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‘This international collection of papers has its roots in multiple interpretations of 
democratic principles. All its authors share the view that people who are affected 
by design and planning decisions should be included in the process of making those 
decisions. In sum, the authors expand the traditional boundaries of landscape 
thinking in theory and practice to make this an invaluable contribution for all 
audiences.’

Henry Sanoff, North Carolina State University, USA

‘The world we inhabit is increasingly created by developers unconcerned about 
justice, facilitated by governments fiddling while democracy smoulders. This 
anthology searches for ways to reverse this trend. The contributors pose questions 
seldom raised in the making of the city. By asking the right questions they provide 
uniquely hopeful alternatives that show how to bend the arc of the universe towards 
justice.’

Randolf T. Hester, University of California and Center for Ecological 
Democracy, USA
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Foreword

The landscape path to spatial justice: questioning, rather than 
fixing, the definition of landscape democracy

This book, as the title suggests, is concerned with definition: not definition in 
the sense of being definitive, but as an exercise in definition through practice – 
 practice that provokes questions that demand ongoing searches for provisional 
definition rather than once-and-for-all answers. Thus, as Andrew Butler puts 
it in his chapter, ‘Landscape assessment as conflict and consensus’, any truly 
democratic participation in landscape assessment ‘would move away from 
defining an ultimate definition of a landscape to focusing on common ground 
and developing shared meanings’ of landscape as ‘an entity developed through 
everyday practices created in the public spaces provided by landscape.1 ... Such 
an approach can only be sustained if the assessment is recognized as a learning 
process rather than just a means for informing decision-making’ (p. 91). The 
book undertakes this exploratory exercise in definition by providing a forum 
where landscape architects, architects, planners and geographers reflect upon 
the meaning of the relationship between landscape, democracy, space and jus-
tice in relation to their professional practice. This reflection is important because 
it raises significant and difficult-to-answer questions concerning just what 
is meant by these key, and somehow related, concepts that play a significant 
role in defining vital elements of what might be considered a good society. It 
is especially important at a time when more and more of us live in environ-
ments that have been affected by landscape planners and designers who work 
largely behind the scenes in planning offices and architectural studios (often for 
 powerful developers and politicians), creating the scenes within which we act.

How democratic is the landscape they plan and design, and do these land-
scapes provide a path to ‘spatial justice’? These are the key questions asked in 
this book – by those who work inside the system as designers and planners, 
those who examine it from the outside as analysts and social theorists, and fre-
quently those who are both. When the answer is ‘no’, as it often is, it seeks to 
both understand why, and raise further questions that will help us think about 
what to do about it.

Asked to reflect on the connection between landscape and democracy, the 
authors confront the questions in differing ways, sometimes directly, sometimes 
indirectly: to what degree is their profession ‘democratic’, and what relation 
does it have to the elusive concept of spatial justice? 2 The concepts of land-
scape, democracy, space and justice do not admit easy definition and are highly 
contested. Given that the editors and contributors are primarily landscape 
architects and planners, ‘landscape’ is naturally defined in relationship to their 
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professional practice. Landscape is thus first and foremost something that can 
be evaluated, planned or designed as a physical space, rather than, for example, 
a political landscape – a social, political and legal phenomenon (Olwig 2013) 
whose material place may challenge spatial definition in the normal Euclidean 
sense of the space of the map and plan (Olwig 2011). This means that, with 
some exceptions, the ‘landscape’ treated in this book is only marginally the 
‘landscape’ of many landscape historians, archaeologists or geographers, who 
are usually concerned with substantially non-planned or non-designed places 
that are the historical expression of their shared polities and their representative 
and governing institutions and economies, as well as the oppressions, forms 
of exploitation, exclusions and violence that such institutions and economies 
license (Mels and Mitchell 2013; Mitchell 2007); in other words, the ‘political 
landscape’ (Olwig and Mitchell 2008).3

Historically, in fact, a landscape was a prototypical democracy defined as a 
people and their place, as governed and shaped by customary law, and as formed 
by representative institutions that were concerned with things that matter, and 
hence not as defined by landscape planners and architects as things as matter 
(Olwig 2013). For researchers engaged with the historical landscape, the ques-
tion of democracy is likely to be intertwined with the evolved customs, laws, and 
forms of governance of these places (however inclusionary and exclusionary), 
and not something related to the design or planning of a given enclosed space 
in accordance with, for example, the wishes of individual stakeholders who are 
often property owners or who have an economic proprietorial stake in the land. 
This issue is raised particularly in the chapter by the geographers Benedetta 
Castiglioni and Viviana Ferrario called ‘Exploring the concept of “democratic 
landscape”’. It focuses on an area of Northern Italy that in many ways seems 
to represent the direct opposite of a planned and designed landscape, even if, 
ironically, it is in the region where, some would argue, the idea of landscape 
as a planned and designed space originated with the pioneering work of the 
Renaissance architect Andrea Palladio (Cosgrove 1993). These un-designed 
places are governed relatively democratically and valued as the landscapes of 
home by many ordinary citizens who, due to industrialization and the availabil-
ity of affordable suburban housing, have enjoyed an improved standard of living, 
whereas the Palladian landscape was created through enclosure and the dispos-
session of the commoners in the interest of the wealthy (Olwig, K.R. 2016).

Another way of expressing the issue raised by Castiglioni and Ferrario can 
be illustrated by two different examples. One concerns a space called the Sheep 
Meadow in New York’s Central Park, originally designed in 1858 by the pio-
neering landscape architect Frederick Law Olmsted (with Calvert Vaux) as an 
intentionally ‘democratic’ space, adjoining prime real estate, for urban recreation 
and for urbanites to experience grazing sheep and milk cows (but which is now 
mowed by groundskeepers). After responsibility for the design and management 
of Central Park was handed from the formally democratic, public City of New 
York to the private, wealthy-benefactor-controlled Central Park Conservancy 
in 1998, it has been managed as scenery for passive recreational use, and largely 
closed for democratic uses such as protests and demonstrations (as ‘the Official 
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Caretaker of Central Park’, the Conservancy bans outright all ‘organized sports 
and gatherings’, despite the Meadow’s history as an ‘iconic gathering spot for 
New York’s counterculture, including anti-War protests, peace rallies, love-ins, 
be-ins, draft card burnings, Earth Day celebrations, and popular concerts’).4

The other example is meadowlands created by the activity of sheep and shep-
herds on a historically unmapped and undivided commons according to cus-
tomary law in an ordinary everyday working environment, as in England’s Lake 
District (which is simultaneously a recreational space pioneered by working-
class ramblers, and an exclusive, outstanding, scenic space for many well-heeled 
holiday property owners) (Olwig, K.R. 2016). Both might be perceived as an 
expression of ‘landscape’, and both are seen as expressing democracy, but in 
what sense do they share the same meaning as ‘landscape’ and how do these 
differing ideas of landscape relate to justice and space? The book thus opens 
the question of to what degree the concept of landscape, and the accompanying 
concept of democracy, as generated by professional landscape architects and 
planners who are intentionally engaged in doing landscape as a planned and 
designed space, is compatible with places whose value as landscape is difficult to 
calculate in such intentionally spatial, planning and aesthetic terms.

This book is, as noted, concerned not only with the definition of landscape, 
but also with landscape’s definition in relation to democracy, justice and space. 
Although a number of the authors undertake definitions of democracy and jus-
tice in relation to landscape (if not space),5 democracy and justice, of course, are 
nevertheless enormous topics and the subject of volumes of books and scholarly 
disciplines, and in the end many of the authors’ takes on democracy follow the 
conception of landscape expressed in the European Landscape Convention 
(ELC).6 The ELC, as a European convention, is largely rooted in Western 
notions of democracy and it advocates public participation in the professional 
evaluation, protection, management and planning of landscapes. This makes 
sense, of course, given that these are the societies to which the ELC largely 
applies and the countries in which Western landscape architects and planners 
practice their profession. This is well illustrated in the chapter by the geographer 
Michael Jones, ‘Landscape democracy: more than public participation?’, which 
traces the strengths and weaknesses of different forms of public participation in 
the planning process, based upon his long personal experience in Trondheim, 
Norway.7 The reflections of the landscape architects and planners in Western 
societies are of relevance to both professionals and laymen living in these socie-
ties, who presumably will comprise the primary readership of the book. A valu-
able aspect of this book, however, is that it also includes articles by authors who 
do not share these assumptions.

It is common in Western Europe and the Americas to refer to the concept of 
democracy practiced in these areas as ‘liberal democracy’. This term reflects the 
historical fact that it was the ‘liberal’ economic and political movements of the 
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries that overthrew the monarchies of the time 
and introduced modern Western democracy. They also, however, enclosed the 
common lands of Europe and America, and took them from the commoners 
and the native populations – even as they used the fruits of such enclosure, 
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 dispossession, and, indeed, enslavement to construct the landscaped parks and 
stately manors that comprise at least one vision of the landscape ideal (Said 
1993). Liberal democracy, such as that famously championed by America’s 
Thomas Jefferson, was, despite his own slaveholding and patrician practices, 
strongly linked to the individualism expressed in the notion of ‘one man – one 
vote’, and the idea of individually owned bounded properties, which initially 
defined who could and who could not vote, the latter including Jefferson’s slaves, 
who were themselves property (Olwig 2005).8

One critic of this notion of democracy is the landscape architect Tim 
Waterman, who writes in his chapter, ‘Democracy and trespass: political dimen-
sions of landscape access’: ‘To know one’s place in a democracy is to know 
that one’s place is often on the other side of someone else’s fence. Trespass is 
necessary to the defence of democracy, as is the idea of utopia: the dream of a 
better world beyond those boundaries’ (p. 147). An example of how landscape 
architects and planners have been concerned with crossing someone else’s 
fence to achieve a better world is provided in the chapter by Richard Alomar, 
‘Invisible and visible lines: landscape democracy and landscape practice’, which 
is about the Afro- and Latino-American gardens in Baton Rouge, Louisiana 
and East Harlem and Lower Manhattan, New York. Other examples include: 
Joern Langhorst’s ‘Enacting landscape democracy: assembling public open 
space and asserting the right to the city’; ‘Landscape as the spatial materialisa-
tion of democracy in Marinaleda, Spain’, by Emma López-Bahut and Luz Paz-
Agras; and Eva Schwab’s ‘Landscape democracy in the upgrading of informal 
settlements in Medellín, Colombia’. However, the most trenchant critique, as 
might be expected, comes from authors from ‘non-Western’ societies, nota-
bly in this case from the Middle East, where there are still nomads, various 
forms of extended family that supersede the individual and the individualized 
nuclear family, and centuries-old commons where enclosure has not yet entirely 
prevailed, despite the efforts, for example, of the current Turkish regime’s 
 authoritarian developmentalism.

