, throughout most of the fieldwork period. For both

cases this involved sitting in the offes of the forward planning teams and undertaking particular
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involved working through historical files to piece together the history of housing development in

the Pak. In this sense the process of observation became intertwined with the process of
document analysis, as it involved reading in detail the documents prepared by each authority. In
Central Lincolnshire the work involved attending and writing up the min@itésNJ I & SNAX S a
G2 [/ 22LISNIGSQ YSSGAy3Ia sAGK R2FOSyd | dzii K2 NAR
also involved trying to draw a tree for a leaflet explaining the plans for housing growth in the area.
Diaries were kept of key happenmavhilst in and around the offices. However, in recognition of

the ethically grey area around observation practices, given that it is not subject to specific consent,

these diaries were deliberately devoid of specifying which actors were saying what.

For @ntral Lincolnshire the observation element extended to making detailed notes about the
public committee meetings. This was reflected by observing several of the monthly development
control committee meetings in the Peak Park and, in turn, by observinge of development
control committee meetings at North Kesteven District Council and Lincoln City Council. These
meetings were particularly useful in identifying elected members who would be appropriate
interviewees. Additionally the Peak Park developingssntrol committee meetings proved useful

in identifying some of the other key campaign groups and estate owners with an interest in the
Park. In Central Lincolnshire the committee meetings helped in the identification of other key

officers who were parof the plannmaking process but not formally part of the Joint Planning Unit.
Analysis Approach

The usefulness of data collected during observation is about being able to situate data collected
during interviews within the day to day practices and processes in each case. In this sense events

recorded through observation have been integrated into #realysis of the interview material, in

order to enrich the narrative for each case.

Document Analysis

There is value to developing a detailed understanding of the published plan and other documents
related to the planning process, both as a context fa thterviews and in looking to see whether

what is written is explicit about the scalar impacts of policy.

Data Collected

The document analysis focuses on the Core Strategy documents for each case, using these to set a

context for the narrative relayed tbugh the interviews and observations. Particuldthapter 1
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characterised spatial strategies as a set of arguments, intended to be persuasive about how an
area should develop. In this sense the purpose of looking at these documents is to understand

what they seek to make the argument for.

Analysis Approach

Yanow (2000) recognises that these documents can be interpreted in multiple ways but elaborates
on the need to ignore the temptation to conflate interpretation with being impressionistic and
carry out such analysis in a rigorous and systematic manner. To this end the main role of
document analysis can be described as developing a rich and detailed context for the interview
data. As such it is also necessary to consider the possibilities for observatimrilding up a
detailed picture of the local context. Along with the document analysis the data collected through
observation has been integrated into the narrative for each case, as a way of confirming or

challenging the views put forward by intervievwgee

Ethics

The research was subject to ethical review by the Department of Town and Regional Planning at
the University of Sheffield, a process that was extremely useftilinking through the impacts of

the research on the participants. This is about acknowledging that participants are not passive or
neutral actors and that their participation will have personal implications beyond giving up the
time to be interviewed.There is potential for the interview process to have positive impacts on
the participants; previously the idea of planners particularly as reflexive actors has been
considered, such that the interview process, if it is successful in prompting the intesiéw

think deeply about their experiences, could prove to be an opportunity for the type of reflection

advocated, thereby prompting the interviewee to think about how they act in the future.

Conversely it is critical that the potential for interviews tmcover more uncomfortable
experiences needs to be acknowledged. On one hand the interview may prove cathartic in this
sense, giving the interviewee the opportunity to share their more uncomfortable experiences in a
protected environment, an opportunity tdPdzy 6 dzZNRSYy Q (G KSYaSt gSaod | 24
simply increases the importance of strong procedures for the protection of, dathexplaining to
participants how it will be used (Punch, 2006), in order to reassure that it will not be possible to
identify them directly in the published outcomes. However thouglds given as to whether

anonymisation should be extended to the removal of location names and positions from any
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publications and the extent to which this will compromise the usefulness of the d@lagaconsent

form set out in Appendix 1 specifically asks participants to agree to their position being referred to.

The way in which informed consent is introduced to interviewees also needs to be carefully
thought about. On one hand mechanisms suchcassent forms and information sheets act as
reassurance to the interviewee that their participation is not taken lightly. For the purposes of this
research the consent form can be seen at Appendix 1 and the information sheet at Appendix 2. On
the otherhaR G KS | dzi K2 NR& SELISNRASYOS T NERafmpHadisiod A Y
such procedures cannot help put the interviewee at ease, particularly if the project title is included
which suggests the type of answers or conclusions that the study noghsfon. Accordingly a
careful balance needs to be struck between ensuring that appropriate consent is obtained in an
entirely uncoerced way and owéormalising the procedures to the point that ey taint the
interview itself. Aswith past practicethis was achieved by sendirthe interviewee the consent

form andinformation sheet in advance, allowing them suffici¢ime to reflect on whether they

were happy to take parin the researchThe information sheet places emphasis on the decision to

participatebeing purelya personalone, which should not be influenced by anyone around them.

