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Background

This process of participation can be used to assure that the demands of the public are met and to
make sure that stakeholders, residents and designers are on the same page. The process of citizen
participation is discussed by  Arnstein who asserts the levels of actual participation into a ladder,
where the top rung is true participation and decision making, and the lower rungs represent what is
known as “tokenism”, a nice gesture. Citizen participation is often used by the municipalities as a
way of involving their citizens with the development of their city.

Other studies, the one by Thwaites for instance, concern themselves with looking into how
landscape architects and urban designers use “science” in their design process to assure some level
of quality of the finished product. Already in the introduction to Thwaites paper, there is reason for
concern.  “That  human  experience  has  particular  spatial  implications  is  well  consolidated  in

environmental psychology. However, there is evidence in landscape architecture that this has yet to

penetrate sufficiently into the professional ethos.” (Thwaites 2001 p. 246) This leads us to believe
that urban designers and planners might not use the tools available to them, or that they use them in
an incorrect manner when designing. Under the assumption that citizen participation is used as a
type of research (or tool), this paper will look into how it (participation) is used in three different
projects in Malmö, Sweden. While participation in itself seems straightforward enough, it can come
in many varieties and have different results, no approach is the same and this will also be discussed
through literature concerning communication, to find the variables and try and reach a conclusion. 

Introduction

From personal experience I have found that municipalities often use citizen participation as a part of
their  process, and that  professionals (planners, landscape architects and urban designers) do not
agree on the usability of research and how it is to be interpreted and used, I have also found that
there is a general lack of research in the field of urban design. Research in this case means the ways
and methods that professionals use in order to assure some level of quality. I would argue then that
participation is in a sense, the ultimate research. Meeting the needs of the local residents, taking the
residents'  opinions  to  the  municipality,  or  ensuring attraction  to  a shopping centre,  all  of  these
claims will be looked into through the three projects being studied in this paper. 

For the purposes of this study, the term participation will be divided into two categories,
initiative  and  participative.  These  two  are  not  vastly  different  as  they  are  both  in  essence
participation, but they do differ in their forthcoming. An initiative is taken by the local residents to
combat  the  issues  of  their  local  neighborhood.  The  participative  approach  is  taken  by  the
municipality in order for them to ensure that they meet the needs of the local residents. It is also
worth mentioning that participation must not necessarily involve citizens or residents, in fact all
types of participation is aimed at having two parties discussing an issue in order to reach consensus
or at the very least, improving conditions. 

With  this  in  mind,  I  wish  to  study  three  sites  and  delve  into  the  processes  of  their
participative approach. One of the sites will represent an initiative approach to participation, this is
the  area  of  Sevedsplan.  The  second  site  to  be  looked  into  is  the  Sege  Park area,  where  the
municipality tries to engage the local residents in order to have a citizen's dialogue. The third and
final site is Mobilia, a shopping mall having recently undergone a great deal of refurbishment and
expansion, here the participation was kept amongst the involved parties, with very little input from
local residents or other citizens. 
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The idea is to study these examples in order to learn more about the participatory process
and how participation can be used in practice.  Because the three sites will be different in many
aspects,  usage,  location,  private/public,  economic incentives  and so forth,  a comparison can  be
made but there can be no “winner”. Therefore the sites will be treated as separate and the only thing
they will have in common is the way they are investigated,  through interviews with the people
behind the projects and through the scope of the selected literature. For the purpose of this study,
choosing completely different sites might indeed prove useful as participation in itself can have
many different usages and results.

Research Question

Citizen initiated, invitational or heuristic participation? 

Looking into the design process, with a focus on participation and citizen (or otherwise)
involvement, one can get an understanding of how participation works in practice and how it can
contribute as a type of research and work as a tool in these projects. This paper is not intended to
find which process works best or which is better suited, it will simply look into the different types
of processes which are commonly used in order to understand them better. Note that invitational
participation in this context means that the municipality seeks input from local residents.

With todays focus on citizen participation, one could argue that the citizens are most often
included in the process of building the urban environment, or at least that is the ideal. However,
Arnstein taught us about the rungs of participation and I can draw from personal experience that
citizen participation is not always evident.

The main research question is intended to highlight the fact that there are different types of
participation.  While there are numerous ways of researching a proposal,  case studies of similar
projects or looking to the field of environmental psychology for instance, the main idea behind this
paper  is  that  the  participatory  or  citizen  initiated  processes are  somewhat  commonly  used  and
normally considered good practice. Under the assumption that the participatory processes (these
include both the citizen initiative and the more classic participative process) are widely used, it is
also interesting to look at the process of a “stakeholders' participation”-type of practice. 

Again, stressing that a comparison will be made, but no claims that one process is better than
the  other,  this  paper  intend to  inform the  reader  on how these  common planing processes  are
utilized in practice. Each of the three projects will have the theories and literature tied to it, thus
allowing the reader to make their own conclusions about these three types of planning. Now that we
have introduced the main research question we can move on to the methods of this study and see
how to find what we are looking for. 

Method

Analyzing three projects each with its own characteristics of different participative processes can
give us the insight needed. Since there might not necessarily be a reason to rank the three projects
and  to  claim one  being better  than  the  other,  because  of  their  distinct  forthcoming,  economic
incentives and intended usage differ so much, the places can instead be very different and thus
allowing for a deeper understanding of the sites and why their participative processes differ. 

First  the  selected  literature  will  be  presented,  which  intends  to  give  a  good  mix  of
interpretations of participation.  Some focus on how municipalities work with their  citizens and
some focus on the communication itself. It is important to understand that simply having people
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participate in a project does not ensure success, there are numerous factors, some exogenous and
some from within, that all needs to be taken into account, more on this later. 

The  best  way  to  figure  out  how these  participative  approaches  work,  is  by  conducting
qualitative interviews. Issuing a survey one might not be able to catch up on the quirks and the
possibilities or issues with participation. 

After having gathered some answers from the people who are behind the different projects
through interviews, an understanding of the three processes can be made clear, on top of which an
interpretation of  Arnsteins ladder can be applied to see what effect the participating citizens or
stakeholders have on the planning. Further, to try and understand how the communication itself
might be of importance we turn to Lars Palm and his book “Kommunikations planering” where he
lays out the fundamentals of good communication. 

Depending on the answers given in the interviews, we can deduce whether participation is
considered  a type  of  research  among practicing  planners  and professionals.  The interview also
allows for seeking answers to questions about the participatory process itself, thus making it easier
to identify the levels of participation according to Arnsteins ladder. 

The first  site  that  will  be looked into  is  Sevedsplan.  This site  will  represent  an initiative
approach to participation. The second site to be investigated is Sege Park, a residential area
where  the  local  citizens  are  invited  to  participate  in  the  planning process  and  give  their
opinions. The third and final site, Mobilia, a shopping centre with mixed activities where the
stakeholders participated in the design process. 
 The main issue with this methodology is a lack of input from citizens or others who are
sought after in a participative process. Issues or questions might arise that could be answered
with input from the public. While interviewing the people involved in these projects and ask
for their opinions on the matter, a basic understanding can be made from a professionals point
of view but since participation in common usage often involve a municipality and the public
being the other party, both sides should be heard from. 

Literature

Here we will  look into the  literature that  is  used  in  this  paper  and some critique  will  also be
presented. To further understand these papers and how they contribute to my own study, please see
each of the subchapters for the sites, “Sevedsplan”, “Sege Park”, “Mobilia” and/or the “Results”-
chapter. The first theory that will be applied on all of the aforementioned sites is Arnsteins ladder of

participation, to see how much power the citizens/parties have in the respective projects. 
The literature will not be presented in any particular order.

Arnstein – A ladder of citizen participation 1969

This article shows what role participatory processes can play in the cooperation of designers
and citizens, or rather, how much of an effect it can have depending on how much power and actual
weight the citizens opinions carry (involved parties such as investors can also be counted into this
category as they are not “citizens” per say in relation to some authority).  Arnsteins paper will be
used as a guide on figuring out what level of “say” the participants actually have. The ladder model
is perhaps outdated, but seems to none the less still hold true, based on personal experience of how
often it is referred to in other papers and scholarly works. 

If  one shortcoming was to  be  found,  it  is  that  the  new type of  citizen  initiative  is  not
represented in the ladder model. Despite the lack of “citizen initiative” as a rung on this ladder, the
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outcomes of it ought to still be valid. If the citizens initiative is successful and it does alter the views
of the municipality, then one could argue that a higher level of participation has been reached,
though not in its conventional form. 

Bakker et al. - Citizens' Initiatives: How Local Governments Fill their Facilitative Role 2012

This study looks into how Dutch municipalities  play their  role  in  order  to  facilitate  the
citizens' dialogue, they are also concerned with the role that municipalities play in citizen initiated
projects,  thus  making  this  study  a  great  tool  for  deciphering  the  methods  of  the  Swedish
municipality of Malmö and their work with the citizens. The study by Bakker et al. is aimed at
understanding  how  municipalities  try  to  engage  and  stimulate  their  citizens  towards  citizen
initiatives. They also looked into why it is that citizens tend to engage in these types of initiatives,
the understanding of the fact that municipalities want to invite to dialogue, and that the citizens
want to take part, is important. 

The main criticism towards this study is that it is conducted in a Dutch context. To which
extent  the  Dutch  and Swedish  cultures  are  different,  I  can  not  answer,  but  seeing  as  both  are
culturally western european countries, one could say that the main differences between the two is
the population in regard to demographics and that the law of each country could also set the frame
for which citizen initiatives are constrained. 

Hurenkamp et al. - Citizenship in the Netherlands: locally produced, nationally contested 2011

Hurenkamp et al. writes that the Dutch have always had a strong place in the world as an
example of  individualism and multiculturalism.  Their  study investigates  what  it  means to  be a
citizen and how in the modern era, citizens are willing to put in some effort in order to create a
sense of community and a sense of belonging. This trend has however created gaps (even rivalry),
as a group of citizens with similar interests and culture, metaphorically, paint themselves into a
corner with the aid of the municipality through the process of citizen initiatives and participation.
This study highlights some of the issues with identification, something that most citizen groups
apparently feel strongly about. This study also brings up another interesting point, that most citizens
feel that they are obligated to attend meetings concerning their own “back yard”, a sort of civil duty.
Interestingly some participative practices, like our own at BTH in Karlskrona, failed to attract but
very  few  participants.  Perhaps  herein  also  lies  the  difference  in  culture  between  Holland  and
Sweden. 

It seems their study is perhaps too focused on the backgrounds of those people participating
in the initiatives. It would be interesting to see a multitude of people getting together to form their
own neighborhood groups and initiate their own projects, but their study almost suggests that all
citizen groups are formed by likeminded people, from the same ethnicity or religious background or
other identifiable traits. This is however countered by the case of Sevedsplan, where a multitude of
ethnicities and people from all walks of life are taking part.

Palm L. - Kommunikationsplanering: En handbok på vetenskaplig grund

This book helps us understand the many ways that communication works, and that it is not
always  straight  forward.  This  literature  will  also  form a  basis  for  some  of  the  criteria  in  the
comprehensive table found under “Results”. Lars Palm is a professor in planned communication at
the university of Halmstad, having some 35 years of experience. 

While this book focuses on communication only, it can still provide useful insights into how
or why citizen participation sometimes work and sometimes do not. The book brings up issues such
as  asymmetric  communication,  focus  groups,  targeting and the many ways to  reach out  to  the
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intended group. One shortcoming of this book is the way that it deals with communication, there
might not always be a context to the different examples given in this book. Perhaps town planning
and urban design have their own criteria and the reasoning behind a participatory process might not
be taken into account in this particular book. 