Indeed, the view from within Turkey – as from within other authoritarian 
developmentalist regimes – is important because the struggles over the political 
landscape there disallow simple bromides about the wonders of liberal democ-
racy. In her chapter, ‘Learning from Occupy Gezi Park: redefining landscape 
democracy in an age of “planetary urbanism”’, the Turkish landscape architect 
Burcu Yiğit-Turan, now based in Sweden, argues that the terminology relating 
to landscape democracy in policy and scholarly texts is based upon the ‘con-
cepts of participation, consensus and conflict reduction’ which are rooted in the 
‘conventional liberal conception of democracy’ (p. 210). She then goes on to 
argue that ‘neo-liberal politics, and consequently urbanism, exerts sophisticated 
control over the meaning of any spatial development; it manipulates every pos-
sible medium to propagate the message that there is no alternative to that which 
it proposes, and uses participatory planning mechanisms to legitimise its envi-
sions’ (p. 211; for similar arguments in ‘Western’ contexts, see Almendinger and 
Haughton 2012; Mitchell et al. 2015). The Turkish government’s appropriation 
of a public park in the service of neo-liberal interests exemplifies, for Yiğit-Turan, 
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how landscapes have been transformed ‘at a planetary scale during the past cen-
tury, and this change has gained pace in recent decades, with all social and eco-
logical layers of the planet having been altered by neo-liberal models of urban 
development, changing social, mental and environmental ecologies on Earth’ 
(p. 212). It is ‘through this “development”, [that] the links between people and 
landscapes have been severed. People have lost any power for making and con-
necting with landscapes, losing their biological, physical, social and symbolic 
relationships with them – that is, their “right to the landscape”’ (p. 213).9

In another chapter, ‘Landscape architecture and the discourse of democ-
racy in the Arab Middle East’, the landscape architect Jala Makhzoumi, of the 
American University of Beirut, pursues a similar critique of Western liberal 
democracy, arguing that landscape democracy is necessarily ‘concomitant 
with the call to de-link democracy from its Western association and enable 
bottom-up, culture and place specific discourses’ (p. 31). Makhzoumi argues 
that ‘“Landscape” contextualizes the abstract, universal ideal of democracy, just 
as “democracy” serves to emphasize the political dimension of landscape’ (p. 
31). She illustrates this with a case focusing on the de-facto state enclosure of a 
rural commons to make space for intensive forestry, and argues for the need to 
recognize indigenous notions of conservation if democratic land management 
is to succeed. In this case there is a happy ending, but in others the enclosure 
of indigenous commons in the name of conservation has resulted in a form of 
land grabbing that integrates former commons into an enclosed and layered 
planetary space of property, stretching from the local to the global (Olwig, 
M.F. et al. 2015).

Yiğit-Turan’s and Makhzoumi’s chapters thus raise the question of to what
degree the practice of Western European and American landscape planners 
can divorce itself from the spatial, proprietorial premises of liberalism and its 
globalized variant, neo-liberalism? A key premise of liberal democracy was the 
enclosure and privatization of the commons so as to create the individualized 
private property regime that is foundational to liberalism (Blackmar 2006). 
This meant the transformation of places governed by use rights into uniform 
Euclidean spaces governed by property rights, including the property rights of 
the state, that are bounded within the space of the cadastral map, as carved 
out at various spatial scales from the local to the global (Blomley 2003). This 
criticism problematizes whether design and planning, in practice, are capable 
of working outside the box of the scaled space of the map writ large as a ‘plan’, a 
small-scale form of map, and whether participatory design and planning is nec-
essarily bound to the stakeholders who have pounded their proprietorial stakes 
into an earth upon which this map has been engraved? This book indeed raises 
many questions – questions that are difficult to answer, but no less important 
for that.

Kenneth R. Olwig, Copenhagen, Denmark
Don Mitchell, Uppsala, Sweden

April 2018
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Notes
1. Or, as in the case of locations where there are few or no public spaces, as described in the chapter by Eleni 

Oureilidou, ‘Planning the cultural and social reactivation of urban open spaces in Greek metropoles of 
crisis’.

2. A good example of an approach taken from the ‘inside’ is the chapter by Paula Horrigan and Mallika Bose, 
‘Towards democratic professionalism in landscape architecture’.

3. An exception is Charles Geisler, in his chapter, ‘Shatter-zone democracy? What rising sea levels portend for 
future governance’, which is concerned with the conflicts arising between the physical landscape of rising 
sea levels and the planned landscape of property and governance.

4. See http://www.centralparknyc.org/things-to-see-and-do/attractions/sheep-meadow.html. The treat-
ment of Central Park as a kind of inviolable artwork, within which play is repressed, is relevant to the more 
general issue concerning the relationship between democracy and public art addressed in the chapter by 
Beata Sirowy, ‘Democracy and the communicative dimension of public art’.

5. For example, Jørgen Primdahl et al., in their chapter on ‘Rural landscape governance and expertise: on 
landscape agents and democracy’, and in Lillin Knudtzon’s ‘Democratic theories and potential for influ-
ence for civil society in spatial planning processes’.

6. For example, Morten Clemetsen and Knut Bjørn Stokke, in ‘Managing cherished landscapes across legal 
boundaries’. 

7. See also Deni Ruggeri’s chapter, ‘Storytelling as a catalyst for democratic landscape change in a Modernist 
utopia’.

8. On liberal democracy, see also Lillin Knudtzon’s chapter on ‘Democratic theories and potential for influ-
ence for civil society in spatial planning processes’.

9. For a contrasting questioning of the role of democracy in park planning, see the joint chapter by Lilli Lička, 
Ulrike Krippner and Nicole Theresa King, ‘Public space and social ideals: revisiting Vienna’s Donaupark’.
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Preface

The Centre for Landscape Democracy (CLaD) established in 2014 at the 
Norwegian University of Life Sciences is a cross-disciplinary international 
centre for the creation and dissemination of scientific knowledge, creative inter-
pretations and innovative solutions within the theme of landscape democracy. 
Its mission is:

To lead, host and provide a conceptual framework in order to motivate high 
quality research discourses and practices associated with democracy, rights and 
public engagement in landscape functions, patterns and change.

The making of this book is a response to the above aspirations. The discourses, 
discussions and deliberations presented by the authors are underlined by a con-
viction that landscape, in its wider conceptual sense, is the life support system 
for human and ecological communities. Physical, mental, emotional, economic, 
social and cultural wellbeing depend in large part on inclusive planning and 
management of landscape. The general axiom is that one can own land, but 
landscape is a common good and resource that should afford equal access rights 
to all. Seen in this way, a right to landscape is a universal human right and the 
intellectual discourses on the concept of landscape democracy are paving the 
road toward spatial justice. At the same time constitutional ideals of democ-
racy, human rights, equality and freedom have a tangible landscape dimension. 
Democracy as an ideal is rooted in free debate in public space; landscape can 
be understood as the spatial materialisation of democracy (or oppression). At 
this time of global environmental and economic challenges driving increasing 
social tensions, there is an urgent need for an ongoing discussion about the role 
of landscape in society. The relevant insights and knowledge included in this 
anthology are one small step towards spatial justice.

The Editors
Ås, Norway

April 2018
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Introduction

This anthology, Defining Landscape Democracy: A Path to Spatial Justice, pre-
sents a collection of essays that explore the concept and processes of a relatively 
newly formed term. As with all new concepts, it is not always evident what the 
term actually means. One way to clarify is to elicit a discussion that includes a 
variety of approaches, reflections and understandings of an emerging ontology 
in landscape studies, one which extends into a political realm and acknowledges 
a particular dimension of an aspired social existence: democracy as it relates to 
landscape.

We acknowledge that the extent of this collection is not exhaustive or repre-
sentative of all possible angles or examples of landscape democracy. The major-
ity of the authors in this book are landscape architects, yet there are several other 
contributors from spatial planning, cultural geography, philosophy, sociology, 
landscape management and architecture – all of whom share a mutual interest 
in social justice. The scope of these case studies is international and includes 
Central and Southern Europe, the Middle East, South America, the USA and 
Scandinavia. This variety of geographies, areas of knowledge, and perspectives 
is critical to forming the concept of landscape democracy that will continue to 
evolve into a universal concept of spatial justice.

The contributions to this book thus seek to frame, and at the same time propel 
forward, an interpretation of what landscape democracy means, but also how it 
can be imagined, performed, critiqued, and expanded to affect global environ-
mental change for ‘a new democratic engagement occurring across space, time, 
and generations’ as articulated by Charles Geisler in this volume (pp. 54–55).

We have divided the book into two parts. Section A frames the discourses 
and includes several ponderings and theoretical observations on landscape 
democracy. Section B presents case studies to contextualise the various abstract 
notions in real space and landscape, discussing these in relation to a number of 
different perspectives, both theoretical and from a practice angle. Nonetheless, 
each chapter stands as an independent piece telling its own story, understanding 
of landscape, and visions for landscape democracy.

Section A: Framing the discourse

In her chapter, ‘Democratic theories and potential for influence for civil society 
in spatial planning processes’, sociologist and spatial planning researcher, Lillin 
Knudtzon, introduces us to democracy in spatial planning processes through an 
overview and analysis of four fundamental types of democratic systems, their 
robustness, and the challenges associated with each approach to governance. 
She codes these: L (liberal), P (participatory), D (deliberative) and R (radical). 
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For each category, she clearly highlights the role of the individual versus that of 
the collective. Most importantly, she does not stop at describing what is already 
known, but enters the realm of utopia by laying out a model for a healthy demo-
cratic process able to direct change toward outcomes that represent the diverse 
perspectives of all people. Radical, bottom-up approaches, even those engaged 
in tactics that go beyond the traditional governmental sphere, are integrated 
into this process.

What happens after landscape change decisions are made? This question 
is partly addressed in the following chapter by geographer Michael Jones. 
‘Landscape democracy: more than public participation?’ goes along the lines 
of Knudtzon’s democratic landscape change process model. It offers a richly 
argued critique of participatory landscape design and planning. Jones’ findings 
from the Trondheim metropolitan region in Norway illustrate how democratic 
institutions and power relations are reflected in the construction and re- 
construction of the Norwegian landscape. He describes the conflicts between 
top-down decisions and the radical re-appropriation of public space to construct 
new community landscapes for the benefit of all. These cases and experiences 
inform a theoretical model explaining the type of landscape transformations 
different institutions may be able to generate, and the actors involved in these 
landscape changes.

Beirut-based landscape architect Jala Makhzoumi presents a pertinent 
approach to landscape democracy. In her chapter, ‘Landscape architecture and 
the discourse of democracy in the Arab Middle East’, Makhzoumi introduces 
readers to the problematic of a colonial concept of democracy, illustrated by the 
processes of top-down so-called democratisation imposed by the West in Arab 
Middle-Eastern countries. While providing the explanation for why democracy 
is often resented and not openly embraced in these countries, she argues for the 
role of landscape in working towards a local democracy. Public space and parks 
represent the locus for the daily, everyday performance of democracy; these are 
places where democracy could be learned and practised in the long run. As the 
landscape is a quintessential cultural construct, it becomes the ideal vessel for 
the values and beliefs of residents. It is both the outcome of social processes 
and a structuring element for new processes of social construction. Landscape, 
as she suggests, ‘contextualises democracy’. This entails overcoming challenges, 
which Makhzoumi says are unique and contextual, and can only be managed 
through a landscape approach to envisioning change, which includes its physical 
transformation as well as the governance processes needed for its maintenance 
and survival.