Reflections on Positionality

Intrinsic to ethical practice is theecognition of theNS & S NOKSNRa LIR2aAdAz2yl f A
section aims to addresdt is not possible to abstract the semstructured interview from its
situatedness in social interaction (Mason, 2002) stiedt adopting thisapproach requires the
researcher to be highly aware of how their own opinions may influence their choice of questions
and therefore the data elicited. Asoted in the Introduction the author approached this research

having hadifteen months experiencef working in the planning policy section of a local authorit

This also involved significant joimtorking, on bothhousingstudies and on the initial stages of a

new Core Strategy, though the joint working was of a less formal nafaditionally it was noted

that the authorspent part of a two week placemenith the Central Lincolnshirpolicy team

This familiarity can bargued to beboth positiveand negative The extent to which this allowed

access to officers working within the case study areas is reflected in the bias towards interviews
with officers and elected memberslhs experience might dve been expected to gemate
sympathy towards the viewpoint of officers and memhbédroweverthe wide variety of actors
included in the interview process helped to redress thadabhce G KS NBa S| NOKSNID:
different viewpointsis reflected in how easy it was to sympathki with the position of different

interviewees, despite the tensions between their positions.
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It can be further argued that the resulting peenceptions about the cases that result from this

familiarity are outweighed by being able to predict their abitity as cases that would help to

YSSi GKS NBaAaSFNOK AYD 9ljdzafttes F2NJ 620K O a8

to a number of meetings that would have otherwise have not been possible to observe, such as
access to the regular teamematings. Particularly in Central Lincolnshire this allowed access to the
committee briefing sessions that were not open to the public, as well as meetings about, for
example, communicating the planned growth in Lincolnshire to the public, and the Duty-to C
operate meetings previously mentioned. In the Peak District this allowed access to a Duty to

Cooperate meeting, held by an adjacent authority in the Greater Manchester area.

Conclusion

The previous chapter identified a research aim and a set of resegestions which will allow the
research aim to be met. The intention of this chapter has been to set out the appangiedto
collecting datan order to address the researciuestions and, ultimatelyallow some conclusions

to be drawn about how the palic interest is accounted for in the process of making and following
plans in the English context. It is to the stories of Central Lincolnshire and the Peak District

National Park that the thesis now turns.
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CHAPTERS: CENTRAL
LINCOLNSHIRE: FORWARD
PLANNING THROUGH JOINT
WORKING

WHAT IS CENTRAL LINCOLNSHIRE?

Central Lincolnshire is the naméich describes the amalgamation of three local authority areas;

the City of Lincoln, North Kesteven and West Lindsey, for the purposes of forward spatial planning.
Figure 5, below, illustrates the geographical extent of Central Lincolnshire. The resulting
construction tas a population of some 285,500 people, spread over an area of 2116 square
kilometres CL3PC 2013; an area slightly smaller than Luxembourg, but with around half the

population.

¢KS S5NFFO [/ 2NB { GNF GS3e QaibidWppR6E2X) Asyorieht@dNdwdrdS y G NI
improving the area through both economic and housing growth and the introduction of low
carbon technologies. Consequently this is a vision for an area significantly changed in character
through significant population growth; the woNHzNJ t Q R2Sa y2G FSI GdzNB
20KSN) 0KIYy | KFEYyR¥F¥dzZ 2F LI OS yIFIYSazr (KS 2yf e
OdzNNByiGfeé NBaARSa Ay GKS flad aSyaSyoSsz Ay |
The area isontextualised by borders with Nottinghamshire and northern parts of LincolrfShire

the latter sit on the banks of the River Humber and tend to be economically oriented in that

direction, whilst connections with Bassetlaw (Nottinghamshire) are severetidoRiver Trent. In

20 Nottinghamshire is a twatier county, so that Central Lincolnshire borders with the district tier authorities of Newark
and Sherwood, and Bassetlaw, as well as with Nottinghamshire County Council. Though part of the historic county of
Lincolnshie, North East and North Lincolnshire are unitary authorities, not covered by Lincolnshire County Council.



Planning in the Public Interest? 118

terms of transport connections the area is bypassed by several key routes such as the Al and East
Coast mainline, whilst Lincoln itself has only recently seen the introduction of direct train services
to London, if these are infrequentnd tend to be extensions of existing services to Nottingham

and Newark. Lincoln is the only city in Central Lincolnshire, though, with a population of around
100,000 people, it is smaller than many large UK towns. Sleaford and Gainsborough form the next
largest towns, followed by a tier of large villages and small towns that differ more in terminology
than in size. Caistor, Market Rasen, Ruskington and Heckington are examples of these. Otherwise
the area is mostly rural in nature, its economy characterisgdgriculture and food processing,
several Royal Air Force bases, tourism, public sector employment and, particularly in Lincoln,
engineering CLEC 2013.

Rescaling the Local Plan

The Central Lincolnshire partnership was legally constituted as thed Ptanning Authority (LPA),

with decisionmaking powers over forward planning for the area in October 2009, by
parliamentary order, under Section 29 of the 2004 Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act. Made
by the Secretary of State on behalf B&rliamentthis order gave these powers to the Central
Lincolnshire Joint Strategic Planning Committee (JSPC), made up of elected members from each of
the partner authorities. Its constitution by statutory instrument means that it can only be
disbanded in the same wayA distinctive characteristic of the partnership is its portrayal as a
formation at the district scale, driven by the three district councils choosing to come together, but
also including the county council. Furthermore it is a decision to merge forwanthipg functions

only, as opposed to merging completely. The result is a geographical area much larger than the
single district for which Local Plans are typically made, whilst also giving the county tier authority a
formal role in local plamaking, unke a unitary authority. Whilst this model is increasingly
common in England the Central Lincolnshire partnership is distinctive in the way each partner
maintains its own identity.

¢KS OKILIISNDa LlzN1J2asS Aa G2 0NIfeded ishmzpamatiorh &  NF
and, in turn, influenced how other groups engage with it. It begins by considering the drivers
O0SKAYR Ala F2NXIGA2Y YR K2g¢g (GKS LI NIOYySNHEKALIQ
Thought is then given to some keyuss being enrolled in the plamaking process. The chapter

then moves to narrate how the restructuring has affected the way in which other groups engage
with the forward planning process, concluding with a short note on recent changes to the

partnership.
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Figure 5: A Map of Central Lincolnshire














































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