Interviews

Because there is an interest in finding a good research base for a new design, most planners and
urban designers turn to case studies of similar projects or simply rely on their heuristic knowledge
of the field. Obviously, having some sort of scientific backing to support your design is useful.
There are recent studies showing that the “research” used in design is sometimes haphazardly put
together and that professionals disagree on how and when this “research” should be used. Milburn

& Brown 2003 conducted a study in North America where professors and scholars answered a
survey specifically about “research in design”. All agreed that research should be conducted as part
of the process, and that it is important. However, the survey also shows that few thought that the
research had to be verified by experts  before being put to  use in the design.  This tells us that
designers and planners  can,  in  a  sense,  create  research  out  of  thin air  and applying it  to  their
designs. Borrowing research from a different project and applying it (modified) to your own seems
to be the norm. Therefore, the conducted research undertaken in regard to the three sites will be
looked  into  (research  in  this  case  being  the  participation  of  citizens  and  stakeholders).  This
information can be gathered by interviewing a spokesperson representing the designers of each of
the  three  sites.  The  results  from this  will  then  go through  a  theoretical  “filter”  to  deduce  the
deciding factors. 

The  reason  for  conducting  qualitative  interviews  should  be  obvious.  Looking  into  the
process, the research and citizen participation, one would naturally turn to the professionals. That
being said,  one of the projects  (Sevedsplan) is run almost  exclusively by citizens without  prior
knowledge, who in turn get into contact with the professionals in the municipality for aid. This
makes the interview an excellent  tool for data gathering,  here we can find out what the whole
process looks like, from the laymen's perspective. Opinion gathering is also important at this stage,
since we assume that the participative process is considered a type of research, the opinions forming
this research basis is also what the municipality in a participative process would encounter, and later
turn into a design proposal.

See appendix 1 for interview questions and motivations for them. 

The interviewees

The interviewees were chosen for their involvement in their respective projects. Linnea Wettermark,
works with the organization “Odlingsnätverket” at  Sevedsplan and is the head contact person for
their projects.  Carina Lindeberg works for the municipality of Malmö  and is the head program
planner of Sege Park and one out of a group of eight who are responsible for the contact with the
citizens.  Per Aage Nilsson works for FOJAB Arkitekter and is the head architect of the  Mobilia

project. Their involvement in their respective projects ought to give a good insight into the process
of how these projects are designed and what the relation to the public and stakeholders, looks like. 
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Sites

The three sites that will be looked into are all located in Malmö. They were chosen because of their
different approaches to participation, keeping in mind that the disposition of this paper is that there
are different types of participation and different ways to work with it. Citizen initiatives are not
“pure” in the sense that they can be a grassroots movement without the involvement of the local
government, municipality or other professionals. They will be considered a hybrid because they will
have to collaborate with the municipality (Bakker et al. 2012).

Under  the  sub-chapter  of  “Sevedsplan”  we  will  look  into  the  processes  behind  citizen
initiatives, how they engage people and what the outcome can be. The sub-chapter of “Sege Park”
will  look into the importance of citizen participation in city planning and how it can affect the
results and the design. Because both of these practices have the municipality involved, the examples
of Sevedsplan and Sege Park can be used to describe a difference in participatory practice, despite
the fact that both are tied in with the municipality. The sub-chapter of “Mobilia” will focus on a
participative  process,  one  that  does  not  include the citizens or  the  public,  but  rather  revolving
around stakeholders. Again, since these projects all have their distinct characteristics, and utilize the
participative process in different ways, the conclusion following the interviews-chapter will sum up
their experiences and here I will try and sum up the similarities or differences between them. 

Initiative 

To explain the term citizen initiative, we turn to Bakker et al, who distinguishes the main features of
what citizen initiative means. They write that citizen initiatives are a collective action, meaning that
the proposal or initiative itself is carried by a group of people, even though an idea can come from
any single individual. The collective action, the group, is self organizing. This means that the goal
of a project and the means to get there, are decided by the citizens themselves. Lastly, the initiative
is independent of any governing body or professional organizations (Bakker et al.2012). This last
point could be discussed further, as any initiative group will eventually need the help of government
or professionals in order to put their proposals into reality, meaning that the final part of the process
automatically turn into a participative type of planning, seeing as authorities and planners have the
final say (depending on what type of intervention is made). The authors also make a point as to why
initiatives are popular in Holland, because initiatives are cheap to run, as opposed to governmental
programs. Anther reason is that it has the effect of strengthening and educating the citizens, thus
relieving the reliance on governmental institutions and social programs (Bakker et al.2012)

Another point brought up by Bakker et al, is that most of the citizen initiatives (in Holland)
have some prerequisites that often go hand in hand with the forming of, and the success of citizen
initiatives. Firstly, the social capital, which suggests that citizen initiatives can be hard to form when
there is a low social cohesion and mixed ethnicity. However, they also state that the lack of social
cohesion, in regard to the neighborhood and the rest of the city, is what forms many initiatives in the
first place. Secondly, physical attributes also play a big role, places that allow for citizen assemblies
and discussions (Bakker et al. 2012). 

Hurenkamp  et  al conducted  surveys  in  Holland  to  see  what  the  new  “buzzword”
(citizenship) means to the population and how some citizen initiatives work and why the citizens
form these groups. They found that most citizens form these initiatives based on the experience of
other, similar projects and their (presumed) success. This suggests that a successful initiative will be
taken up by others and therefore this type of process (citizen initiative) is becoming more common
in Holland. Another point made by Hurenkamp et al. is that most of the citizens who participate in
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these projects do so with two main motivations. One, livability, the quality of one's surroundings.
The other main motivator was solidarity, to create a sense of community. These two motivators
alone  represented  more  than  50%  of  the  respondents  reasons  to  join  these  initiative  projects
(Hurenkamp et al. 2011). 

From  this  we  can  conclude  that  the  sense  of  community  and  wanting  to  improve  the
environment where one lives, are the main reasons for citizen initiatives. 

Participative

Following Bakker et al. there are a few pointers as to where citizen participation takes place and
where it is formed. They write how starting conditions  may have an effect on the nature of these
cooperations. In accordance to Hurenkamp et al, Bakker et al.  states that some community groups
are focusing on neighborhood festivities, neighborhood watch teams, homework classes or other
such  projects  and  that  it  is  from  these  that  the  then  “participating”  groups  form  when  the
municipality invites to dialogue. Further on this point, these groups have varying skills, ambitions
and motivations for participating in the dialogue with the municipality and this is something the
facilitator (in this case the municipality) must be aware of (Bakker et al 2012). 

A crucial point in both the initiative type or planning, and in the participative, is the role of
the facilitator. Bakker et al. focuses on invoking social networks as an important first step. The idea
is to bring together residents with different skills and people who have a good mix of resources. The
municipality's job here is to put the residents in contact with relevant neighborhood organizations
and this type of facilitative work was conducted in all the cases that the authors studied (Bakker et
al 2012). 

Further,  there  are  issues  with  the  participative  and  initiative  processes,  one  being  the
economics. The fact that the local government set the rules,  under which citizen initiatives can
apply for money for their  projects. This could be interpreted as saying that the initiatives must
follow certain rules,  thus undermining the sought after  independence,  or  trust,  that  the citizens
might be looking for. The authors also found that there are issues in communication between these
groups  and  the  officials,  in  regard  to  formal  language,  bureaucratic  procedures  and  excessive
formalism (Bakker et al 2012).

It  seems then that  finding the  “perfect  representatives” is  the hard  part  of  facilitating a
participative  process.  With  different  levels  of  interest,  alternative  motives,  social  skills,  time
available, funds available and generally assembling opinions into one coherent idea, municipalities
have their work cut out for them. 
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Sevedsplan

Picture illustrating one of the local cultivation areas, as well as the growing wall on the facade to the right. 

The  area  of  Sevedsplan is  located  in  the  southern,  inner  parts  of  Malmö.  The  area  is  mostly
residential with few opportunities for activities and leisure, only a few smaller shops are located
here. A google search will show you news articles and other types of media portraying this area in a
negative way. 

The streets around the main square are some of the poorest in Sweden and is associated with
social misery and many police chases end here. However there is an upside, in the middle of this,
vegetables are thriving in Sweden's largest ecological cultivation project writes motesplats2020.se

(www1). The project known as Barn i Stan (Children in the City) was intended to put the elderly
and the children in contact with each other and one way of doing this was to create a community
run cultivation project. This project later became part of the larger Odlingsnätverket (the cultivation
network)  project  which  it  is  currently  known  as.  Linnea  Wettermark  has  been  working  with
Sevedsplan and their cultivation projects since 2009 when she joind the first project Barn i Stan.

Sevedsplan has a diverse population with Swedish elderly and retirees, having moved here in
the  30's,  40's  and  50's  when  this  area  was  built.  There  are  also  many  families  with  foreign
backgrounds who have moved in more recently, and these families often have many children. This
was  an  issue  and Barn  i  Stan was a  project  to  have  children  and elderly  communicate  across
generations and cultural backgrounds (this was back in 2009).  Sevedsplan was untill 1941-42 an
area  of  plantation  allotments  and  the  elderly  thought  that  this  was  what  was  genuine  about
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Sevedsplan. Linnea told me that during these pilot projects many people were skeptical about these
plantations, “they won't last the night” they said. Many people were surprised that these plantations
lasted and so more people in the area saw it and started to ask whether they could do the same. It is
worth mentioning here that the property owners also were surprised that they lasted, having seen
some vandalism earlier. They realised that this was not “money down the drain” and so the trend
kept growing (Linnea Wettermark). 

She continues to explain her role as project leader, the property owners who back in 2009
found that the investment of cultivating seamed feasible, wanted someone to keep working with
this. The property owners had the position that if these plantations start to look messy or not cared
for, they will be vandalised, and this is where Linnea took action. She coordinated the people who
were interested,  for  one  year she collected telephone  numbers and email  addresses  and people
started to show up for their  meetings.  Linnea also explains that  during this time, around 2010,
cultivation in the city was a new thing which was on the uprising, it was “the new thing to do”. This
might obviously have helped her and her projects. She further explained that the cultivation projects
in Sevedsplan were one of the first in Sweden. One contributing factor to the success must be the
fact that they have had community meetings every week since mid-2010. 

Linnea further explained that the real-estate owners, in this case mainly MKB, have seen
great returns in their investments. These investments ranging from providing spaces for cultivation,
buying the  necessary  gardening tools  and providing new soil,  have  paid  off  in  an  increase  of
perceived safety, people stay in their apartments longer and a reduction of vandalism. The citizens
themselves feel that they get to know their neighbors and that they feel safer. She then told me that
in  2011  the  project  changed  from Barn  I  Stan  (Children  in  the  city)  to  Odlingsnätverket  (the
cultivation network). 

The full extent of the project Odla i Stan can be found on their homepage, odlaistan.nu. 

The interview

During the interview with Linnea Wettermark, in regard to the first question, she agrees that there
“definitely” is the top-down approach, and that there was no question about it. She also said that:

- Without a doubt there is the “grassroots perspective” and it is under development and that 
sometimes these grassroots approaches stop in their development. 

She had no real idea about the participative approach. I introduced her to the ladder of Arnstein and
told her that I myself had been part  of the “young reference group” for ÖP12 (the most recent
masterplan for the municipality of Malmö) a few years ago. 
On the second question, where I asked her under which category she would place her own work,
she quickly responded:

- Initiative and participative, this is the position of Odlingsnätverket.
She further gave me information about Sevedsplan and Odlingsnätverket, which can be found under
“introducing  Sevedsplan”.  While  on  this  topic  another  interesting  point  was  brought  up,  the
complexity of growing in the city. She mentioned that they can not simply grow foods or herbs
without  pollination,  so  they  have  placed  some  beehives  in  the  rooftops  of  some  neighboring
buildings.

On  the  third  question,  about  whether  participation  or  a  dialogue  with  the  citizens  is  always
necessary. 

- There are most likely no instances where a dialogue is not useful. 
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I brought up the case of Citytunneln where the municipality and the engineers of the project have
had an intensive dialogue with affected citizens. In fact to such an extent that all households in
Malmö received a weekly update on the project (Örjan Bergh, responsible for information and PR
of the project held a lecture while I was studying at Malmö University). Linnea agreed that this type
of dialogue is necessary, even though it is not the kind of dialogue where the architects or planners
ask for opinions, but rather informing the citizens. 