Another chapter that focuses on the instrumentality of understanding the 
cultural agency of landscape is Italian geographers Benedetta Castiglioni and 
Viviana Ferrario’s ‘Exploring the concept of “democratic landscape”’. They 
describe a way of identifying a democratic landscape from the perspective of the 
landscape as a physical and visual expression of a particular society, its values, 
beliefs and attitudes. Their chapter begins with a discussion of the European 
Landscape Convention and its democratising definition of landscape as inclu-
sive of any landscape, whether the everyday, degraded, or outstanding. This is 
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reflected in a renewed effort on the part of policy-makers to engage communities 
through participation in decision-making and policy-setting. The authors argue 
that this might result in an ‘exercise in democracy’, that is, a way to redefine 
citizenship (and ownership) of the landscape. The Venetian region in Italy offers 
a case in point, while also exemplifying a landscape seen by many as aesthetically 
compromised, no longer beautiful, and thus badly managed. The authors’ analy-
sis reveals that the disorderly looking landscape is in effect representative of the 
changing values and landscape attitudes of the people of the region. Moving 
away from the common association that only a visually pleasing landscape 
represents a well-functioning and just society, the authors argue that there is a 
need to dig deeper into immaterial components of the landscape to evaluate its 
democratic character.

At a different landscape scale, and presenting a planetary perspective on the 
consequences of the environmental crisis on society and democracy, develop-
ment sociologist Charles Geisler’s chapter, ‘Shatter-zone democracy? What 
rising sea levels portend for future governance’, tackles some complicated 
unknowns. At the global scale, the overwhelming challenge is to redefine 
humans’ relationship to the landscape in all coastal areas, where the social 
effects of climate change and rising sea levels are likely to have the most dra-
matic consequences. The author suggests that the solution may need to be a 
paradigm shift that deeply alters established relationships between people and 
nature, and between land and sea. But he warns of a major risk: in light of these 
unprecedented challenges, the solution may become centralised, top-down 
and removed from the experience of residents and individuals, and landscape 
democracy may become politically inconvenient.

The political nature of landscape is also stressed by landscape architects 
Shelley Egoz, Karsten Jørgensen and Deni Ruggeri in their chapter, ‘Making the 
case for landscape democracy: context and nuances’. They argue that, in order 
to make a case for landscape democracy, one would need to acknowledge the 
political potency of landscape and its universal value. The main axiom is that 
landscape is a life-supporting system of material and emotional needs and a 
common resource. Democracy itself is an elastic concept and does not always 
deliver equality and social justice. Landscape democracy is a complex concept 
influenced and shaped by multiple variables requiring mindfulness of context 
and nuances. Yet the main message is that while each situation has to be handled 
according to specific social and cultural manners, the underlying doctrine must 
remain an ethical commitment to justice in terms of social equality.

The above six chapters offer some theoretical approaches. Section B provides 
an array of examples in an attempt to contextualise how these ideas relate to a 
multitude of situations, whether it is conundrums in the professional arena of 
activating a democratic versus an undemocratic top-down process, or stories 
about places where such processes have taken place, including authors’ reflec-
tions and insights about their interpretations of landscape democracy.
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Section B: Contextualising landscape democracy

In the first chapter of this section, ‘Towards democratic professionalism in land-
scape architecture’, landscape architect Paula Horrigan and architect Mallika 
Bose discuss the democratic professionalism of landscape architecture, in rela-
tion to the social trustee and radical critique models of professionalism, and 
their blend, democratic professionalism, as studied and taught in academia. Six 
landscape architecture educators whose teaching and scholarship centres on 
democratic design praxis contribute to the understanding of democratic profes-
sionalism’s pathways, positionality, praxis and purposes.

The role of professionalism in landscape democracy is explored further by 
landscape planner Andrew Butler, who, in his chapter, ‘Landscape assessment 
as conflict and consensus’, raises the question of what it means for landscape 
assessments to deal with landscape as a democratic entity, through studying 
both the process and the final assessment documents, and asking how they may 
provide transparency in landscape planning processes. Landscape assessment 
has the potential, he claims, to contribute to democratic landscape planning 
by providing a medium for questioning the values of landscape, and discussing 
landscape and democratic processes.

The democratic process as it relates to design and landscape architecture is 
also what landscape architect Richard Alomar addresses in his chapter, ‘Invisible 
and visible lines: landscape democracy and landscape practice’. How, he asks, 
can landscape architects achieve more equitable and democratic outcomes 
through their work? The chapter presents three urban projects where invisible 
and visible lines serve as a point of departure for a review of the design process. 
The lines may divide social classes, define properties, or delineate infrastructure 
and jurisdiction, and working in this landscape requires an approach that allows 
a broad inclusion of people and methods of engagement, in contrast to the tra-
ditional role of the expert that produces top-down designs based on accepted 
planning regulations.

In ‘Enacting landscape democracy: assembling public open space and assert-
ing the right to the city’, another landscape architect, Joern Langhorst, illustrates 
how most theoretical perspectives on the relationship between the spatio- 
material and the democratic, foreground highly diverse, contested and uneven 
urban processes’ formation and transformation. Langhorst argues that various 
systems of neo-liberal restructuring are threatening democracy. He proposes 
adopting the concept of ‘assemblage’ as a methodology by ‘[c]onceptualizing 
public urban space as being continuously “assembled”, and operating in fluid 
environments with various human and non-human actors that intersect and 
interact’ (p. 108). This, says Langhorst, has the potential to enhance under-
standing of the relations between the actual and the possible, as well as the 
various ways that urban inequality is produced and experienced. In addition, 
assemblage can be imagined as collage, composition and gathering, offering 
generative and actionable ontologies and epistemologies.

Landscape architects Lilli Lička, Ulrike Krippner and Nicole Theresa King 
investigate a historical context of social democratic ideals in their chapter, 
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‘Public space and social ideals: revisiting Vienna’s Donaupark’. They examine 
the role of parks as urban public spaces that mirror the dynamic histories of plan-
ning approaches, design concepts and ideologies. They conclude that although 
common characteristics of landscape democracy, such as citizen participation 
in decision-making and a bottom-up process, were not embraced in this case: it 
is ‘a huge success in terms of “social green”’ (p. 126), adapting well to changing 
social needs over time. Their analysis highlights that what we might often define 
as practices for landscape democracy is not necessarily the only way to achieve 
landscape democracy.

On a community scale, and focusing on people’s interaction and participa-
tion, landscape architect Deni Ruggeri demonstrates in his chapter, ‘Storytelling 
as a catalyst for democratic landscape change in a Modernist utopia’, how story-
telling can enhance participation and engagement in a community development 
process. Through a case study of the Italian new town of Zingonia, the relevance 
of residents’ stories as tools for achieving sustainable, democratic change is 
revealed, moving a community from inaction and despair toward hope, through 
democratic, collective action.

Movement in a different sense is the physical crossing of boundaries as a 
democratic right that is discussed by landscape architect Tim Waterman in his 
chapter, ‘Democracy and trespass: political dimensions of landscape access’. 
Waterman views legislation against trespassing, and the barriers to physi-
cal access to landscape that it creates, as ‘a sign of the breakdown or denial of 
democracy in the public sphere’ (p. 143). Democracy, he argues, is based on 
values of egalitarianism; enclosure is undemocratic and those who are denied 
access have a right to resist it. In highlighting mass trespassing events in 1930s 
England and the more recent Occupy movement, Waterman makes the case 
that ‘[t]respass is necessary to the defence of democracy, as is the idea of utopia: 
the dream of a better world beyond those boundaries’ (p. 147).

A group of Scandinavian countryside planning researchers, Jørgen Primdahl, 
Lone Søderkvist Kristensen, Per Angelstam, Andreas Aagaard Christensen and 
Marine Elbakidze, in collaboration with philosopher Finn Arler, add to this argu-
ment in their chapter, ‘Rural landscape governance and expertise: on landscape 
agents and democracy’. They claim that landscape democracy must go further 
than the present highly individualised and market-oriented landscape manage-
ment, which has resulted in an increasing number of economic, environmental 
and social problems. According to the authors, the three key agents – the indi-
vidual manager, the public agency and the local community – have to find new 
modes of collaborating constructively. The aim is to reach a level of trust and col-
laboration that enables the evolution of local dialogue-based institutions, such 
as territorial co-operatives or similar kinds of collaborative landscape initiatives.

More insights on countryside landscape management and boundaries are 
presented in the chapter, ‘Managing cherished landscapes across legal bounda-
ries’. Landscape architect Morten Clemetsen and geographer Knut Bjørn 
Stokke investigate, through case studies from Western Norway, how manage-
ment regimes of protected nature and landscapes depend on the stakeholders’ 
democratic agendas and perceived legitimacy. They suggest that education of 
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landscape planners should enhance skills and values so candidates may work 
as ‘integration actors’ and promote democratic and transboundary landscape 
management. Their theory lays the foundation for an integrated, network-based 
democratic landscape governance system. In this way, the authors begin to 
answer the question left open by the previous chapter.

The following three chapters are based on case studies in which the authors 
themselves were involved, and argue that landscape democracy has in effect 
been realised in one way or another.

The first is the chapter, ‘Landscape as the spatial materialisation of democracy 
in Marinaleda, Spain’, by architects Emma López-Bahut and Luz Paz-Agras. 
They apply the work of contemporary critical theorist Nancy Fraser regarding 
three scales of justice: the distribution of resources, recognition of individual 
rights and political representation, and analyse the development processes in 
Marinaleda against those criteria. They conclude with the uplifting message that, 
although never stated as a goal, a bottom-up democratic process ‘transformed 
the town and its urban and agrarian landscape through a genuinely democratic 
process, representing a tangible expression of their society’ (p. 187).

Also addressing bottom-up processes is architect Eleni Oureilidou’s chapter, 
‘Planning the cultural and social reactivation of urban open spaces in Greek 
metropoles of crisis’, describing bottom-up initiatives for landscape democracy. 
The biggest challenge of public spaces in Greece is to correspond to social 
changes caused by the economic recession, immigration, and identity fragmen-
tation. Bottom-up initiatives have to take into consideration the complexities 
of multi-ethnic neighbourhoods. In such cases, urban open spaces may work as 
incubators of cultural co-habitation and self-organisation. The author describes 
her involvement with a team project, ‘Kipos3-City as a resource’, in the city of 
Thessaloniki, mapping vacant spaces within a densely populated urban fabric to 
identify areas suitable for urban agriculture. The process involved social capital 
and fully embraced the community as an equal partner.

Social capital is also a key factor in the chapter, ‘Landscape democracy in 
the upgrading of informal settlements in Medellín, Colombia’, by landscape 
architect Eva Schwab. Informal settlements’ governmental upgrading initiatives 
focused on spatial and infrastructural improvements based on participatory 
planning and design processes. Public open spaces proved to be key interven-
tion sites of urban upgrading programmes, as they triggered wider social and 
physical change in the areas.

The last two chapters explore further angles on the role of public spaces in 
democracy.

The Occupy Gezi Park events in Istanbul, Turkey, in 2013, started as a protest 
against the privatisation of a public park; it became an iconic series of events 
addressing people’s demand for democracy and for the right to landscape. 
Turkish-born landscape architect Burcu Yiğit-Turan claims in her chapter, 
‘Learning from Occupy Gezi Park: redefining landscape democracy in an age of 
“planetary urbanism”’, that there is no such thing as an innocent reading of the 
production of a landscape. She describes how the Occupy movement revealed 
the way in which fragmented pieces of neo-liberal economic forces came 
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xxx · DEFINING LANDSCAPE DEMOCRACY

together in a transformative way to destroy a people’s cherished landscape. She 
argues that where there are conflicting interests, a mitigating consensus process 
will not deliver justice. Rather, it is exactly such expressions of conflict as those 
that were encountered in Gezi Park that are essential for the revelation of, and 
for achieving, political justice that might bring about progressive change.

In the last chapter, ‘Democracy and the communicative dimension of public 
art’, architect and philosopher Beata Sirowy presents the problematic of making 
decisions about the type of public art in cities. Discussing recent public dis-
courses in Norway, Sirowy describes the tensions between an artist’s freedom 
of expression and the public’s acceptance of an art creation that is presented 
in public space. The author shows how public art, like any other intervention 
in public space, may strengthen or limit the role of public space as an arena for 
collective action, depending upon whether it sustains ownership and sense of 
belonging, or reinforces alienation. She then suggests that in order to embrace 
democracy in this context, the criteria for selecting art to be exhibited in public 
space should adopt a hermeneutical theoretical perspective inspired by German 
twentieth-century philosopher Hans-Georg Gadamer, whose ‘perspective [on] 
the meaning of a work of art is neither once and for all determined by the author 
and waiting to be deciphered, nor freely constructed by the observer. It is, rather, 
negotiated between the observer and a work of art’ (p. 231).

Overall, this collection presents varied perspectives on landscape democ-
racy, and we hope this is just the beginning of a continuing discussion that will 
become another path to spatial justice.

The Editors
Ås, Norway

April 2018
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1
Democratic theories and  
potential for influence for civil  
society in spatial planning  
processesDemocratic theories and spatial planning processes

Lillin Knudtzon

Introduction

As the landscape convention bides countries to plan democratically, there is a 
need to decipher what democracy can imply. This chapter focuses on the place 
of civil society in four contemporary theoretical approaches to democracy, dis-
cussing the consequences of each for processes of land-use decisions.

Planning and design processes involve a spectrum of actors, with designers, 
(landscape) architects, real-estate developers, public planners and politicians 
being core part-takers. They may agree in principle that a process should have 
democratic legitimacy, but may have diametrically different ideas of what 
that implies in practice. Elaborating on ideals for democracy may clarify the 
theoretical terrain and facilitate communication in a policy area with immanent 
contestations.

What does democracy imply? Following the Greek words demos (people) 
and kratos (ruling), this text centres around inclusion of civil society in planning 
processes: who are ‘the people’, and what does their ‘ruling’ imply within each 
approach to democracy? I describe what potential each holds for inclusion of 
civil society at different stages of a planning process, distinguishing between 
liberal, participatory, deliberative and radical understandings of democracy. As 
the liberal (with its core role of the people voting) is dominant in many Western 
societies today, I demonstrate that the others represent alternative perspectives 
pointing to richer processes but in alternative ways at different stages. The par-
ticipatory gives prevalence to local and direct power, preferably in initiating 
phases. The deliberative seeks construction of a best possible knowledge base 
through discursive representation as well as well-reasoned solutions. The radical 
challenges the hegemonic power and seeks mobilization of marginalized voices.

The chapter starts with a short background on challenges for public participa-
tion followed by a review of the four approaches to democracy. The next section 
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4 · DEFINING LANDSCAPE DEMOCRACY

presents a model of ten generic stages of a planning process, and discusses con-
crete and practical consequences on public inclusion depending on conceptions 
of democracy. The chapter concludes by highlighting implications of democratic 
models for public planners seeking stronger democratic legitimacy.

Challenges of participation as democratic inclusion

Over recent decades, the ambition of public participation has become a popu-
lar answer to a challenge of more democratic inclusion, and has made its way 
into appropriate legislation. This is also the case in the European Landscape 
Convention, as article 5c bids each party:

... to establish procedures for the participation of the general public, local and 
regional authorities, and other parties with an interest in the definition and 
implementation of the landscape policies ... (CoE 2000, p. 4)

The associated Guidelines provide further ambitions and recommenda-
tions for public inclusion (Jones and Stenseke 2011). Still, including phrases 
in legislation does not necessarily have large impacts in practice. Numerous 
texts problematize inclusiveness of actual planning processes related to different 
dimensions. Classical lines of exclusion are gender, social class, age, race and 
ethnicity. These are well recognized in democratic theory and may be labelled 
external as they concern how people are kept outside political processes (Young 
2000, pp. 52–55). Exclusions can also be more subtle or internal as ‘they con-
cern ways that people lack effective opportunity to influence the thinking of 
others even when they have access to fora and procedures of decision-making’ 
(ibid., p. 55). Another version of this is cognitive closure, as described by Hanssen 
and Saglie (2010), where the dominant discourses in planning exclude certain 
 arguments, perspectives or understandings.

In the planning arena, differences in power might follow difference in 
 economic interests. Actors with economic interests in developments might 
oppose interference from civil society as it may imply a risk of prolonged 
decision- making processes and diminishing profit. Unintended shortcomings of 
participatory ambitions in planning are aptly summed up by Jean Hillier (2003, 
p. 157):

The commitment to increase participation in planning practice has tended to 
overlook populist mobilization of public opinion, often favouring networks of 
articulate, middle-class property owners to the exclusion of the voices of the 
marginalized and of planning officers. In such instances, public involvement is 
‘skewed’ and ‘public opinion’ distorted.

Still, while acknowledging possible pitfalls of public participation, theo-
reticians and researchers keep promoting democratic inclusion in planning 
(Forester 2009; Hillier 2002; Jones and Stenseke 2011; Sager 2013). I will join 
forces with them, pointing to different potentials for influence for civil society 
depending on understandings of democracy.
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DEMOCRAtIC thEORIES AND SPAtIAL PLANNING PROCESSES · 5

A brief review of democratic theories and their respective 
accounts of civil society

Democracy can be categorized as a contested concept (Cunningham 2002). 
There are numerous ways to label and group models of democracy. Mine largely 
follows common categorizations (Held 2006; Purcell 2008) but is adapted by 
placing civil society1 as a distinguishing feature.

To highlight main differences for civil society in decision-making in planning, 
I start by presenting the distinct divide between a liberal and a republican tradi-
tion (Habermas 1996; Held 2006). Within a liberal understanding, primacy is 
given to the individuals’ rights and freedom from the state, whereas in the repub-
lican tradition exchange of arguments and active citizenship are core values. 
In the liberal understanding, individuals are the only relevant entities, whilst 
the republican is oriented towards collectives and communities, with Rousseau 
advocating the ideal of identifying a ‘general will’2 that all citizens should be 
bound by.

The republican tradition has branched in several directions, where participa-
tory democracy and deliberative democracy have especially influenced plan-
ning theory over recent decades. As there are different versions of these, and 
as communicative and collaborative planning theory often merge aspects from 
both, core elements for the reasoning in this text will be specified. In addition to 
these, a radical perspective on democracy is included. Some radical approaches 
to democracy have seen civil society as part of the state and as reproducing a 
repressive structure (Scott and Marshall 2009, p. 83). Later approaches, such as 
Chantal Mouffe’s, see participation of citizens as essential. Her version explicitly 
‘shares the preoccupation of various writers who want to redeem the tradition 
of civic republicanism’ (Mouffe 2005b, p. 19). All three versions, opposing the 
liberal approach, may be labelled radical due to their quest for an expansion 
of arenas for democratic processes and their challenge of the established lib-
eral construct and its thin democracy (Vick 2015, p. 206). However, the term 
‘radical democracy’ is in this text reserved for an approach that goes further in 
advocating the need for disclosure of differences of interests.

Hence, I put forward four ideal typical3 versions of democracy – liberal, par-
ticipatory, deliberative and radical – and stress the place of civil society within 
them. For each I focus on core values, citizens’ role in a democratic process, 
view on legitimacy of decisions and the natural place of public participation in 
planning.

Liberal democracy: indirect power through voting

The term ‘liberal’ appears in contrasting ways within literature and everyday 
language. Here it is not used in the common (North American) understanding 
as being politically progressive and inclusive, but, rather, connected to classical 
liberal political theory founded on liberalism (Held 2006, p. 59). This approach 
to democracy is also called ‘aggregative’, due to its basic view of a right decision 
as the aggregation of individual votes.
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6 · DEFINING LANDSCAPE DEMOCRACY

Schumpeter’s (1942) assessment of democracy as a method for making deci-
sions remains a core within a liberal understanding of democracy. The primary 
roles of the ‘demos’, or citizens, are as voters in elections and as rights holders, 
whereas elected representatives make the calls between elections. Decisions 
made by representative bodies are a priori legitimate as long as no basic individ-
ual rights to freedom and property are violated. Citizens’ option to not vote for 
politicians in further elections, should they disagree with decisions, is a crucial 
element giving citizens some power.

Applying this democratic theory to a planning context implies that public 
participation should consist of enabling legitimate stakeholders in general and 
neighbouring property holders in particular to secure their (primarily eco-
nomic) interests, as their interference and defence of their properties’ value is 
considered legitimate. Written inputs to hearings, as well as protesting, lobbying 
and activism from civil society are all actions in line with this understanding of 
democracy, as a right to protecting your own interests is a main characteristic. 
Politicians have an incentive to listen to (powerful) citizens to secure re-election.

Although this understanding of democracy is rarely advocated as an ideal in 
planning theory, some advocate the market as a better indicator of civic opinion 
in planning than participatory efforts (Pennington 2002). Furthermore, a mini-
malist approach may in practice be a customary solution in actual processes, as 
it can be seen as time efficient and possibly requiring less effort from planners. 
Property developers seeking to minimize interference will often hold this view 
of democracy.

Participatory democracy: local and direct power

Participatory democracy implies that people have genuine influence in 
 decision-making (Pateman 1970), and advocates a transformation to further the 
principles of direct democratic decision-making (Vick 2015). Decisions need 
to be grounded in broad public participatory processes where those affected are 
consulted and preferably given decisive power, ideally resulting in an outcome 
based on locally based consensus. This builds on a deeply different view of the 
citizen compared with the one represented by liberal democracy. Citizens are 
seen as resources to develop well-founded and viable solutions that are accept-
able to those who are affected.