Linnea  was  asked  whether  the  size  of  a  project  could  have  an  affect  on  the  possibility  of
participation. I asked her if she thought that the “small scale”(project-wise) of Sevedsplan is better
suited for a participative process. She said:

- The size of a project can indeed have an effect on the success of a participative process. 
Also, projects can be very different, for example  Sevedsplan is mostly a residential area,  
which create good conditions for citizen participation. 

I asked her if she thinks there is an imbalance in the participative process, that some voices are
heard more loudly than others, that perhaps some groups have their own interests.

- This is sometimes an issue in our project. 
She gave an example of how one year there might be 20 people who are very involved and invested
in the projects and that sometimes these people move out or find other interests, however this in
itself is not an issue (lack of people participating) because these “spots” have always been taken up
by new people. The project in  Sevedsplan have a good mix of people and a good “flow” of new
people joining in. She said that she could notice a trend:

- The people who are actively interested in this project are most often also active in other 
types of groups or projects, and that sometimes this can be an issue because people prioritize
their time differently. That means that there is sometimes a lack of “time invested”. 

I furthered this question by asking if she had noticed if some people have their own interests that
they pursue through this project. She answered with saying: 

- We have a very wide age span among our participants and that the most active people are 
the younger people who then “disappear” when they have kids. The second most active  
group of people are parents whose kids have moved out. 

She also  mentioned  that  some three  quarters  of  the  people  participating  are  women,  which  is
interesting in  this  case  as  the  project  was partly  initiated  (back in  2009) because  of  a  lack  of
perceived security. Linnea brought up another point here, that different groups of people have their
own interests and so they partake in different stages of the cultivation. She continues:

- Younger people, mostly men, are interested in construction of the sites and how they like to
do more of the “heavy work”. Later the younger women are usually the ones who enjoy 
planting the seeds. When it is time for harvest it is usually the older women who show up 
and they also reap the rewards by being the ones who use the local produce in their cooking 
for the community. 

I continued by asking whether the municipality have a greater responsibility to facilitate citizen
participation as opposed to a private company. Linnea replied:
- Everyone has a responsibility for a dialogue with the citizens. 
She said that obviously the municipality have to do so because of the laws and their own charters,
but that private companies should also do this. Linnea suggests:

- When and if private companies have a dialogue with citizens, they do so together with the
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municipality, because the municipality are the ones responsible for the unity of the city. 
Linnea said that she is a promoter of the unity of the city, making the city feel as a whole.

She suggested that if the municipality and the private constructors were holding a dialogue, some
things could be considered to make future development easier. She gives an example of making the
roofs of new buildings more sturdy, increasing the load bearing capabilities in order to make room
for potential cultivation. She said she would have loved to be part of new projects in order to “build
it right from the beginning”. She is an avid fan of rooftop cultivation. 

I asked her about the research in design and if she believes that there is too little research in the
development phase of a new projects and whether there is too little scientific research in planning. I
told her about the common practice of using case studies in order to find qualities among similar
projects. She answered that because she herself has never been invited to a dialogue she thought
that there is a lack of basic understanding in some projects and newly developed sites.

I  asked her  which  types  of  research  she and her  colleagues  have  used  in  their  own project.  I
wondered  whether  the  students  from  SLU  (the  main  forestry  university  of  Sweden,  who  are
cooperating with Odlaistan) have had any input in their “edible growing wall”. She answered that: 

-In fact it is the other way around, Odlaistan started the project with the growing wall and so
the researchers from SLU came to observe. 

Linnea herself had not looked into any research of how to cultivate in cities saying that the issue is
not “how to grow carrots, people have been doing it for a long time”, but rather she have read in
media about similar projects in New York, London and Berlin, where she focused on the structure
of these organizations and how to attract interest in these projects. I told her about the study made
by Hurenkamp et al. and the effect that media can have on these types of projects. Linnea said:

- We  have had great use of the media, newspapers show up and write positive things about 
our “cute little cultivation”. But we have to keep up the work and come up with new ideas. 
Simply cultivating your own vegetables will not keep you in the media forever. Now we are 
focusing on the edible growing wall in order to attract new interest from the media. 

I then asked Linnea how they had transferred the knowledge from the previous projects, Berlin etc,
to their own work, how and if the basic understanding was applicable in their own projects. She
answered:

- The most important thing is that the citizens themselves have an interest, and that it in this 
regard is a true grassroots-movement. They will not simply start a little cultivation site if no 
people in the area have asked for one. 

Even though she has read about similar projects in the media she always asks the citizens what they
want, their requests always come first. We slipped into talking about the importance of  allowing
time for dialogue in the early stages of planning and designing, she feared that the civil servants of
the municipality might not have the time necessary to fulfill a participative dialogue. She continues:

-During the process of inquiry and planning or designing, which in modern times takes  
much longer than the actual  construction,  having people involved in the whole process  
might also be troublesome. A lot can happen in a few years and perhaps the citizens loose 
their interest and their level of involvement. 

On the question whether there are times when having a participative dialogue is the only way to
acquire knowledge or if case studies are always sufficient enough in offering these insights, she
answered:
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 - One can always get information from case studies but that these should be discussed in a 
citizen dialogue. Basically I would see case studies as the means to reach the discussion  
topics, but that they should not govern the final design without having first been discussed 
with the citizens. 

I asked her about obstacles in the participative process and if there are any issues that she herself
has encountered. 

- We are depending on people who are truly interested and that to some extent, people have a
greater interest in acute situations. Just look at deforestation and “that new tall building will 
shadow my front yard” - situations which people more easily get behind. 

She brings up one constant issue that Odlaistan are facing, because they have grown in numbers
(both involved members and number of plantations) they are having some issues with salaries. She
says: 

- We can receive money for new projects, but not continuous funding for already up-and-
running projects. This creates a situation where the organization have more and more to do, 
but less funding to do so, having become a full time job for some people.

She mentions again the difference in grassroots movements. The ones having to deal with acute
situations and the ones doing something simply because it is “cute”. She said that she does not
know  of  many,  if  any,  projects  in  Sweden  that  are  of  the  “cute”-variety,  all  of  these  citizen
initiatives that she is aware of are dealing with acute problems, whether they are social, economic or
in response to negligence. 

When I asked her whether she thinks that citizen initiatives are created in response to bad planning
she said:

 -  I  firmly believe so,  again going back to the fact  people do not  seem to take action  
until the situation is acute. 

Linnea gives an example of kindergarten cooperatives where there obviously have been a lack of
places for children in municipal kindergardens. I mentioned that perhaps changing conditions is
what makes these initiatives emerge and not necessarily bad planning. We also discussed that these
types of citizen initiatives probably have a shorter response time than say the municipality. Linnea
brought up social media as a way of quickly organize people and respond to situations and that this
is one way that municipalities become aware of emerging problems. 

I  asked  whether  she  believed  that  better  planning  could  alleviate  the  need  for  future  citizen
initiatives and she does not believe so. 

- Planning could always be better but the goal should not be to remove citizen initiatives. I
believe that citizen initiatives always will be present, in the future these citizen initiatives could be
organized differently, always dealing with issues in the environment but perhaps getting organized
through social media. 
Linnea says that their organization could have been much larger by now if they had utilized social
media and the internet in an earlier stage (they have just recently gotten their homepage online). I
asked if she could foresee any changes in the means that these citizen initiatives counter problems
and while no one can tell what the future holds in store, she believes that citizen initiatives will
always be there to demand what it is that is missing. In the case of Sevedsplan the cultivation has
been used to counter social issues and every group of citizens in a residential area have their own
issues to deal with.
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When I asked if she believes that the participation process used by the municipality in the stages of
developing the master plan, continues down to the detailed plans or if there is an imbalance in
inviting to a dialogue while discussing an open ended plan which is somewhat abstract she said:
 - There might be a “loss” in the number of people participating. Because I myself have never

been invited to any of these dialogues I can not answer this question fairly. 
She said however that the municipality most likely will have to adapt to the changing conditions of
society, in regard to social media and presence on the internet.

- I believe that people these days are not as willing to show up for a meeting being offered a 
cup of coffee and discussing the plans in length but rather make short comments online.

Continuing on this topic I asked if she believes that people are more likely to give comments if they
feel  that they are being heard.  In a sense that the general public  tends to seek authority when
discussing these matters. 

- This goes both ways, it can be hampering because of the “bureaucratic process” but also 
people have a sort of “now I have left my opinion and that is that” - mind set. 

Linnea thinks that some people feel accomplished having given their opinions to the municipality
without following up. 

With my final question whether general involvement of the citizens make for a better design.
- This must surely be the case. 

We discussed that no matter the purpose of a design or what the intended use is, if a place is being
used then it must be considered successful. This means that whoever the people are responsible for
the plans, they must turn to the intended group of users in order to assure some quality.

- The affected citizens of a site, are in the end, the ones who know what is needed or what it 
is that their neighbors would like to see. 

Linnea continued explaining that the municipality of Malmö often wants to include the Odlaistan
organization whenever they do work in the area, because Odlaistan has been so successful in having
a dialogue with the local residents. At the same time Linnea and her colleagues are afraid that they
will become the municipality's right hand and that this is a responsibility they are not willing to take
on. Linnea finishes with saying how proud they are that the municipality have given them such an
amount of trust. 
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Sege Park

The picture shows part of a preschool in the area and in the background one of the new apartment buildings. 

Sege Park is located in the north eastern part of Malmö, Sege Park was previously (and still is by
some) called Östra Sjukhuset (eastern hospital) and was from 1936 to 1995 Malmö's hospital for the
mentally ill. Today the area houses preschools, residences and student's apartments, though some
buildings are still vacant. From the municipality's webpage:

In beautiful  Sege Park you find the green life near the city centre. Here, a sustainable district is
planned with innovative solutions for renewable energy, where living and activities come together
around cultivation and sustainable solutions. The cultural and historic environment is being kept
while the district is a technological frontier. (www2). 

The Interview

I started by asking Carina whether she agreed on the disposition of this paper, that there are three
main types of planning, in regard to participation. She said:

- Often this is the case, the municipality receives a proposal from the constructors and the 
municipality are the ones who participate and give opinions. 

We discussed for a while how different planning ideals have lead to the reduction in practice of top-
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down planning. Carina told me:
- Earlier, it used to be that the municipality had an idea and the constructors would have to 
adjust according to this, now it is often the other way around, the constructors come with 
proposals and the municipality gives the final word. 

I told Carina about the practice of the  Mobilia project, that the constructors have had their own
dialogue with the shop owners and the investors of the shopping centre, and not the typical citizen
dialogue. Carina agreed with this premise and said that this is also participation in a sense.

I questioned Carina about the plan for  Sege Park, and if they include a citizen dialogue in their
process. 

- We do have a dialogue, and we have received many proposals and wishes during this long 
process. Last autumn the municipality decided to start the process over again, because many 
issues had not yet been solved, and there were in total six departments from the municipality
working with this site in order to reach a consensus. 

One example of participation during this process was the municipality inviting fifth-graders to the
site and asking them what they would like and wish for. 

- Often it is the park that people have opinions on, not so much the houses in the area (which
are the old houses from the time this was still a hospital although some new houses are also

planned). In the previous plan a 12 story house was planned in the southern part of the site and
many neighbors had opinions on this. Most people who have participated want to keep the park and
they also stress how important the park is. Some people have also complained about the old houses,
particularly because of their history as a mental institution. Carina mentioned that in fact this way of
working with a site, with having several types of focus groups and workshops is not in any way
specific to Sege Park but rather something the municipality does in all their projects. She mentions
however that it is hard to work like this on all projects, gathering opinions and thoughts works well
on the higher levels of the planning but when it reaches the detailed levels, it is sometimes hard to
reach out. 

I asked Carina if there is always the need to include citizens in the planning phase. 
- I think it is a good idea, the citizens know their area better than the planners because they 
are on-site daily. 