Participation by all who are affected is a practical problem when the number 
of people rises (the problem of scale). Hence, a participatory approach may 
work best on small-scale polities. Detailed planning may be at a scale where a 
participatory approach is closing in on being practically feasible. Face-to-face 
involvement in meetings and workshops, and development of locally adjusted 
solutions after broad recruitment to reach all affected, are participatory 
approaches matching this view. Several planners have advocated these ways of 
practical working (Forester 2009; Innes and Booher 1999).

Participatory democracy implies a strong position for civil society, and 
addresses imbalances of power, particularly focusing on the exclusion of women 
(Pateman 1989). However, it risks not addressing these issues properly in prac-
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DEMOCRAtIC thEORIES AND SPAtIAL PLANNING PROCESSES · 7

tice, thereby assuming communities as one-dimensional. The outcomes may 
be challenged by others in a pluralistic society, and might therefore still imply 
protests or activism, hence breaking with the idea of consensus-based solutions 
found in participatory democracy.

As participatory democracy shifts the decisive power from elected politi-
cians to locally based process participants, it risks becoming elitist, as citizens’ 
strength of voice will vary. A strong preference for the local scale may also lead 
to disregard of matters of national or global importance, such as some environ-
mental impacts (Strand and Næss 2017).

Deliberative democracy: power through argumentation

Within deliberative democracy, citizens are seen as political beings oriented 
towards the best outcome and as producers of arguments. Decisions are only 
legitimate when well-reasoned (Gutmann and Thompson 2004). Reasons 
should be acceptable to free and equal persons seeking fair terms of co- operation 
(ibid., p. 3). The processes should be inclusive (Dryzek and Niemeyer 2010) 
so everyone may be allowed to challenge them. Habermas’ (1996) theory of 
communicative action and his defence of the republican tradition have been 
influential. Democracy becomes a way to explore and find good solutions for 
the society at large, and the civil society is of paramount importance to achieve 
this. The legitimacy of the outcome is dependent on the justification to those 
affected.

Within this framework, the purpose of exchanges of arguments is to get all (or 
most) important aspects of an issue scrutinized and included in a decision pro-
cess where new insight and preference formation is achieved through dialogue. 
To counter the problem of scale, this can be done through representation of 
discourses4 rather than people: discursive representation.

Communicative planning theorists draw on Habermas and emphasize 
the formation of meaning through dialogue. However, they explicitly do not 
embrace a notion of power-free consensus (for example, Forester 2009; Healey 
1993; Sager 2013).

For planning, deliberative democracy implies that civil society, both people 
and organizations, are actively mobilized to ensure all relevant discourses are 
represented and that potential new insights and perspectives surface. As this 
position acknowledges pluralism, claims should be considered and answered in 
land-use decisions, but not necessarily met.

Although the main way of influencing is through argumentation, activism can 
also be an important supplement of action (Young 2001, p. 678).

Radical democracy: transformative power

Finally, there are the radical perspectives voiced by theoreticians such as Jacques 
Rancière and Chantal Mouffe. Based on a diagnosis of hegemonic status for 
neo-liberal values, profound power imbalances and irreconcilable differences in 
today’s Western societies, Mouffe warns against concealment of power and real 
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8 · DEFINING LANDSCAPE DEMOCRACY

interests through consensus-oriented processes. She stresses that the political 
aspect of decisions implies deep and irreconcilable contestations, meaning that 
consensus represents concealment of power structures (Mouffe 2005a).

Detailed planning will often have the potential to become political in this 
sense (Hillier 2002). Radical planning should, then, confront power through 
agonistic5 processes where profound differences of interests are recognized and 
respected (Pløger 2004). The social constructedness of knowledge is impor-
tant and implies a temporality and plurality of knowledge (Rydin 2007). Civil 
society’s role is to expose pluralism and differences in interests. The approach 
is positive to direct action as a way to express both passion and standpoint. 
Coalitions of marginalized and disadvantaged groups should work with strate-
gies to counter current hegemonic power relations (Purcell 2009, p. 159). As 
Mouffe says, ‘[a] healthy democratic process calls for a vibrant clash of politi-
cal positions and an open conflict of interests’ (Mouffe 2005b, p. 6), intended 
to lead to ‘a profound transformation of the existing power relations and the 
establishment of a new hegemony. This is why it can properly be called “radical”’ 
(Mouffe 2005a, p. 52).

A generic planning model and democratic openings for civil 
society

Although sharing important similarities across nations, physical planning does 
have distinct national features depending on factors such as political tradition 
and property regimes. Furthermore, features of the land considered for develop-
ment are influential, implying that planning a public park will require different 
actions from everyone involved than deciding on the use of a privately owned 
lot in the outskirts of an industrial park. Is it desirable, possible or meaningful to 
draw up a generic model of local (detailed) planning? I propose that the answer 
is yes, as it makes it possible to concretize and compare the otherwise abstract 
issues.

I propose that a planning process can be divided into ten stages, as seen in 
Table 1.1, where the main actors and their roles are indicated. The model is 
loosely based on the Norwegian system, but includes more stages. Planning sys-
tems in different countries might have many or few of these stages. The model 
comprises public planning monopoly and private right of initiating develop-
ment. Applicability of stages may vary if the land is privately or publicly owned.

In the following paragraphs, I will discuss the potential influence of civil soci-
ety under each stage and relate it to the approaches to democracy, abbreviated 
in Table 1.1 as L (liberal), P (participatory), D (deliberative) and R (radical).

Stage 0 is included to stress that new initiatives relate to higher tier plans and 
infrastructure frameworks. This normally involves compliance with, fulfilment 
of or adjustment to the overarching expectations, or to apply for exemption 
from them. Compliance normally guarantees democratic legitimacy for the 
process. However, from a perspective of seeing the local as the paramount level 
for decision-making (as the participatory and radical approach might do), over-
arching plans and instructions may be seen as unwelcome restrictions.
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DEMOCRAtIC thEORIES AND SPAtIAL PLANNING PROCESSES · 9

Stage 1 is making the initiative, having an idea and formally opening a planning 
case. Public planners have traditionally done this, but in some countries, private 
developers as well as local communities may put forward planning applications. 
Consultancy firms and/or architects can be involved as technical expertise. Civil 

Table 1.1 Planning stages, main actors and potential for civil society influence depending 
on democratic approach

Planning stages Main actors L P D R

0. Master plans and requirements impose limitations and directions

1. Initiative – forming of 

 ideas

Initiative by either Public Planning Office (PPO) or  

 Property Developer (PD)a
– X O X

2. Discussions of broad  

 set of frames

Public planning officers and initiators (PPO or PD) – X O –

3. Initiative made public / 

  invitation to civil society  

to take part

Initiators (PPO or PD) and/or Public Planning Office – O O O

4A. Response or input by  

 civil society

State / national / regional / local level public bodies

Civil organizations with diverse mandates / local  

 community / neighbours

X – X X

4b. Collaboration and 

  drafting of  

plan/agreement

Initiators (PPO or PD) with consultants / architects

State / national / regional / local level public bodies

Civil organizations with diverse mandates / local  

 community / neighbours

Public planning office

Politicians

– X O –

5. Drawing up full  

 proposal

Initiators with consultants/architects – O – –

6. Municipal handling  

 and alterations

Public Planning Office

Initiators (PPO or PD) with consultants/architects

– O – –

7. Political consideration – 

  leading to approval for 

hearing or rejection/

amendments

Elected representatives/politicians O – – O

8. hearing of proposed  

  plan – response by 

stakeholders

State / national / regional / local level public bodies

Civil organizations with diverse mandates / local  

 community / neighbours

X – X O

9. Political consideration  

 and decision

Elected representatives/politicians (Others through  

 lobbying/interference)

O – O X

10. Approval or appeal higher level government (approval)

higher level government (appeal)

Initiators (if proposition is denied)

Civil society / neighbours (appeal)

– – – O

Note: a. ‘Property Developer’ comprises private companies, publicly owned companies and local communities.

Key: L = Liberal; P = Participatory; D = Deliberative; R = Radical; O = Possible stage for civil society 
engagement; X = Central stage for civil society engagement.
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10 · DEFINING LANDSCAPE DEMOCRACY

society is not traditionally part of this phase. Plans initiated in a local community 
by the people who will use the area can be truly participatory and radical in a 
democratic sense. However, neighbourhood plan initiatives may also originate 
from a desire to exclude groups.

Stage 2 is where the initiative is adapted to frames set by strategic plans and 
formal requirements. If the initiators are external, they meet the appropriate 
public planning authority and negotiate. Representatives for other public agen-
cies may set further specifications or constraints. Civil society is often excluded 
from this phase, in line with a liberal approach. Particularly the participatory 
approach, but also the deliberative, would endorse wider inclusions at this stage. 
Radical democracy, however, voices scepticism of co-optation and of nego-
tiations that may close a process prematurely. Stage 2 may to a large degree be 
defining for the project, as main lines are drawn and fundamental decisions are 
made, limiting the possible input from the upcoming stages (Nordahl 2006).

Stage 3 is the announcement of the initiative. It may set off genuine public 
participation and deliberation. However, mandatory requirements are often lim-
ited to public information and/or letters to legal neighbours. Institutionalized 
consultation parties (for example, government agencies, NGOs and formal 
interest groups) might also be informed. Within a participatory framework for 
planning, those affected should actively be invited in. Active inclusion is in line 
with a deliberative and radical understanding of democracy also, but the liberal 
approach is content with information only.

Stage 4 is here given two different versions: A or B dependent on the nature 
of the initiated engagement. At this point, the proposed development is not yet 
fully designed. Stage 4 might take the form of exchanges of viewpoints, either in 
writing or in meetings (4A), or it can be in a format where the public influences 
directly, gives ideas and draws up alternatives in (for example) workshops, thus 
closing in on a participatory approach (4B).

4A may hold deliberative qualities, where arguments are generated and then 
met with acceptance or with counterarguments. However, a more normal pro-
gress is stakeholders submitting their concerns in writing without any dialogical 
process. Public authorities (at state, regional or local level) are routine partakers 
who normally feed in assessments and requirements at this time. Neighbours, 
local organizations and different interest organizations might also provide 
 perspectives and issues of concern.

Scarce information about a proposed plan might yield few responses or reac-
tions. A result may be that unaddressed contested issues could erupt later in the 
process.

Within a liberal approach, where civil society’s role is to pursue individual 
interests, sending notifications directly to neighbours and other legal stakehold-
ers will suffice. This implies a risk of a lack of spokespeople for interests that are 
not private and individual. Within a deliberative approach, there is an ambi-
tion to have special focus on such interests through discursive representation. 
Mobilizing counter hegemonic voices at this stage is paramount for a radical 
approach.

4B represents an ambition of engaging civil society directly in forming the 
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DEMOCRAtIC thEORIES AND SPAtIAL PLANNING PROCESSES · 11

proposal and seeking consensus on the outcome. In a successful version of this, 
with initiators, planners, public agencies, technical expertise, politicians and a 
comprehensive selection from civil society collaborating in finding solutions, 
stages 5 and 6 become incorporated. Stage 7 is the logical end-stage where final 
approval is granted.