Carina  says  it  is  always  an  advantage  to  have  the  citizens  involved early  in  the  process.  She
continues in saying that it is sometimes hard, Carina talks about the difficulties of reaching out and
how they (the municipality) can not be heard over the noise of modern media. She then said that the
problems with reaching out can lead to further issues with NIMBY's (Not In My Back Yard) where
information can be misinterpreted or that there is no dialogue. Carina says that she understands that
people have their own interests in different projects and some projects are opposed because of this,
she says that looking at things from a larger perspective and understanding what is good for the city
is what the municipality have to communicate to NIMBY's, and this is difficult. Carina continues:

- All projects are different in regard to communication, when to bring in the citizens and 
how much to show them is one major aspect of this. Showing a proposal might lead to direct
opposition, and showing a blank paper might create confusion. There are also issues with 
time, people who are working are harder to reach, elderly people who have time and new 
families who do not have time.

Carina explained how the municipality have to show up at different events in order to reach the
people who they are interested in, one example is the “kindergarteners day” where the parents of
young children get together and take part in different activities together with their children. This
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was perhaps the only time the municipality could reach out to the parents of young children who
often are very busy. 

I asked Carina whether the size of a project can have a correlation to the amount of participation,
whether it is easier to organize smaller groups. Carina explained:

- The municipality often work very early in the process and therefore the plans or drawings 
are still somewhat abstract at this point. This creates difficulties for people who can not  
comprehend drawings or understand how to read a space and even the height of a building 
can be hard to visualize.

Carina says she is a fan of models because they can more easily be communicated. Another issue is
the length of their working process, from abstract plan, to detailed plan, to start of construction (and
other steps in between). 

- The municipality might have a first round of opinion gathering and five years later the  
citizens who were involved have moved and the new residents ask why they were not  
invited to participate. 

Carina  thinks  that  people  are  more  willing  to  talk  about  and  discuss  projects  that  are  more
comprehensible on a time-scale. The further away a project is from completion, the less likely the
citizens  are to  have opinions and their  willingness to  discuss them also decrease.  I  then asked
Carina if she believes that larger projects more seldom include participation. She made an example
out of Hyllie, a brand new part of the city, built in the last few years on top of what used to be
farmland. She said that because nobody really lived there earlier there was no real interest from the
public. Carina continues in saying that location might play a big role in whether people actively
take part or not. 

- Location is a larger component in participation, rather than the size of the project. 

I then asked Carina if she believes there is an imbalance in the participative process, where some
voices are louder than others. 

- I absolutely believe so. When the municipality have their consultations with the public, we 
take note on how many show up and also the ratio of men to women but we also take note 
on who does the talking and often it is elderly men.

I continued by asking Carina if she believes that the municipality have a greater responsibility to
facilitate citizen dialogue as opposed to private companies. Carina says:

- I myself have mostly worked with the municipality since graduating, and my opinions is 
that private companies want to make money by building what it is that people want. 

She then says that the municipality have a wider responsibility towards the citizens of Malmö and
not for some interest group. Carina says that for instance there is a lack of housing in Malmö and
that this is in the interest of the general public and not just a selected few. 

I asked Carina about another standpoint of this paper, that there is too little background research in
the field of planning and design. Carina said that this is probably true in some cases. She then
turned to  Sege Park, explaining that they are working with the cultural heritage of this site. She
says:

- While the heritage of the site might be appealing to some, we also have to build new and  
doing this in an old environment can be difficult. 

She continues explaining that they always have to regard existing buildings or infrastructure when
building, but there is no real scientific method for doing this.
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- One aspect the municipality always have to look into, no matter which area or site we are 
working with, is how the site connects to the rest of the city. 

She explains that right now they (municipality) are focusing on pedestrian and bicycling paths to
ensure good connectivity, often the municipality creates bicycle paths that are as short and straight
as possible,  preferably having the  cars take the longer route.  I  gave an example to  further the
discussion, when it is snowing it is easy to see how people move around the city or how pedestrians
might  cross a patch of grass, and how this would represent  a more “hard science”-approach to
planning. Carina told me about another part of the city, Ön (the Island), and when it was constructed
the builders intentionally waited to put down the ground cladding in order to figure out how people
moved in this new area. I then asked Carina if it in this particular case is an issue of responsiveness,
how fast the municipality can build a new path according to where people cross a particular lawn. 

- I agree, perhaps a real estate owner can quickly re-arrange the paths in their own backyard,
whereas  we,  the  municipality,  have  to  go  through  consultation  and  all  the  different  
departments have to be involved. 

I then asked Carina about what kind of background research the municipality have conducted with
Sege Park in mind.

- The museum of Malmö has been involved making inventories about the buildings and the 
parks department has conducted investigations into the trees on the site, which trees can be 
kept and which ones carry diseases. The talks with the museum had for instance led to  
discussions of how to convert these former hospital buildings into apartments and whether 
or not they could make changes to the facades increasing the number of doors for ease of 
access. 

I continued by asking how this underlying research (the cultural heritage) has been interpreted into
a  design  process,  whether  it  is  about  conservation  or  perhaps  building  new houses  out  of  old
materials. Carina told me that in regard to the new houses on the site, they have not yet reached a
conclusion. They have however decided to keep the old buildings and keep the central lawn, making
sure that all entrances face this central axis. Another point Carina brought up was that this hospital
was self reliant when it was operating. 

- The staff of the hospital grew their own vegetables when the hospital was operational and 
this is also a part of the heritage the municipality wants to keep on this site, re-introducing 
cultivation to the site. 

When asked if citizen participation could be considered a type of background research, if it can be
used as a type of inventory.

- Participation is a type of information that the municipality can use, sometimes even though
the municipality have access to old maps and plans, it is not always apparent how some sites
were used and thus talking to long-time residents can give this type of information. 

Carina says that in most cases, it is possible to find people who have been living in an area for a
long  time,  or  who  have  had  long  time  relations  with  a  particular  site.  Carina  explained  how
important  it  is  for  the  municipality  to  gather  opinions  without  putting  too  much  value into it,
collecting opinions without having to defend ones plans, having the citizens give their opinions and
then the municipality can change their plans accordingly. Carina explains the issue of having a topic
to discuss around, say a plan, and in doing this the citizens might feel that the municipality have
already planned without  the  approval  of the  local  residents and this  leads  back to  the issue of
finding a level of discussion where opinions can be gathered without the citizens simply opposing
what it is being discussed. 
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I asked Carina if there are times when a citizen dialogue can be helpful or if there are questions that
only the citizens can answer. Carina answered that it is always helpful to have a dialogue and she
had to think for a while about questions that only the citizens can answer.

- Most questions or issues can be looked into by the municipality themselves, but in these 
cases, often a dialogue can produce answers more quickly. 

Another point Carina brings up, as an example of what the municipality can not know but only the
citizens can, is the view from the resident's windows or from a balcony. While the municipality can
have an idea of what it might look like, it is often the citizens themselves that bring up critique on
these types of issues. I continued by asking Carina when the citizen dialogue is as most important,
whether it is most useful early in the process or during the whole planning process. She answered
that during the discussion sessions when sitting around a table the municipality often have to first
introduce what was said in the last meeting in order to make sure that the discussions follow the
pace of the planning process, so that there will not be a stalemate. She also said that using models is
a useful way of creating a topic for discussion, with little moveable objects representing buildings in
a more tangible way from the citizen's point of view. 

- The discussions should come in early into the process but there must still be some concrete
contextual issues and background information which the dialogue can circle around. 

Carina was aware of the situation that arises if the municipality have planned too much before the
dialogues begin, then it is not a participative process but rather educational, which is undesirable.

I asked Carina what the obstacles are with citizen participation. 
-  The issue of reaching out,  I believe this is  the most  difficult  part,  finding the proper  
channels. This is especially true when starting planning a new site, where you have no  
previous contacts  and creating a network can be difficult.  Simply  putting an ad in  the  
newspaper is not enough. 

Carina suggests that going to already established gatherings and setting up there is a good idea. In
the case of Sege Park this was done during the festivities of “Backafestivalen”, an annual festival
intended for the residents in the area. Carina tells me that the municipality have communicators
working with  them,  being the  ones  generally  responsible  for  communicating  with the  citizens.
Another issue Carina brings up is the fact that while working with the plan, and the deadlines for it,
at the same time a dialogue with the citizens needs to be held. 

I asked Carina if she believes that citizen initiatives are a response to poor city planning. 
- Perhaps it is not poor planning but rather a response to lack of new projects.  In modern 
times, city planning have yet another responsibility in dealing with social issues among  
citizens,  something that was perhaps not  looked into in  earlier  planning ideals.  This is  
something new for the municipality, something that they also have to learn and take into  
account. 

Carina says that this question is hard to answer, she brings up an example of two parks. One park
might work very well in achieving what it was intended for, yet a similar park somewhere else
might not work at all. Finding the “soul” or the history of a site is key. 

I asked Carina if she believes that future citizen initiatives will be of a different kind as to those of
today. 

-  While  making  the  plans  one  might  have  high  hopes,  green  roofs  and  other  such  
interventions, but when it comes time for planning permissions and at this stage it is often 
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the finances that set the future for the green roofs and other ideals. Often these “extras” are 
then removed to meet the budgetary requirements of the project. 

Carina says that there is hope however. 
- Today the constructors themselves are willing to spend more on sustainable construction 
because they know that it is in demand among the public. 

We started to talk about real estate developers and how they are aware of what their  customers
want, while this suggests that new construction might be more suited for the demands of today, but
there is no knowing how these demands might change in the future. 

I asked about the issues of today's participation, in that the law says that the citizens have to be
invited to a dialogue when the master plan is made, and whether this dialogue faces issues because
of the abstract nature of a master plan. Carina said that in the process of making a detailed plan the
citizens also have to be invited for consultation. Carina explains that there is a difference between a
detailed plan and a “simple plan”. 

- The simple plan allows for minor interventions where not many citizens are affected, and 
this type of plan does not have a consultation dialogue as a requisite. 

Carina says that there is also the discussion of how large the “radius” is when inviting citizens to a
consultation dialogue. Often, it is only the residents immediately outside the area of the plan that are
invited and there have been discussions in the municipality whether this radius should be enlarged
and include further  concerned parties,  who the  concerned parties  are  is  decided by the county
administrative board. 

I asked Carina if she believes that involving citizens can make for a better design or plan. 
-  I  can  not  imagine  the  finished  product  would  come  of  worse  if  there  has  been  a  
participative process. 

She also says that you would seldom make a plan worse by discussing the issues with it. There
would be no changes to a plan, through the participative process, if the plan is accepted by the
citizens form the beginning, things can only improve. 
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Mobilia 

Showing efforts to make the facades more human scale. 

Back in 2007 the developer Atrium Ljungberg bought the shopping centre and in that process they
already  knew that  they  wanted  to  refurbish  it.  Atrium Ljungberg  already  had  experience  from
having conducted similar projects in the Stockholm area. On top of this,  Mobilia was going very
well,  according to Per it has at some point held the third position for largest turnover of all the
larger shopping centers in Sweden (Per Aage Nilsson).

One particular  aspect  of  Mobilia is  the  heritage  of  the  site,  having been a large  textile
industry, some parts of the old buildings have been saved and restored. The industrial feeling has
also been kept in the use of materials and construction principles. Per mentioned that they have had
a great cooperation with the municipality of Malmö considering the cultural heritage. One example
is the facades showing pictures of women and the fashion during the 1950's. Per further explains
that they have worked with the industrial feeling, using red bricks, steel and wood in their design. 

The Interview

Meeting Per Aage Nilsson he first asked me what I meant with the first question and how these
types could be represented. I gave him examples of Brasilia, Jan Gehls nemesis, being the model for
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top-down planning. I furthered this question with bringing up Sevedsplan as an example of citizen
initiatives  and I  explained  how the  municipality  of  Malmö used a  participative  process  in  the
development of the recent masterplan (ÖP12). Per said:

- There are not many top-down projects that I know of.
He brought up “det goda samtalet” (the good conversation) which was a part of the now famous
project Bo01, these conversations were held mostly for the benefit of the real estate developers, in
order to secure their competitiveness. Per said that he agrees with the disposition of my paper, about
the three types of processes. 

When asked whether his project Mobilia could be classified as initiative, participative or top-down,
he said that he and his colleagues have used both initiatives and participation in their process.

- It depends on who takes the initial initiative. Because the developer wanted to refurbish the
centre they held an architectural competition to receive input. The competition was about  
“building a city”, in other words, the character of the shopping centre was turning into one 
of mixed use with the addition of housing (this was the wish from the developers). The  
developers wanted to create long-term ownership, they wished to include all the facilities  
that could normally be found in a city centre, in order to create a true city block. 

Per explained that the developer (Atrium Ljungberg) spent a long time in the sketching phase of the
project, they wanted to receive as much input as possible. 

- In this particular project they have interviewed the customers of Mobilia and asked what 
people  like  about  it.  In  this  case,  the  people  participating,  for  the  most  part,  are  the  
customers of the shopping centre. Apart from this group, the investors' and stakeholders'  
opinions were also gathered. 

Per  explained  how important  it  is  to  “build  the  right  product”  and stresses  the  importance  of
meeting the needs. What they found during this surveying process was that people enjoyed the
simplicity, the moveability, the industrial feeling and the human factor. 

When  asked  whether  there  is  always  a  need  to  invite  citizens  in  a  participative  process,  Per
answered: - All input, especially early in the process, is very important. Having a participative 

approach  is  an  important  way  of  reading  the  environment,  through  workshops  and  
surveys.

The followup question, if there is a correlation between the size of a project and the amount of
participation, Per answered.

- There is probably a little difference here. If the area is already developed, the people living 
there might very well  be interested in participating in the new plans or have forums to  
discuss their environment. However if there is a new development outside the city, perhaps 
the developers are the ones who participate, therefore the participation process lies in the 
hands of the developers in order for them to find the potential of the area. 

Furthering  the interview I  asked Per  if  he thinks there are any imbalances  in  the  participative
process, that some voices are louder than others. 

- This is always the case, mainly the ones who want to participate are the ones whose voices 
are heard. 

Per said that this is the difficult task of the mediator or the facilitator, to make sure that everyone
gets heard. 

- It is hard to find the “perfect representatives”, and this also has a strong connection to the 
type of project. 
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Per said that the end users are the ones who should take part, because the ultimate success of a
project depends on this group of people. Per explained that they often have workshops as a part of
their process, and often the customers are invited. Continuing on this, Per mentions the skateboard
park  (Stapelbäddsparken  in  the  western  harbour  area  of  Malmö)  as  an  example,  where  the
constructors had hired professional  skate park designers to help them with the design.  Per also
questions the role of the facilitator when saying that it is their job to “steer” the invited group, but at
the same time perhaps this is not ideal, Per recognizes that the ideas come out of the conversation
and in such a case, any conversation can bring good ideas. 

I asked Per if he thinks that the municipality have a greater responsibility towards the citizens in
regard to participation as compared to a private company. Per mentioned:

- Mobilia is privately owned, and that the real estate owners are interested in the surrounding
area and that they have had a cooperation with the municipality. 

Per also mentions how  Mobilia is a key part in the “east-west” direction of bicycle paths going
through the city. He then mentions the public transport and how the surrounding streets have been
rebuilt in order to facilitate the needs of the larger city and making Mobilia a more integrated part of
the city, one of the streets has been build in such a way as to facilitate future tramways. In this
regard the Mobilia project has been in contact with the municipality for a long time and has been
well anchored in the visions of the municipality. 

I asked Per if he thinks that the municipality has their citizen dialogue in an earlier stage as opposed
to  the  private  constructors  or  developers,  where  the  municipality  invites  to  dialogue about  the
masterplan and the developers have a citizen dialogue on a more detailed level of planning.

- The developer is interested in building houses that are attractive, and so all the dialogues, 
no matter municipal level or private, are important tools for designing and constructing to 
meet the needs. 

I asked Per if he thinks there is a lack of research in the design phase or in the general process. I
explained the common practice of using case-studies in order to find qualities of one's project. 

- It is possible there is a lack of fundamental research. There are a lot of people involved in 
these type of projects, ranging from citizens and customers to shopkeepers. Especially the 
shopkeepers are interested in the flow of people, how customers end up at their respective 
stores, and that this is something that is very much considered in a project like a shopping 
centre, whereas this cooperation between shopkeepers and real estate owners in the city is 
perhaps harder to reach, because of limitations such as street level area and traffic. 

Per mentions how it is easier to put “the whole chain” of stores into a logical order is much easier in
a shopping centre. Per also mentions how the shopkeepers themselves often are experts in how
people move around their stores and where to place their products. 

I asked my followup question about what types of research Per and his colleagues have used when
designing the central square of the shopping centre. Per answered that they had found a reference
square, mainly in regard to size, to see how the area can be used. Per explained that he and his
colleagues have looked at Lilla Torg (The small Square, located in Malmö).

- The idea of the square at Mobilia is similar to that of Lilla Torg, the usage in summertime, 
cafés, restaurants and how we wanted to create a square that is similar to a square one would
normally find in a city and the qualities that comes with it. The human scale and the size of 
the square and also the orientation in regard to the sun, have all been instrumental in the  
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design of this Mobilia square. 
In regard to the design of the square, Per also brings up the question of “where do you sit down in a
restaurant?”,  people wants to see other people,  and this  has also been a discussion leading the
design of the square.

- Mobilia is where you meet your friends. 

When asked about other aspects of the design process in regard to research and in Mobilia's case,
the history, Per answered that the history has been very important. 

- In the 1890's the textile industries of the city were all moved to the location where Mobilia 
is now, creating a sort of industrial cluster. In 1965 the industry went bankrupt and in 1967 
the first shopping centre opened up. 

When Per and his colleagues started working with Mobilia, one of the first things they did was to tie
the site to its history. Brick walls that had previously been painted was scrubbed to bring the bricks
back, and thus regaining the industrial feeling. Other aspects have been the simplicity of the layout,
keeping paths straight in order to increase the feeling of life on the street and also for ease of
navigation for customers. Per and his colleagues then started to work with “the city's ingredients”,
the streets, the bicycle paths and the alleyways, and another aspect they changed, in order to create
the  “city  feeling”  was  that  some  stores  now  have  entrances  towards  the  surrounding  streets,
something the previous shopping centre did not have. 

- This is not very common in a shopping centre, making it extrovert instead of the classical 
introvert type. 

Per also says that  the levels  of  detailing is  also important,  towards  the  surrounding streets  the
frames are large and the entrances are big. In the middle of the centre the details become more
abundant and smaller, in order to create attraction. Another ingredient Per mentions in regard to the
practice in design, is also the useability over hours of the day. Introducing apartments to the site
creates movement of people when the shopping centre is closed, there is also a gym which opens up
early and closes late in the evening. The restaurants are also open in the evenings. 

I then asked Per if he believes that a participative process could be a viable tool as a means of
background research of an area. He said that it  absolutely is,  he stresses the importance of the
facilitator and mediator, in the beginning you want many ideas and opinions and as the work nears
completion perhaps you need a new group of people or the topic of the discussions changes to better
match that of the current level of the design process and to better match the questions that arise
later. I followed up with the question if there are issues or questions that can only be answered with
dialogue,  where  a  case  study  in  itself  is  not  sufficient.  Per  answers  that  the  way  he  and  his
colleagues interpret an area for the first time is very important, the inventory process.

- Different projects have different issues to face and so the participative dialogue can enter 
the process at different times. 

Per also says that in the case of Mobilia, the developers have much of the data one would need to
make  an  informed decision  on  a  design.  He also  brings  up  examples  of  MKB (the  municipal
housing agent of Malmö) and because they have so many houses, they surely have the data needed
in  order  to  build  more  houses,  they  already  know  what  their  customers  want  because  they
themselves conduct surveys among their residents. 

- Much of the data needed to build for example a new house, the developers already have 
and know they can rely on it. 

Per  mentions  that  despite  this,  most  of  this  data  is  discussed  in  some sort  of  forum with  the
stakeholders or the intended customers. 
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When asked what Per believes are the main obstacles in a participative process or why it is not more
common.

- The process of the participative dialogue is perhaps more common than one would believe.
Perhaps not  all  developers,  architects  or  municipalities  have it  in  their  charter  that  the  
participative process should be used, but rather that in order to ensure the quality of ones 
work, one has to talk to the customers. 

Per says that if you are interested in building something successful, there probably is a dialogue but
that it perhaps is not as well documented. Per says that one issue with calling for a meeting with the
stakeholders or the citizens, is to ensure a good meeting, to reach what it is that you are searching
for. In regard as to how to conduct a meeting or a workshop, Per refers to a paper he had read where
having a competition is one way to ensure the quality of the meeting, to make sure that the key
issues come to light. 

- However, having a competition is not always ideal, early in the process when it is all about 
collecting opinions and ideas, having a competition can be detrimental to the gathering of 
data. 

When I asked Per if he agreed with the premise of Bakker et al, that citizen initiatives are often a
response to bad planning, Per turned to residential areas explaining that in these areas something
might have happened over time. 

- The area might have been built with a group in mind but that the residents have moved or 
other changes might have occurred. 

Per also says that the car might have much to do with the way that planning works. 
- Previously the planning was somewhat car oriented and with the introduction of electric 
cars, we might see a new paradigm in planning to meet the new needs. 

Per believes that time is one of the major factors as to why these citizen initiatives are formed, with
time comes change. Per says that there are many areas built in the 60's where there are issues, no
sense of community being one of them. 

- Something happens to the scale when people live close in high density and there is no  
direct interaction with the outside environment and this  is  most likely the fault  of bad  
planning. 

Per  says  that  the  communication  and  the  distance  to  the  city  is  very  important,  having  some
attraction the direct environment is only one part of the solution, the entire city needs to be linked
together to allow for movement and interaction. 

Again we came back to the ideals of the 1960's, there was high demand for new housing and many
areas were built and the tenants had no issue filling up their apartments. These days, Per explains: 

- Some 80% of the apartments needs to be rented out before construction can even begin,  
and because of this,  the dialogue and participative process comes naturally in the early  
stages of the development. 

The followup question, if good and thought out planning could alleviate the need for future citizen
initiatives, Per answered that we naturally build for the needs of today. 

- The requirements have changed since the 1960's and today Malmö have changed from  
being an industrial city to a city of knowledge.

Per also says that there is no project that is truly finished. Per gives examples of offices and how
they are often rebuilt every time a new tenant moves in, somewhat reflecting the changing needs. I
then asked if Per believes that citizen initiatives will always be present.
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- They will always have requests for improvement. 
Per said that without these initiatives, the city could die out, otherwise we would have built a city so
well, that it becomes boring. Per says that is in the nature of humans, the need for improvement and
the search for what is better. 

I told Per that under Swedish law the municipalities have to invite their citizens to a forum or
dialogue when introducing their new master plan which he was already aware of, and on this note I
asked if he thinks that there is an issue with inviting the citizen in this early stage (master plan,
somewhat abstract) and when the plans come down to a more detailed level, there are no further
dialogues or not the same need for input. 

- We are educated to seek knowledge and try and build what is needed in the city, and if
there are requests it is easier to include these in a detailed plan. 
I then asked Per if there are changes or amendments to Swedish law that could be made to improve
the participative process, or if there are any changes he would like to make. 

- In all the cases where these initiatives take place, Sevedsplan comes to mind, if it is worth 
investing in, it should be included in the rent or as an option for the local residents. 

Per then sees an issue in some of the citizen initiatives, that if people start taking the upkeep of their
surroundings into their own hands, someone else might loose their job. Per makes an example out of
some schools and how the classes paint their own classrooms, then the professional painters will not
have as much work. Per believes that these types of citizen initiatives will in the future be regulated
in the rent, depending on what type of initiative is undertaken. Per also sees another issue, to his
knowledge,  there is  no municipal  funding for citizen initiatives.  Further,  Per talks  about  issues
regarding where these initiatives take place, if it is within the property of the owner, then the owner
or real  estate  developer can sponsor the money needed,  if  the initiative takes place on “public
ground”, the municipality are the ones responsible for initial investments and also the upkeep. 