A radical approach to democracy opposes the striving towards consensus, 
as it is seen as likely to support hegemonic positions and legitimize the exist-
ing relations of power instead of challenging it (Mouffe 2000; Purcell 2008). 
The liberal approach opposes the shift of power away from elected politicians 
implied by 4B.

In stage 5 (following 4A), the proposal is concretized and designed by tech-
nical expertise (consultants/architects working with/for the initiator). If the 
initiator is a private developer or the community, this might be done in dialogue 
with public planning officers who can advise on regulations and requirements 
(integrating stage 6).

Depending on legislation, the proposal might be obliged to present input 
from stage 4A and comment on how these are considered and potentially incor-
porated into the plan. This might embody deliberation where addressed issues 
are discussed and countered with arguments.

Within a deliberative approach to democracy, all relevant discourses should 
be addressed and incorporated as a part of the legitimation of the basis for deci-
sion. This is not crucial in the liberal approach, as it does not require a link 
between arguments and decisions.

Stage 6 is the processing of the plan through the professional system in the 
municipality, ultimately resulting in a concrete plan proposal to the politicians. 
The main actors are the public planning officer (PPO) and initiators mould-
ing the proposal to existing requirements, politicians’ expectations and realistic 
scenarios of development. The openness of this process has implications for the 
public’s awareness of the emerging proposal and interests connected to it.

Stage 7 consists of local political consideration and temporary endorsement 
of the plan to put it forward for comments in a hearing. Approaching politicians 
in connection to this stage – lobbying to make sure they are aware of interests 
and standpoints – may be an efficient channel of influence for developers. It 
may also be used by civil society if the public is amply aware of the content of 
the upcoming proposal. Lobbying is normally to impose already established 
positions, not to undertake explorative deliberation. Hence, use of this channel 
of influence is mostly in line with liberal and radical democracy.

Stage 8 is the official hearing of a fully drawn proposal. It can take the form 
of a classical liberal democratic hearing where stakeholders are informed and 
invited to state their views. As the physical dimensions and consequences of 
the proposal are now easier to grasp, this is the stage where civil society often 
becomes aware and aroused for the first time. At this point any adversarial 
nature of the process may become apparent. Actors may position themselves 
as adversaries with different positions in a struggle. The issues will then (if not 
already) become political in Mouffe’s sense, with clear lines of disagreement.

A deliberative dimension may be present if this is civil society’s first 
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12 · DEFINING LANDSCAPE DEMOCRACY

 opportunity to influence through argumentation or if the land use is not very 
contested. Information and arguments are supplied to further new insight and 
deeper understanding. A deliberative approach seeks to resolve disagreements 
by revealing the strengths and weaknesses of arguments. Within a radical frame-
work, the issues should be debated in agonistic confrontations where consensus 
is not the goal. However, compromises can be acceptable within this framework 
(Mouffe 2000, p. 102).

A radical democracy implies that the planning process will gain legitimacy 
if differences are transparent and diverging options or opportunities for the 
coming physical results are made visible. This is in line with a liberal democratic 
approach where different conflicts of interest are acknowledged and expected to 
be handled through a majority decision by elected politicians.

Stage 9 is the final local political consideration. Civil society actors may use 
tools such as protests, petitions, media and lobbying to influence politicians. 
Lobbying conforms with a liberal tradition, but it is not inherent in either par-
ticipatory or deliberative democracy. In radical democracy, however, any way 
to voice your view is appropriate as the approach specifically welcomes passion 
and mobilization of marginal voices.

Stage 10 follows decision-making. If the plan proposal is rejected, the 
initiator may in some planning systems appeal the decision, or adjust their 
proposal to try again (returning to stage 5). There may also be additional 
levels of state or national approval. Furthermore, some countries may grant 
a right of appeal to different actors, such as civil society or public bodies, if 
they disagree with the approval. However, at some point, a final decision to 
proceed or not must be made, although the radical perspective promotes 
temporality on solutions.

Conclusion

To be legitimate, land-use decisions need to be democratically grounded. 
Through the review above of the consequences of democratic ideals on the 
stages in planning processes, I have discussed how diversely democratic legiti-
macy may be understood in practice. Different actors in a land-use decision 
process may have opposing anticipations. The distinction between ideal typical 
versions of democracy enables analysis, discussion and evaluation of the legiti-
macy of a concrete planning process across frames of reference. It also highlights 
alternative positions for public planners to explore, when deciding on appro-
priate actions for a specific planning process. Suitable actions may depend on 
context, such as institutional frames, civic culture, type of development, and 
level of existing and potential conflicts.

Two especially potent factors are the ownership of the land in question 
(public or private) and the importance of the planned landscape for the public. 
Private ownership may limit potential civic involvement formally depending on 
a country’s legislation, but it may also restrain participation through more subtle 
mechanisms if private developers are in charge of designing the process. As for 
the importance of the landscape for the general public, resources may be well 
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spent on securing wider involvement and embracing politically heated engage-
ment if the area in question is of high public value.

I have argued that the liberal democratic type is a minimal approach to civil 
society involvement. For the public planner it implies making information avail-
able, sorting input, and leaving the weighing and considerations to elected rep-
resentatives, granting citizens mainly indirect power. A public planner may seek 
to supplement this by drawing on the approaches from the republican tradition 
of active citizenship and ‘the people’ seen as a resource.

The participatory approach implies identifying and actively mobilizing those 
affected by a proposed change to seek agreed solutions. It requires skills in 
facilitating consensus and compromise in organic and creative processes. Such 
processes could gain high local legitimacy, but are time-consuming and might 
be unrealistic in a world of diverse and polarized interests. When implying 
genuine redistribution of power to a (non-elected) local level, it may challenge 
established political structures.

The deliberative approach seeks a foundation for judgement and prefer-
ence formation in informed and inclusive dialogues. The inclusiveness and 
the quality of the argumentation and considerations are the most important 
aspects for legitimacy. Hence, the public planner must secure transparency 
of considerations and make sure actors who can bring discourses to the table 
are included. The approach does not challenge the decisive power of elected 
politicians.

Within radical democracy the role of the planner is to ensure transparency 
to enable civil society to mobilize diverse interests and influence through direct 
action and lobbying. Redistribution of power and challenging the hegemonic 
structures is inherent.

In a society with increasingly different publics, with pluralistic and contra-
dictory interests, and the traditional class lines of power and interests being 
blurred and multifaceted, the liberal approach to a democratic planning pro-
cess becomes too thin. Hence, there is a need to supplement and incorporate 
approaches from the participatory, deliberative and radical understandings 
of democracy. Embracing any other approach to democracy than the liberal 
implies that the planner no longer only expedites the technical and administra-
tive process and acts as bureaucrat for the politicians, but is also a facilitator for a 
deeper and fuller democratic process.

Notes
1. Civil society refers to public life as contrasted with the family and the state, comprising public participation 

in voluntary associations, mass media, and as voiced citizens (Scott and Marshall 2009, p. 83).
2. The ‘general will’ should be distinguished from the ‘will of all’, as the first is a judgement about the 

common good and the second ‘a mere aggregate of personal fancies and individual desires’ (Held 2006, 
p. 46).

3. ‘Ideal typical’ implies that they are constructs made to communicate the essence of each type.
4. A discourse may be defined as ‘a shared way of comprehending the world embedded in language’ (Dryzek 

and Niemeyer 2010, p. 31)
5. The distinction between agonism, understood as struggle between adversaries, and antagonism, understood 

as struggle between enemies, is crucial (Mouffe 2000, pp. 102–103).
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2
Landscape democracy: more  
than public participation?Landscape democracy and public participation

Michael Jones

Introduction

‘Landscape democracy’ is associated with public participation under the 
European Landscape Convention (ELC) of 2000 (CoE 2000a; 2000b; 2008). 
Studies indicate that participatory processes are often steered top-down (Jones 
and Stenseke 2011a). The ‘ladder of participation’ suggests that bottom-up par-
ticipatory processes are more genuine, legitimate and effective (Arnstein 1969; 
Jones 2007; 2011). However, landscapes may reflect developments that give little 
or no consideration to public participation, for example major infrastructure con-
struction, housing and business redevelopment, decisions of major corporations, 
cumulative small-scale market forces, or the aftermath of fires and environmental 
hazards. In democratic society, decisions are ultimately made by elected bodies, 
for example parliaments, town councils or other representative bodies, which 
may choose to ignore public participation. A complication is the increasing 
importance of transnational agreements, criticized as being without or only to a 
limited degree under democratic control, for example the European Economic 
Area (EEA), World Trade Organization (WTO), Trade in Services Agreement 
(TISA) and Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partnership (TTIP). Public 
protest may result where groups of citizens feel their welfare or interests are not 
taken into account, for example action groups against urban development pro-
jects, action-oriented local community initiatives opposing official plans, envi-
ronmental activism, and other types of protest. Successful protest actions provide 
an alternative bottom-up outcome to top-down participatory planning.

I aim to contribute to a theoretical understanding of how participatory pro-
cesses and protests are reflected in the landscape in relation to alternative ideas 
of democracy. Examples are taken from case studies undertaken in Trondheim 
over 40 years with colleagues and/or master’s students examining landscape 
issues in planning. Trondheim is Norway’s third-largest town (population in 
2015 185,000), but protests are small-scale compared with mass protests seen 
in larger European cities. I relate planning in protest situations, communicative 
planning, and new public management to broader notions of democracy.

An autobiographical approach illustrates how my ideas have evolved through 
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engagement with landscapes and their inhabitants. A scholarly autobiography 
narrates elements of one’s life as part of the research process (Moss 2001; 
Purcell 2009; Jones 2012). Personal life stories both reflect and affect devel-
opment of knowledge. The personal element influences information collection 
and research content. Everyday experiences and emotions affect values and 
preferences in the research process. I illustrate how my personal life and career 
experiences have influenced my geographical research and led to my interest in 
landscape democracy.

I understand landscape as people’s physical surroundings in relation to the 
perceptions, representations and practices of inhabitants and others associated 
with the area, mediated by legal and other institutions regulating how people 
shape their surroundings. This article focuses on how democratic institutions 
influence landscapes in a Norwegian context.

Democracy is understood as ‘the idea that political rule should ... be in the 
hands of ordinary people’ as well as a ‘set of processes and procedures for 
translating this idea into practices of institutionalized popular rule’; democracy 
demands that ‘decisions should be made in the open and should be based on 
consent, and that institutions and organizations should be accountable’ accord-
ing to the principle that ‘legitimacy of rule depends on authorization by ordinary 
people affected by the consequences of actions’ (Barnett and Low 2004, pp. 1, 
7–8). Democracy requires citizen access, influence and participation in political 
processes (Dalton et al. 2003, pp. 253–256). Opposition and dissent should 
engage with power rather than simply resisting it (Barnett and Low 2004, pp. 
7–8). For Low (2004, p. 144), ‘there is no basic blueprint for democracy that is 
valid for all times and all places’; democracy necessarily involves communica-
tion and contestation between citizens and power.

Protests against urban development projects in Trondheim in 
the 1970s

Soon after moving to Trondheim in 1975, I became involved in a protest 
action to save a small mid-nineteenth-century suburb, Ilsvikøra, threatened 
by redevelopment. Ilsvikøra comprises 27 wooden, working-class houses sur-
rounded by late nineteenth- and early twentieth-century industry and harbour 
installations. The original inhabitants were urban fishermen and timber-yard 
workers, whose descendants still live there. A 1950s plan required demolishing 
the houses for industry. Architect Lars Fasting, head of the city’s Antiquarian 
Committee, presented an alternative conservation proposal in 1974 (Fasting 
1976, pp. 195–204). In early 1977, an exhibition arguing for conservation was 
mounted by Fasting and architecture students Dag Nilsen and Gunnar Houen, 
historian Dagfinn Slettan, my wife ethnologist Venke Olsen, and myself. We co-
operated with the newly established Ilsvikøra residents’ association. An elderly 
resident told of growing up there and the strong feeling of identification with 
Ilsvikøra. Venke Olsen and I mounted part of the exhibition comparing Ilsvikøra 
with a successful conservation area, Footdee in Aberdeen, Scotland, which we 
had visited following my first visit there on a field trip during the Institute of 
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18 · DEFINING LANDSCAPE DEMOCRACY

British Geographers’ annual conference in 1972. Like Ilsvikøra, Footdee was a 
community of urban fishermen and industrial workers whose houses were sur-
rounded by industry and harbour works in Scotland’s oil industry capital (Jones 
and Olsen 1977). The exhibition was reported in the local press. Ilsvikøra fea-
tured in a television programme with well-known local musicians. New national 
legislation in 1976 favoured conservation rather than total renewal. The conser-
vation proposal was accepted by the city council later in 1977 and approved by 
the Ministry of Environment in 1978, resulting in funds from the State Housing 
Bank for rehabilitation. Ilsvikøra became Trondheim’s first urban conservation 
area (Stugu 1997, pp. 170–171; Betten 2002; Kittang 2014, pp. 147–149).

Simultaneously, a proposed major road along the riverside threatened 
another area of wooden housing in Trondheim’s oldest suburb, Bakklandet. The 
road plan, introduced in the city’s structure plan in 1965 and approved by the 
city council in 1975, resulted in strong protests, including house occupations, 
led by a residents’ association established in 1971. Local architects presented an 
alternative plan for conservation, which the city planning committee rejected. 
The local branch of the National Trust of Norway included Bakklandet in a 
series of debates on cultural heritage, initiated by Venke Olsen. Prominent local 
musicians held a concert in support of the protests (Stugu 1997, pp. 159–169, 
171–177). The strong protests and media debate led to the road plans being 
shelved in 1983, although the city council did not approve a conservation plan 
for Bakklandet until 1994 (Kittang 2014, pp. 154–181). Despite subsequent 
gentrification, Bakklandet became a showcase for urban conservation.

Inspiration from these actions contributed to my formulation of a notion of 
landscape values. Collating existing literature, I distinguished between economic 
value and various non-economic values – scientific and education values, aes-
thetic and recreational values, and identity and orientation values – attached by 
people to landscape features. This classification was presented at the Permanent 
European Conference for the Study of the Rural Landscape (PECSRL) in 1977 
and later developed further (Jones 1979; 1981; 1993; 1999; 2009).

To understand outcomes of planning and protest in the landscape, I used two 
classical models from social anthropology (Lloyd 1968), the harmony (or equi-
librium) model and the conflict (or direct action) model (Jones 1981; 1993; 
1999). The harmony model assumes that a balance or equilibrium can be found 
between various established interests and disagreements solved by institutional 
means. The conflict model focuses on incompatibilities between different values, 
resulting in contestation between established and non-established interests, the 
latter often working through action groups outside the established institutional 
structure.

Examples of landscape and planning in Trondheim 1983–2007

Between 1983 and 2007, I organized the master’s course ‘Landscape and 
Planning’, examining planning conflicts and debates concerning landscape. 
Many of the 25 studies involved the urban landscape of Trondheim. The research 
questions were: Whose values shape the landscape? What weight is given to 
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the existing landscape in planning? Who deliver the premises for landscape 
 planning – residents, planners, landscape specialists, business or politicians? The 
studies involved fieldwork, and analysis of planning maps and documents, policy 
documents, historical sources, and media coverage. Semi-structured qualitative 
interviews were conducted with residents, landowners, planners, environmental 
and cultural heritage managers, landscape experts, business interests, and politi-
cians (Jones 1999; 2009).

One conflict involved the oil company Statoil’s establishment of a research 
centre at Rotvoll in an area singled out in expert reports as a high-value land-
scape aesthetically and for its cultural heritage as an historical estate. In 1991 
an action group established an ‘environmental camp’ in a protest aiming to pro-
tect the existing cultural landscape. I lectured at the camp on landscape values 
associated with the area (Jones 1991a). The police subsequently removed the 
camp. The actionists initiated an inquiry, where I was among several academics, 
environmental managers and politicians invited to give their views on Rotvoll’s 
varied landscape values (Jones 1991b). Notwithstanding this, the research 
centre opened in 1993 (Jones 1985; 1999; 2009).

Other conflicts involved protests over plans producing significant landscape 
changes. One case concerned the construction in Bakklandet of an apartment 
building in an area of high cultural heritage value overlooking the Nidelva river; 
protests were unsuccessful and the building was completed in 1997. Another 
case in the 1990s concerned a planned railway freight terminal at Leangen, 
where residents formed an action group protesting against the potentially det-
rimental effect on the adjoining landscape of small houses, gardens, parks, a 
cemetery, and educational institutions. The railway authorities later abandoned 
these plans, and searched for an alternative location (Jones 1999; 2009).

A fraught conflict in the 1990s concerned Svartlamon (Reina) with working-
class wooden housing from the 1870s. A 1951 plan designated it for industrial 
development. Many houses were demolished in the following two decades. In 
the 1980s, young people squatted in the 30 remaining houses. Artists, musicians 
and students sought cheap accommodation and an alternative lifestyle. They 
eventually received temporary rental contracts. Between 1996 and 2001, plans 
to evict them and demolish the houses led to strong protests. The cultural herit-
age authorities opposed the plans. Residents formed an action group, which 
established a ‘Freedom Park’ hindering a car firm’s planned expansion. Two 
nationally prominent Trondheim artists, Håkon Bleken and Håkon Gullvåg, 
painted a mural on a gable wall overlooking the park and donated it to the 
city to mark Trondheim’s millennium in 1997. They painted a vignette on each 
house, providing an argument that the houses were not only historically but 
also artistically valuable. Continued protests led to increasingly wide and strong 
public engagement. Although not directly involved in the conflict, I joined 
protesters in the workers’ mayday parade in 1998. A small contribution to the 
debate was my letter in the local newspaper suggesting that the city council 
would be committing ‘topocide’ or at least ‘domicide’ – the destruction of place 
and home in the terminology of Canadian geographer J. Douglas Porteous 
(1988; Porteous and Smith 2001) – if demolition went ahead (Jones 1998). A 
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20 · DEFINING LANDSCAPE DEMOCRACY

construction technology professor replied that planning decisions were political 
and should be respected, as ‘this is the way democracy functions’ (Hugsted 
1998). Nonetheless, arguments against what many considered an outdated 
plan were eventually successful. In 2001, the city authorities retracted the old 
plan and passed a new one. The car firm moved elsewhere. Svartlamon was 
designated an experimental area for urban ecology and cheap housing run by its 
inhabitants. A business and culture foundation was established in 2006 to attract 
culture-based enterprises. The landscape subsequently reflected an alternative 
lifestyle with experimental architecture, organic gardening, music festivals, and 
local self-mobilization (Jones 1999; 2009).

Summing up the 25 studies, I concluded that residents had with few excep-
tions limited influence on planning outcomes. Landowner interests came more 
to the fore. Economic values were frequently given more weight than non-
economic values. The strongest protests occurred against powerful business 
interests allied with public agencies in promoting decisions that would result 
in significant landscape changes. Yet public agencies did not speak with one 
voice; disagreements could occur between agencies with differing responsibili-
ties. Different economic interests could also be mutually incompatible in their 
 landscape requirements. The outcome of the harmony model tended to be 
minor adjustments to plans; the outcome of the conflict model tended to be 
delays, while major changes in plans only occurred exceptionally (Jones 1999; 
2009).

Participatory landscape planning: ideal and reality

The harmony and conflict models can be recognized in the debate between 
Jürgen Habermas’ (1983 [1990]) theory of communicative action and Michel 
Foucault’s (1984 [1987]) critique that communication is unavoidably influ-
enced by power relations and contestation. Habermas’ theory presents ideal 
conditions for communication; Foucault argues that conflict and struggle pro-
vide a necessary corrective to existing social institutions.

The dichotomy between these ideas is complicated by tension between the 
dialogic ideals of communicative planning theory (CPT) (Habermas 1983 
[1990]) and the neo-liberal realities of new public management (NPM) (Lane 
2000). Trondheim planning professor Tore Sager (2009) finds that both 
CPT and NPM are responsive to users’ needs, involvement and satisfaction, 
but in differing ways. CPT emphasizes discursive practice in a liberal, plu-
ralistic society, with open participatory processes involving a broad range of 
affected groups. NPM prefers participation in the form of communication with 
stakeholders and information to the public, while emphasizing market choice. 
Whereas CPT is amenable to a bottom-up approach, NPM is top-down by 
inclination.

CPT and NPM provided a framework for understanding differing planning 
outcomes after fires on 7 December 2002 destroyed historic buildings in central 
Trondheim and in the Old Town of Edinburgh in Scotland. Anne Sofie Lægran, 
a PhD candidate at the Department of Geography in Trondheim who was under-
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taking fieldwork in Scotland and living in Edinburgh, suggested comparing the 
fires’ consequences in the two cities; this resonated with me as I had both family 
links and research interests in Scotland. In autumn 2003, groups of master’s 
students studied each city’s planning during the first year after the fires. People’s 
expectations concerning possible outcomes of redevelopment were investigated 
through guided field visits and qualitative interviews with planners, architects 
and representatives of interest organizations. Debates in both cities illustrated 
tension between recreating the landscape’s lost features and creating something 
new. In Trondheim, a modernistic building was erected on the fire site by 2004, 
whereas in Edinburgh the site remained unbuilt in 2010. Both sites had com-
plex ownership patterns. An important explanation for the different outcomes 
was owners’ differing abilities to co-operate. Successful co-operation facilitated 
rapid redevelopment in Trondheim, whereas failure to agree delayed redevelop-
ment in Edinburgh. Stakeholder consultation and public meetings took place in 
both cities, while the general public contributed to the media debate. Architects, 
developers and commercial interests had significantly greater say than heritage 
organizations and the general public. In both cases planning showed more fea-
tures of NPM than CPT, although the Edinburgh case indicated that NPM does 
not necessarily guarantee rapid and efficient redevelopment (Jones 2010). In 
2012–2013, a modern mixed-use complex was built on the Edinburgh site. The 
site is part of Edinburgh’s UNESCO World Heritage Area. Plans for a similar 
development on a nearby site led in 2016 to strong protests by heritage groups, 
local residents and homeless people, including an ‘Occupy’ camp (Edinburgh 
Evening News 2016; Johnstone 2016).