We stated discussing what must have been an interesting dialogue, in New York where the now
famous Highline is located, the landscape architects were given (or leasing) the railway line which
surely belongs to the municipality of new York. Per then suggested I look back into the history of
Malmö. 

- One of the now more controversial streets in Malmö, Bergsgatan where many suggestions 
have come forth in regard to try to reduce traffic and increase safety, have been used for  
cultivation during the second world war. 

Per told me that there are in fact many places of the city where cultivation was very common, he
finished by saying that you can seldom invent the wheel by yourself. 

The last question was about whether the owners of Mobilia have left room for future demands from
the public. 

- When you invest in a long term project, such as a shopping centre, you must be able to 
adapt. 

He gave an  example  of  the  fountain  located  on the  square,  that  if  people would  have  wanted
something else in its place, they surely would have changed it by now. Per finishes the interview by
saying that you can not build something and expect people to show up, and that in fact it works the
other way around, the people who come do so because they want to. 
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Results

Now when the interviews have been presented in their rapport style of writing, for ease of reading,
it is now time to take a closer look at the answers. The main questions from the interviews, and the
respective answers, will be presented in the tables on the following pages. From here, the answers
will be looked at through the perspectives of the chosen literature. 
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Starting of the results analysis will be the ladder of participation, formulated by Sherry Arnstein in
1969. 

Arnstein's ladder of participation

“The idea of citizen participation is  a  little  like eating spinach:  no one is  against  it  in  
principle because it is good for you” - Arnstein

Sherry Arnstein presented in 1969 the eight rungs of the participation ladder, which have since been
a sort of cornerstone in talking about participation and whether it is “true” participation or not.
When the participatory ladder was first presented in America, in the late 60's, there was political
turmoil and the notion of participation was often interpreted in terms of citizen power. When talking
about  town planning, and participation,  the ladder does however still  remain valid as a way of
measuring the power of the involved citizens, it is no longer just a political measuring tool. The
participatory ladder looks like this:

8 Citizen control
7 Delegated Power
6 Partnership
5 Placation
4 Consultations
3 Informing
2 Therapy
1 Manipulation 

1, Manipulation. Citizens are placed in advisory boards or committees without any actual power,
what happens here is that the elite, the people who holds the real power, educates their participants
into thinking like them. Here, the officials are the ones who educate, persuade and otherwise inform
the participants, instead of the other way around. 
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2, Therapy. Here, the people in power try to cure their participants of their ideologies or thoughts in
order to get them “in line”. Giving examples of this, Arnstein writes about how tenants were given
the blame and were then taught how to “adjust to the larger society” when in fact they were being
mistreated. 

3, Informing. Giving people information about their rights and responsibilities is important, but it
does not work if the flow of information only goes in one direction, there might be no feedback
given what so ever. This level of participation often involve technical language on the part of the
informer, in order to avoid questioning. 

4, Consultation. Similar to informing, but the information goes two ways. However, this is still
considered tokenism as the information gathered might not be put to use. Arnstein refers to this as
“window dressing”. What this does, is  give the powerholders the right to say “the people have
participated” while the people who participated are condensed into numbers and statistics. This type
of participation is often carried out through surveys, where the people are given options to choose
from.

5, Placation. Arnstein makes an example. Placing some chosen representative of the “poor” and
placing him or her on an advisory board, like the board of education or the board of housing. Here,
the “people” have a chance to actually take part in decision making, but the powerholders still
outnumber the “people” and thus they can be outvoted on every question or petition that comes
through. 

6,  Partnership.  Here  the  power  of  decision  making  is  distributed  among  the  citizens  and
powerholders. Arnstein writes that in most cases where the power is distributed, the power was
taken by the people, not offered by the powerholders. This suggests that this type of partnership is
one where the people have organized themselves. 

7, Delegated Power. When on a board of decision makers, if the people have the majority of the
seats, this is known as Delegated Power. However, in these situations, the city board often still have
a final veto at their disposal, and so despite having a majority, the people can potentially still see
themselves loosing any potential cause. 

8, Citizen Control. Citizens demand this level of power in order to make sure that they are in control
of managerial and policy aspects, so that no “outsiders” can come in and change them. Arnstein
writes  that  the  most  advocated  type  of  citizen  corporation  is  the  one  where  there  are  no
intermediaries  between  the  corporation  and  the  funds,  meaning  that  the  citizens  who  run  the
corporation or organization, are also the ones paying for it. 

Now that the rungs have been classified, somewhat simplistic, it is time to look at the three projects
and see where on the ladder they fit in. To make such a distinction possible, we have to rearrange
the phrasing a little bit. Arnstein talks about powerholders and the people, so in interpreting these
phrases and tuning them to three modern time projects in Sweden, we have to equalize “people” and
“residents” and equalize “people” and “customers”. In the two projects, Sevedsplan and Sege Park,
the  “people”  will  be  the  “residents”.  In  the  third  project  (Mobilia),  the  “people”  will  be  the
“customers”. Also the term “powerholder” needs some adjustment. In the project of Sevedsplan, the
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powerholder is the municipality, giving out permits for construction. The real estate owners might
by some be considered the powerholders, but should be considered customers (the people) because
they are also interested in having pleased tenants. In the case of Sege Park, the municipality has to
be considered the powerholder, and the residents (as well as real estate owners) be considered as
“the people”. In the final case,  Mobilia, the powerholders are the investors and real estate owners
who pay for the construction, to some extent the municipality is also a powerholder as they hand out
the construction permits. 

Note that in this section (when comparing to Arnstein), the projects will be looked at as if they are 
the mediators, see table of phrases above. As Carina explained how the municipality works in 
modern times (see interview), it is often that constructors come to the municipality for approval, 
thus placing the municipality “in the middle” between residents and contractors/investors. Despite 
having the final say in many issues, the municipality's role has changed to such an extent that 
considering them mediators makes more sense. In any case, they are answering to the county 
administrative board, who in turn works for the government. To even further this point, Carina and 
her colleagues are the ones responsible for the communication with the local residents. The other 
two projects are also thought of as mediators in this case, Sevedsplan “in between” the residents and 
the municipality, and Mobilia “in between” the customers and the investors. 

Sevedsplan & Arnstein

At first look, based on the answers given by Linnea, the project in Sevedsplan could be considered
one of Partnership,  between the local residents and the municipality. One point strengthening the
the case that Sevedsplan is Partnering with the municipality, is that the organization has become the
municipality's “right hand” in dealing with this area. There are however some shortcomings if one
wants to be 100% true to the ladder of Arnstein. Arnstein writes: 

“Partnership  can  work  most  effectively  when  there  is  an  organized  power-base  in  the  
community to which the citizen leaders are accountable; when the citizens' group has the  
financial resources to pay its leaders reasonable honoraria for their time-consuming efforts; 
and when the group has the resources to hire (and fire) its own technicians, lawyers, and 
community organizers.” 

With  this  in  mind,  one  would  naturally  turn  to  the  issues  that  Linnea  brought  up  during  the
interview, that the organization faces trouble with their economy. They (Odlingsnätverket) receive
grants from the municipality for new projects, but no continuous funding for their ongoing projects,
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which means that Linnea and her colleagues have to start new projects in order to apply for money
so that they can fund their  already up-and-running projects. This leads to issues as she and her
colleagues now have to work full time, with almost no pay. 

With the project in  Sevedsplan being the municipality’s “right hand” one could also place
this work on the  Consultation rung of the ladder, with the information going two ways but the
municipality still having the final say. 

Sege Park & Arnstein

The project in Sege Park could easily be placed on the rung of Consultation, with information going
two ways, in an effort to make sure the quality of the final product, the municipality listens to the
residents  of  the  area,  but  it  seems the  residents  themselves  have  no  real  chance  to  affect  the
outcome. Apart from attending meeting that are required by law, the residents might have no other
way of making their point heard. That being said, there is always the chance to appeal any decision
made and thus forcing the municipality into reconsidering or coming up with alternative plans. The
process of appeal is costly and lengthy, which is why the municipality wants to make sure they have
the residents trust before continuing, circling back to the Consultation. Arnstein makes the case that
Consultation is still considered tokenism, a nice gesture, but we have to remember that this was in
the US in 1969. Modern day meetings between municipalities and residents most likely carry more
weight than they did back then (through legislation and media at least), thus moving Consultation

up the ladder, making it something more than just a nice gesture and something the municipality has
to pay attention to.

The one issue here is that in order for Consultation to work, there has to be a regular flow of
information and Carina explained that reaching out  is  the most  difficult  task.  The fact  that the
municipality shows up at different events in order to reach those people who could not otherwise
attend a potential meeting, says that they really do try and collect as many opinions and thoughts as
possible.

Mobilia & Arnstein

The Mobilia project can be considered Consultation, where customers of the shopping mall had the
possibility  to  answer  surveys  and  this  information  later  being  brought  to  the  attention  of  the
investors. Another way to make a case for Consultation, is by looking at how Per frequently used
terms and phrases that indicates adaptability, he often talked about how one should meet the needs
and how one has to adapt to changes, building what people want.

During the interview with Per, he said that the investors arranged for a competition with
many different  architecture firms participating,  thus  turning this  project  into a  Partnership,  not
between the customers and the municipality, but rather a partnership between the different firms and
the municipality+investors. 

Per also talked lengthily about how the real estate developers most likely had their own
information about customer demands and how shopkeepers know what their customer wants. This
separates Mobilia from the other projects in that all the involved parties in this project have their
own  “client  base”  and  are  thusly  well-informed  about  what  they  can  do  to  ensure  revenue.
Shopkeepers keeping track of customer flow, real estate developers knowing how people want to
live  and obviously  Per  and his colleagues,  designing for the needs of  all  of  these “customers”
combined. The information gathered in this project came from many different sources and with all
parties having their own interests, a type of Delegated Power must have been in use. That is not to
say that the customers had any power, but rather the different interest groups. 
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Palm L.

In the book “Kommunikationsplanering” we learn about many of the factors governing the success 
of a communicative approach. This knowledge will now be applied to the different projects in 
Malmö in order to find out if the perceived success of these projects can be determined by their 
communicative approach and their relations to the citizens. 

First we look at target groups and how to communicate with them. While the different 
projects have different audiences, we can summarize those into distinct target groups and look at the 
projects individually in order to find the main determining factors. 

Target groups

Starting off with Sevedsplan, we could easily say that the local residents are the target group for the 
Odlingsnätverket organization. The issue here is that Odlingsnätverket consider themselves a sort of 
grassroots organization, trying in a sense, to communicate “the other way”, making the points of the 
residents heard by the municipality. This fact makes this particular case interesting in terms of 
communication, seeing as in the literature, Lars Palm tends to focus on the large organizations as 
the ones sending a message and the public being the ones that receive the information. 

Starting of with “relation to the sender” Palm L. writes that  normally when talking about a 
target group, one would assume that there is an asymmetric relation between the sender and the 
receiver. The initiative comes from the sender who can determine the conditions of the 
communication. The idea here is to alter the knowledge, attitude, intentions and the behavior of  the 
receiver, this holds true whether one tries to sell something or trying to get people to wear bicycle 
helmets, no matter the “product” the idea behind the communication is the same. 

Symmetric communication differs in that this often include a stakeholder target group. This 
receiver is organized and consist of many people sharing the same ideas, this can include 
companies, the board of education or environmental actors. When communicating with a symmetric 
receiver, one has to expect to enter a dialogue and to show regard for the other party's concerns 
(Palm L. 2010). 

From this standpoint we can now deduce which type of target groups the three projects in 
Malmö are aimed at. Firstly, the project at Sevedsplan is intended to communicate between citizens 
and the municipality. This can be considered an asymmetric communications channel because the 
intended purpose is to change the behavior of the municipality, to better the environment in the area. 
As a side note, the communications in this case, when going the other way from the municipality to 
the organization that is Odlingsnätverket, the communication has a symmetric relationship. 

The project in Sege Park can be considered asymmetric as well, while asking for opinions 
from the public, the municipality and the local residents can not be considered equal. While the 
municipality is trying to improve their relationship with the residents, they also have issues 
“reaching out”, thus the municipality is trying to change the behavior of the residents, trying to get 
the residents to participate. 

The Mobilia project stands out among the three in this regard, as they are operating on more 
equal terms with the investors and the people whose opinions they have collected, the Mobilia 
project can be classified as having symmetric relations in their communications. 
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Strategies

Continuing with the learnings of Palm L, we also have to look at the strategies that the different
projects  use  in  order  to  reach  out  to  their  target  groups.  Volume,  closeness,  feelings  and
discussability are the four main aspects but we will leave out feelings, as it is not applicable in the
case of urban design and in relation to participation,  the examples given in the book regarding
feelings are those of sexy topics, violence, racism, obesity and the royal family to mention a few. In
terms of volume, which means that the more often a message is received, the more likely it is to
have the desired effect. 

If we start by looking at the project in Sevedsplan, we see that their work is not dominated
by the use of volume in their communication. While there are a few signs in the area stating what
the different features, such as plantations, are and who built  it,  there is  no sensation of “carpet
bombing”. This however does not mean that the issues of the project fall to deaf ears. The projects
in this area have had their share of media coverage and are being discussed in social media. 

One aspect where Sevedsplan stands out is in the terms of closeness. There are further two
aspects of the term closeness: closeness means both physical closeness, something that affects one
personally, but it is also in relation to time, something in the foreseeable future. Here the project in
Sevedsplan scores high, the issues of the area are brought up by local residents and the response
time from idea to  finalization is  short,  it  is  easy for the local  residents to  see the change they
brought. 

The third and final point is discussability, bringing something up to be discusses. There are
two ways to achieve discussability, one is the media-agenda and the other is the dialogue-agenda.
The media-agenda normally leads to dialogue-agenda. What we see in the newspapers is what we
like to discuss among friends. The point of discussability is not necessarily discussing from the
politically-correct  point  of  view,  but  rather  furthering  the  discussion  on  the  topic  as  a  whole.
Looking at Sevedsplan we can deduce that there is high discussability in terms of dialogue-agenda.
While this have been helped by the media coverage (the media-agenda) the media is not the driving
factor behind the arguments of why Sevedsplan is a successful case of using ecological produce to
solve social issues, this has come forth from people talking to each other. While the municipality
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can perhaps be said to drive the media-agenda in this case, it is most likely private citizens and their
dialogue-agenda that has driven the project forward. 

Turning out focus to  Sege Park we can see that they should be ahead in terms of volume,
that is because as the municipality they are in some respect responsible to reach out and try and
collect  opinions.  However,  the  communication would  in  that  case  go “the  wrong way”,  as  the
opinions they are collecting are that of the local residents and according to Carina, these residents
are seldom heard from. One could therefore say that also in the case of Sege Park, volume is low,
considering the municipality is the recipient of the information. 

Closeness turns out to be another issue for the project in Sege Park. While physically close,
as it is in Sevedsplan, the development takes a long time. Also, because the local residents may or
may not have had their opinions collected (as of yet) one could even stretch as far as saying that the
physical closeness also suffers. 

Discussability might also be suffering in the Sege Park project. While the local residents are
being chased in  order  to  be heard from,  there  is  no saying whether  the  residents  discuss their
neighborhood around the dinner table. Not being citizen driven, the municipality has to take it upon
themselves  engaging the  residents in  discussions.  On top of  this,  there are no particular media
coverage or “buzz” about this particular project site. 

The  Mobilia project is most likely the highest scoring in the volume category, obviously
exogenous  factors  such  as  “Under  Construction”  signs  carry  their  own  merit,  but  the
communication of the project must  have been working well  in reaching the target groups even
before the project officially started. With many investors, developers and the involvement of the
municipality,  the  simple  fact  that  the  project  would  not  be  underway  if  there  was  a  lack  of
communication. 

Mobilia scores  an  average in  closeness,  physical  and time-wise.  For  local  residents  the
construction of the new shopping mall is self explanatory, but also the size of the project allows
people to have some patience, nobody expects a shopping mall over night. This is also socially
relevant as a difference among the three projects, while residents of an apartment complex care
about their living environment, no one pays much attention to a shopping mall, even if it is in the
vicinity. The fact that Per talked about the new shopping mall being a part of the city, suggest that it
was not a part of the city before. It has been one of those “out of our control” situations where no
local residents gave any input, thus reducing the importance of the closeness factor overall. 

Discussability is another theme where Mobilia stands out as a project compared to the other
two. While being introduced in the media, it is hard to find a reason as to why this project would be
discussed  among  citizens  or  at  least  the  local  residents.  One  aspect  that  might  have  lead  to
discussion is whether the shopping mall in its new form will affect the rent of nearby apartment
buildings or other types of residences. That being said, the project was most likely discussed in
every detail among those behind it, contractors, architects and other interest groups. 

Hurenkamp et al. & Sevedsplan

Menno Hurenkamp, Evelien Tonkens & Jan Willem Duyvendak writes in their paper “Citizenship
in the Netherlands: locally produced, nationally contested” (2011) about how Dutch citizens take
part in initiative groups and form other action groups tied with the duties and rights of “citizenship”.
The authors standpoint is asking what it means to be a citizen and how this affects community
groups and other types of volunteer work that citizens are engaged in. When reading their study and
keeping the works of the projects presented in this paper in mind, some similarities and differences
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start to appear. While their study consisted of some 386 initiative groups, the data set of this study
might be small in comparison, but the comparisons can be made nonetheless. The comparisons will
focus on the project of Sevedsplan, as Sege Park and Mobilia are not citizen-initiated.

Hurenkamp  et  al.  writes  in  their  study  that  the  majority  of  people  involved  in  citizen
initiative  groups  are  well  educated  and  older,  thus  making  them “savvy  practitioners  of  civic
engagement”.  This  does  not  reflect  the  experience  of  the  project  in  Sevedsplan.  The  obvious
differences being in who is participating. At Sevedsplan, we have to remember that this project was
formed to combat social  and economic issues, mostly among immigrants. This suggests that at
Sevedsplan, the people active in this group are not well educated. As for age, Linnea told me that
they have a good mix of ages, also something that differs from the experience of Hurenkamp et al.

Hurenkamp et al. continues in saying that people often participate in these initiative groups
in order to get something out of it, gains in one's personal life. This however does contradict what
they wrote earlier about why people join these groups. The authors found that while the reasons for
joining might  not be for personal reasons, people who are involved in these groups often have
alternative motives in order to improve one's position in society. This coincides with what Linnea
told me about the invested citizens at Sevedsplan. Hard working people organized to improve their
living standards and get the attention of the media, furthering their cause. 

What Linnea told me about citizens organizing to combat acute needs, rather than organizing
earlier,  Hurenkamp and colleagues found that  this is also the case in Holland. They found that
people  often  tend  to  “fight  change”,  changes  in  their  environment  that  the  locals  perceive  as
diminishing to the character of the community.  This is  an interesting point  when we make the
comparison to  Sevedsplan. At  Sevedsplan, it seems the local residents are trying to improve their
living conditions,  not fight changes. Depending on how long this trend continues, the change that
the local residents bring to their area in order to improve it, might also be the change that other
groups  in  the  community  start  to  oppose.  With  the  reasons  for  the  project  being  social  and
economic, one can assume that the residents form a somewhat homogenous group and thus strive
for a common agenda, where there are no other groups to oppose them, the changes can come hard
and fast. 

When I asked Linnea if she thought citizen initiatives are a response to bad planning, she
said that she believes most of them are. That there are groups forming to try and resolve an acute
situation. Hurenkamp et al. have other ideas, citizen initiative groups are formed firstly to address
issues, but secondly also to achieve some level of “give and take” with the local government. While
the project in Sevedsplan can not be considered one of those, as Linnea puts it, acute situations in
regard to new projects (NIMBY's, Not In My Back Yard) or deforestation which Linnea gave as an
example, perhaps the project in Sevedsplan is to address bad relations between the local residents
and  the  municipality  and  politicians.  While  the  potential  negligence  of  the  municipality  takes
expression in the form of lack of new projects or “bad town planning”, the new projects run by
Odlingsnätverket can through the medium of town planning reach the fundamental issues whether
they are lack of communication, distrust or other factors forming the overall poor relation. 

Bakker et al. 

Bakker & colleagues with the research question “What actions do local authorities take to facilitate
citizen  initiatives?”  help  us  understand  the  relationship  between  initiative  groups  and  the
municipality, for the purpose of this chapter, Sevedsplan and Sege Park will be our references. 

Interestingly, Bakker et al. have in their results-chapter put up some “starting conditions”
which  are  more  or  less  likely  to  lead  to  citizen  initiatives.  These  conditions  vary  from social
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cohesion, to social capital and physical attributes of the neighborhood. It is in this results chapter
that we can also relate to the two sites of Sevedsplan and Sege Park and finding differences between
them. Sege Park will for the sake of argument represent a “citizen initiative” from the municipality's
point of perspective whereas the project in Sevedsplan will represent a citizens initiative from the
perspective of the citizens. 

Bakker et  al.  starts of with “social  capital”,  meaning the availability of people who are
invested in an issue. Sevedsplan suffers no lack in social capital, having grown in membership and
with people willing to put in their man hours needed for construction, the project is a success in this
regard. Looking at Sege Park however paints a different picture. While not being a citizen initiative
per say, the municipality is willing to listen to the demands of the local residents, but the residents
do not seem to be all that interested. When talking to Carina she often mentioned how difficult it is
to reach out and the efforts she and her colleagues put in in order to reach consensus or at the very
least, take the citizens proposals into account. 

Another point brought up by Bakker et al. is that of social cohesion. They see ethnically
mixed populations as both an issue and as a trigger for citizen initiatives. Where social cohesion is
low, finding the social capital might prove difficult. On the other hand, as Bakker et al. points out,
social  variety can also lead to the formation of citizen initiatives.  If we look at the projects in
Malmö, we see that the project in Sege Park can not possibly be considered an area of low social
cohesion, where if we follow Bakker et al, have a homogenous demography. Sevedsplan offers the
other side of the same coin, in that the demographics of this area is widely mixed. It seems then that
a homogenous group, which is supposedly ideal for forming citizen initiatives, lack either the will
or the reasons to do so, whereas an area with more mixed demographics and ethnicities have both
the will and the reasons to form a citizen initiative. Here, the term reason was used as a metric of
need,  there are no obvious social issues in  Sege Park,  something that  Sevedsplan however has
suffered from, thus forming the project to resolve these issues. 

Bakker et al. furthers their starting conditions metric, with physical attributes. First is the
availability of a locale to have meetings in, something that Sevedsplan offers. There are no obvious
locales in Sege Park anymore, there was one earlier as part of a different project. Physical attributes
also stretches to mean that the physical and social conditions are tied together. Bakker et al writes
bout housing stock which includes type of housing, price and variety as another means to get an
idea of the composition of the population. The authors state that an old decaying district most likely
have a population with low levels of skill and knowledge and they also state that this likely has a
negative effect on the forming of citizen initiatives. Again we see differences when comparing the
projects in Malmö. The project in Sevedsplan is in an area many would consider problematic, that
means to include high levels of unemployment and low levels of education. That being said, this is
also where citizen initiatives seem to thrive. 

It seems then that areas which suffer from unemployment and other social issues, are more
likely to form citizen initiatives in order to combat their living conditions or social issues. With
evidence such as Linnea's claim that people tend to respond to acute situations, the fact that Carina
has troubles reaching out to the public and that the formations of citizen initiatives de facto are
often located in troubled areas, can not be denied. Some of the factors that Bakker and colleagues
see as detrimental to the formation of citizen initiatives are in fact the very same factors that are
needed in order for people to organize themselves and strive for a common cause. 