Sager (2015) further discusses influences on urban regeneration in 
Trondheim of three ideologies prevalent in democratic states: neo-liberalism 
(applied to the public sector as NPM), participatory democracy, and environ-
mentalism. He finds that neo-liberalism is strongly influential but less hegem-
onic than often claimed, while participatory democracy and environmentalism 
can also be recognized in municipal planning goals.

Landscape planning has long been associated with environmental concerns. 
The ELC, in force in 2004, placed public participation in landscape matters 
on the agenda (CoE 2000a). These ideas informed my teaching on landscape 
and planning. However, not all landscape experts gave public participation 
first priority or considered it more than a top-down exercise (Jones 2007, 
pp. 619–620; Olwig 2007, pp. 206–210; Conrad et al. 2011; Jones and Stenseke 
2011b, pp. 13–14). In 2008, Swedish geographer Marie Stenseke and I organ-
ized a workshop at the PECSRL meeting in Portugal to explore how far the 
ELC’s provisions for participation had been implemented. The resulting book 
presented participation theory and experiences of participation in 12 European 
countries, including examples of good practice and challenges of participation. 
Identified problems included: time-consuming, costly public participation; 
apathy or social barriers hindering people’s involvement; incompatible stake-
holder aims; danger of manipulation by the powerful; public participation 
steered in a top-down manner; and unclear relationships between participatory 
and representative democracy. Despite various participatory methods in differ-
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ent countries, procedures often lacked for implanting participatory inputs in 
planning  outcomes dependent on decisions of politically elected bodies (Jones 
and Stenseke 2011a).

The unresolved tension between participatory (or deliberative) democracy 
and representative democracy came out at a seminar on the ELC at the Swedish 
Institute in Rome in 2007. Illustrating public participation, I used Norwegian 
examples from my personal involvement, either directly or indirectly through 
university teaching (Jones 2007). I received criticism in the discussion for 
insufficient consideration of how participatory approaches relate to the elected 
representative bodies that ultimately make the decisions.

Notions of democracy and the landscape

In 2009, Danish environmental and planning philosopher Finn Arler introduced 
me to his work (Arler 2008; 2011; Arler and Mellqvist 2015). He notes that 
‘landscape democracy’ came on the ELC agenda (CoE 2000b) without defin-
ing democracy in relation to landscape. He presents three sets of democratic 
values that influence decision-making in landscape issues: co-determination 
and participation; private self-determination; and impartiality and respect for 
arguments. Alongside participation, procedures contributing to democratic 
decision-making include elections, consultation, markets and informed argu-
ment. Moreover, the landscape is not formed simply by landscape policy, but 
also by commodity markets, globalization, and political decisions not concerned 
with landscape.

In 2013, I lectured in a PhD course on landscape democracy at the Swedish 
University of Agricultural Sciences at Alnarp and the University of Copenhagen. 
Subsequently, the Centre for Landscape Democracy was launched at the 
Norwegian University of Life Sciences at Ås in 2014. These events encouraged 
further exploration of landscape democracy (Jones 2016).

Barnett and Low (2009) distinguish between liberal and radical democ-
racy. In liberal democracy, popular representation is institutionalized through 
elected legislatures under conditions of free speech and association. In radical 
democracy, social movements aim to contest and transform the procedures 
and institutions of official politics through citizens’ active role in all facets of 
decision-making.

Participatory approaches are often associated (although not exclusively) 
with the local level. At higher levels of democratic governance, the ‘will of the 
people’ is primarily expressed through elected, representative bodies. Liebert 
(2013) compares this liberal democracy with direct democracy (referendums), 
participatory democracy (civil society) and ‘dual-track’ democracy (protecting 
minorities against the majority, for example through the courts).

Dalton et al. (2003, pp. 252–253) distinguish between representative democ-
racy, direct democracy, and advocacy democracy. In advocacy democracy, 
‘citizens or public groups directly interact with government and even directly 
participate in the deliberation process, even if the actual decisions remain in the 
hands of government elites’, and citizens may challenge government actions 
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through the courts (ibid., p. 254). The authors examine how far five democratic 
criteria – inclusion, political equality, enlightened understanding, control of the 
agenda, and effective participation, formulated by Yale political scientist Robert 
Dahl (1998, pp. 37–38) – are fulfilled in each form of democracy. They conclude 
that none is ideal, each having advantages and limitations (Dalton et al. 2003, 
pp. 256–265).

I conclude by combining my experiences and various theoretical notions 
in a conceptual model aiming to identify and critically examine how dif-
ferent institutions of democracy may affect landscape issues in practice. In 
Figure 2.1, landscape democracy is related to six principal institutions (dark 
grey boxes), surrounded by actors strongly associated with them. Normative 
dimensions of democracy are shown (in italics) along each side of the dia-
gram, indicating differing views of what is considered most significant in 
democratic society.

Bottom-up initiatives include actions by volunteer groups, residents’ associations, com-
munity organizations, citizen groups, and other non- governmental organizations 
in civil society. Initiatives range from spontaneous actions to dialogue-based par-
ticipatory planning. Problematical aspects include: representativeness of such 
groups and their leaders for those they claim to speak for; power relations and 
issues of inclusion and exclusion; often lack of dispute-resolution procedures; 
and governing authorities’ power to ignore bottom-up initiatives.

Landscape

Market
forces
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Protest

Elected
bodies

Bureau-
cratic

decisions

Top-
down

consultation

Will to protest 

Business interests
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Figure 2.1 Landscape and democracy: conceptual model of six institutions of democracy affecting 
landscape, with actors involved, related to four normative dimensions of democracy
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Top-down consultation gauges defined stakeholders’ views. Problematical aspects 
include: determining relevant stakeholders; consulting stakeholders rather than 
citizens more broadly; the potential ability of developers, planners and experts to 
use consultation to further their own agendas; tokenism or placation rather than 
genuine consultation; and danger of manipulation.

Bureaucratic decisions involve civil servants and other administrators who interpret 
and implement government policies and laws. Problematical aspects include: 
managerialism with rigid adherence to rules rather than genuine problem-
solving; the potential ability of administrators to influence excessively the policies 
they implement; and decisions reflecting the political majority but overlooking 
or ignoring legitimate minority interests.

Elective bodies include legislative bodies at different administrative levels, whose 
composition is determined through elections, and who in turn elect national 
or local governments. The system is designed to represent the majority will in 
passing laws and determining policy, including international agreements. In 
an independent judiciary, courts ensure that laws are followed and rights of 
individuals, minorities and landowners upheld. Problematical aspects include: 
electoral bias though manipulated electoral district boundaries or unfair franchise 
systems; uneven campaign financing and unequal access to or control of the 
media; safeguards for minority interests; the relationship between elected bodies 
at different administrative levels, especially if there are strong disagreements; and 
potential misuse of power. Referendums also reflect the majority will, although 
generally limited to advising elected bodies or governments, and often suffer 
from low electoral turn-out.

Market forces include consumers and business interests. Consumption reflects the 
people’s will depending on willingness to pay, which has an element of social 
inequality through varying ability to pay. While business interests may in varying 
degrees work in the interests of society at large, profitability is necessarily their 
overriding concern. Large business interests can act as powerful lobbyists, 
arguing that they create workplaces or threatening relocation elsewhere to 
influence political decision-makers. New forms of governance incorporate 
business interests in urban management without the public responsibility or 
accountability of elected bodies. International corporations are powerful forces 
that often escape democratic accountability.

Protest involves social and environmental movements that feel fundamental values are 
disregarded or significant groups discriminated against. They range from small-
scale local protests to huge mass protests. They may provide a useful corrective, 
but are often regarded with scepticism or as illegitimate by the authorities. A 
problem is that the loudest rather than the weakest or most representative groups 
may be heard most. Successful protest actions tend to have resourceful leaders, 
but it should be remembered that powerful vested interests may also conduct 
protests. It is also necessary in democratic society to draw a sharp line between 
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peaceful and violent protest, while not forgetting that heavy-handed policing can 
also result in violence.

‘Landscape democracy’ as formulated in the supporting documents of the ELC 
(CoE 2000b; 2008) is closest to the bottom left-hand side of Figure 2.1. The 
ideal of CPT has much in common with bottom-up initiatives. NPM is reflected 
in bureaucratic decisions and top-down consultation.

Figure 2.1 does not address global democracy: although international trade 
agreements may be approved by elected parliaments, negotiations are often 
outside democratic control; lack of strong democratic control of transnational 
corporations is another problem. Other institutions important for democracy, 
such as free press and other media, and independent critical cultural institu-
tions, are not addressed in the figure, although they influence perceptions by 
providing representations of landscape. The diagram does not indicate alliances 
between different groups of actors or lobbying activities.

I suggest that the bottom of Figure 2.1 represents radical democracy, the 
left-hand side conservative democracy, the top liberal democracy (with neo-
liberalism favouring the market but influencing bureaucracies through NPM), 
while the right-hand side tends towards populist democracy.

Conclusion

Landscape democracy is a relatively new concept and open to discussion. I 
show how engagement with local landscapes, and with people’s aspirations and 
attachments to these landscapes, led to my concern with issues of public par-
ticipation in landscape matters and landscape democracy, which the ELC was 
instrumental in bringing onto the public agenda.

I argue that, to explain how democratic institutions affect landscapes, it is 
necessary to understand different conceptualizations of democracy in rela-
tion to one another. This may help identify what may be missing in specific 
democratic situations. It is important to focus on the locus of power in different 
institutional constellations. Questions for further research include: In whose 
interest do different institutions of democracy work? Who is represented and by 
whom, and who is excluded? What landscapes are produced by different power 
constellations?

The relative weight given to these different expressions of democracy can 
directly affect how landscape issues are tackled and the outcome of conflicts 
concerning landscape. There is not a simple causal relationship between the 
workings of a particular institution and a particular outcome in the landscape, 
but the effects of different institutions are intermixed.

I present a conceptual model to illustrate how public participation and protest 
relate to other institutions of democracy in landscape issues. Different notions 
and institutions of democracy each have particular advantages and disadvan-
tages. Different institutions may be afforded differing degrees of legitimacy in 
different situations. They may also be manipulated in different ways. This helps 
explain limitations of public participation, and why it is often unsuccessful in 
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26 · DEFINING LANDSCAPE DEMOCRACY

influencing outcomes and hence considered unsatisfactory by participants, 
sometimes leading to strong protests. Particular democratic institutions – 
including participation and protest – should not be romanticized. There is need 
for critique of all institutions of democracy in the interests of its better working 
in landscape issues.
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