The issues of government funding for what essentially are private projects is also something
Bakker et al. brings up. We know from the interview with Linnea that the projects in  Sevedsplan

face financial issues to some extent and this is most likely something that all citizen initiatives
suffer from. Apart  from administrative and technical  issues with government funding, the main
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problem lies in the fact that some initiatives try and solve issues that the municipality in the end is
responsible for. This means that when the municipality fails and an initiative comes along and solve
a particular issue, especially true if funding is needed, the initiative effectively carries out the work
of the municipality. Carina told me that there are no funds withing the municipality set aside for
citizen initiatives, even though she would like to see it, it would require some fundamental changes
in politics and economics, perhaps an issue for others to delve into. While Linnea told me that they
can apply for some funding for their new projects, there are no way for them to receive funding for
the projects that are already up and running. Bakker et al also notices this in Holland, where citizen
initiatives seek funding for new projects but they can not pay maintenance, administrative fees, rent
and other monthly costs with funding in the form of yearly project subsidies. 

Conclusions

When asked if participation can be considered a type of research or whether it is important as a tool 
for collecting data, all of the interviewees agreed. From a small citizen initiative to the large 
corporate project, all seem to benefit from having a participative approach. The difference is mainly 
in who it is that participates and what the outcomes are. From the citizens initiative point of view, 
the participation is twofold, there is the communication between the public and the municipality, but 
there is also participation in a more literal sense when local residents help taking care of the 
cultivation allotments and do physical labour. From the municipality's point of view in regard to the 
Sege Park project, they seem to be looking for input on how to improve the area and are open to 
have discussions with local residents. The gains from this approach might not be evident 
immediately but is there to ensure the quality of the area further down the road. In the Mobilia 
project, the participation (or perhaps rather, communication) was within the bounds of the parties 
involved in the construction and management of the shopping mall. The gains here were also to 
ensure some quality for the future shoppers and visitors and in some respect, giving homage to the 
cultural history of the site. 

Again referencing to Linnea Wettermark and her words about participation, people tend to
act no sooner than when an issue arises. While the participating parties of the  Mobilia project all
had their vested interests and their investments to look after and the project in Sege Park seems to
gain no attention or traction among the local residents, Sevedsplan seem to be only case of citizen

participation. This suggests that people (residents) care more for their own environment and what is
physically close at hand and close in time (Palm L.). With this in mind, we can again compare
Sevedsplan and  Sege Park and see that the local residents of  Sege Park seem to have no major
issues with their environment, therefore they seem to not be interested in the invitations to dialogue
sent out by the municipality. This is however not to say that the local residents of Sege Park might
be totally pleased with their environment, it is only to say that we do not know why they are not
willing to participate (obviously some local residents might be invested and might have spent time
in dialogues with the municipality, but there seems to be none of the “sense of community” one
finds in Sevedsplan), but a guess would be that there are no major issues at hand. Another reason
might be that the residents of Sege Park are not very homogenous, with students, new families and
the elderly living in the same area, they might all have different concerns and therefore have a hard
time organizing themselves into action groups if there is need to do so (Hurenkamp et al.). 

Another  conclusion  that  can  be  made,  is  that  the  Mobilia project  (although  being of  a
different variety than the other two) seems to have run without a glitch. With participating parties
already  on  the  same  page,  we  can  imagine  that  there  have  been  few  conflicts.  Although  the
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participation in this project has been done in the sphere of the corporate world, we can still learn
from their experience. To combine this with the previous conclusion that people act out of necessity,
making yet another conclusion that people participate only when in need or when there is something
to  gain, is not far fetched. Admittedly this conclusion is probably not far from what others have
already  found,  nonetheless  it  is  still  a  find  that  holds  true  when  scrutinized  under  the  ruling
circumstances. 

Based on the research question, with initiative, invitational and heuristic participation, all of
which have been looked into, it seems that invitational participation is the most difficult to master.
While the whole premise of the word “participation” suggests that one party invites or otherwise
engages another party to have a discussion (in Arnstein's terms this would be an authority engaging
a non authorative party) there seems to be little merit  for this particular phrasing in real world
practice. Admittedly, the data is not large enough to make an over the board conclusion but in these
three cases the initiative (reactionary) and “in-house” (corporate) participation seem to yield the
best results. Depending on which perspective one looks form, say that of an average citizen, the
Mobilia project had no participative function at all. However, from the perspective of the people
who gain from participation, (in the case of  Sevedsplan and  Sege Park this is the municipality)
municipality  or  corporation,  having a  party react  to  a  situation seems to  give  better  input  and
feedback as opposed to asking for it. Indeed, in the case of Mobilia, there was no “reacting party”
but rather involved parties participating in the strive for a common goal, we again come back to the
importance of having a common goal, and gaining from achieving it. 

It seems then that there are a few criteria that needs to be met in order for participation to
work (participation as it stands now). If we assume the role of the municipality wanting the public
to participate, we have to create a common goal revolving around an (preferably acute) issue, it
needs to be done in a comprehensible timeframe (no loss if interest) and we need to make sure that
the participants can gain from the issue being solved. One way to interpret this “formula” is that the
municipality  is  limited  in  it's  power,  without  the  participation  of  the  citizens.  If  we  look  at
Sevedsplan for example, there was a social issue, which surely the municipality was aware of but
did not necessarily know how to solve, Odlingsnätverket had an idea and now the social conditions
in the area are much better (according to Linnea). This leads us to believe that the local residents
had an idea on how to fix the issue and because these residents are not the municipality, they did not
see things in a long-term perspective but they thought of something that they could do themselves,
thus bringing down the time needed to do so. With the added benefit of having a nicer environment
(through means of cultivation), the local residents also had something to gain, in this case literal
carrots. 

Perhaps it is herein that the penultimate conclusion can be found, the general public and the
citizens of a city are not aware how important their ideas are to the municipality (or indeed others
who  have  interest  in  receiving  opinions  on  the  matter).  Perhaps  most  citizens  think  of  the
municipality as “the people up there” (together with politicians and other decision makers) and are
not aware of how reliant the municipality is on the flow of ideas from these very people. 

Future studies 

Future studies on the topic of participation should  revolve around the participating parties, in some
cases this might be the public or it might be investors. Having a “one sided” idea of participation
from the perspective of (for a lack of a better word) an authority, does not give the full picture.
While many studies have been conducted in this manner, there seems to be few studies concerned
with the participating parties. Key questions (based on this paper for future reference) could include
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the meaning of having a comprehensible time frame for projects and how this might affect the
interest  of  the  participants.  Another  question  could  revolve  around  gains  or  “carrots”  for  the
participants. This type of study would be especially helpful for the situation that has arisen in Sege

Park, where the municipality struggles to get attention from the local residents. 

Discussion

The answers given to the first  question are interesting to discuss, seeing how the perception of
reality looks different between the three interviewees. When proposed that there are three types of
planning,  initiative,  participative  and  top-down,  the  interviewees  all  answered  differently.  The
representative from Sevedsplan, Linnea, said she believes that there definitely is top-down planning
in use. Carina from the municipality of Malmö, answered that she would agree that in most cases
there are these three types of planning. Per, from FOJAB architects (private company) answered
that he does not know of any top-down planning practices in use today. It would be interesting to
further this  question  with the respondents  and see why they answer the way they do.  Perhaps
representing  a  grassroots  movement,  one  has  to  visualize  the  “opponent”,  being  the  top-down
planning. As a representative from the municipality, perhaps one is given the greatest spectrum of
experiences with different planning ideals and therefore see a little bit of everything. As a corporate
architect, one could see the many laws and norms regarding planning, thus ruling out any type of
top-down planning as a possibility.

Hurenkamp et al. writes in their conclusion chapter about local governments pushing for
citizens to organize themselves and put motions forward, are in a sense not realizing why these local
groups of citizens come to be. In the case of Sevedsplan, the different projects under their umbrella
(Odlingsnätverket) were formed to deal with social and economic issues in a particular area, the
reason being that the local residents felt that the municipality did not give them enough attention or
that no new projects were built in the area. It is interesting to then see how, following the success of
Sevedsplan,  the  municipality  has  offered  the  organization  a  “post”  as  the  municipality's  “right
hand”. Hurenkamp and colleagues state that in the Dutch case, politicians strive for residents to
organize themselves and how this is the “essence of citizenship”, perhaps not seeing the full picture,
in that these groups are formed to deal with situations the citizens feel the politicians can not.

When Carina  mentions  the  municipality's  difficulty  in  reaching out  to  the  citizens,  one
wonders  if  it  is  the  public's  unwillingness  to  participate,  or  if  the  public  does  not  trust  the
municipality to take their word seriously. Perhaps people might not see the benefits of participating
in  meetings  and  consultations,  without  a  reasonable  timeframe there  is  no  immediate  need  to
participate. Linnea from  Sevedsplan said that people are more likely willing to respond to acute
situations. Perhaps the timeframe is what is most off putting in the eyes of the general public. With
the formation of the project in Sevedsplan, one finds that the fairly short lived project have gotten a
lot done in such a short time, again coming back to the issue of “response time”. Perhaps people
prefer taking the literal bull by the horn rather than taking preventive but more time-consuming
efforts earlier on. It might also be a lack of knowledge, where the average citizen can not inform
themselves enough based on the plans and models presented by the municipality, there is no way of
seeing problems before they emerge. 
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Limitations

The main limitation for this paper is the fact that there are no “citizens” represented in any of the
interviews.  It  could  be  helpful  to  hear  the  opinions  of  the  public  in  order  to  increase  the
understanding of  the participative approach.  Through the  use of interviews with some selected
respondents and through the eyes of the theories, one can get a good idea of the situation but indeed
the other end of the communication chain also needs to be heard from. The difficulty herein is that a
potential  interview  with  citizens  would  need  to  be  adjusted  to  them,  seeing  as  laymen  and
professionals might use different language or have different associations to a place. 

Another limitation though not as great, is the bias of the respondents (which might be helped
with a larger data set, more respondents). While they all gave honest answers there is a possibility
that one would see ones own work as fault free. This could potentially also be tied to “corporate
culture” where having done something a particular way for some time, tends to stick and becomes
the norm. The reasoning that there might be potential bias, is the answers given to the first question
(see interview guide or the respective interviews). All of the respondents gave different answers,
and this was a question related directly to the respondents perception of the working-climate around
them. The fact that they all answered differently might be reason for concern among practicing
urban designers or town planners. 
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Appendix 1 

The interview guide:

These questions will form the basis for the interviews, and the answers will aid in understanding the
respective projects and their design process in relation to citizen participation. 

Would you agree that there are three types of planning (initiative, participative and top-down)? 

To see whether the interviewees themselves would agree with the disposition of this study.

Do you consider your own work to be of an initiative, participative or top-down nature?

Allowing the interviewees to reflect on their own part in the process. Also, de facto placing them in
the different “categories”, to the extent that this is possible and provided such categorization can be
made. 

What is it that makes you answer this way? From a citizens view, were/are you open to  

suggestions or dialogue? Other reasons? 

Assuming that from a citizens perspective, if no forum is open, the designs are “forced  
upon them”. 

Do you believe that there is always a need to incorporate the citizens in the design process? Why?

This question can  help answering which types of  projects  could benefit  from participation and
citizen dialogue. 

Do you believe there is a correlation between the scale of the intervention and the amount of

participation?  Do  you  believe  that  larger  projects  more  seldom  include  citizen  

participation?

Answers to this question makes it possible to determine the feasibility of participation, in  
accordance to Arnsteins ladder. 

Do you think that there is an imbalance in the participative process, some people's voices are heard

louder?

This relates to Bakker et al. in saying that some people (the elderly and well-educated for instance)
are overly represented in these dialogues. 

Do you believe that the municipality have a greater responsibility to facilitate citizen participation,

as opposed to a private company? 

In order to be able and understand the facilitative role that municipalities play, Bakker et al.

Do you believe there is too little research in the planning and design profession? 

Thwaites wrote that planners and designers do not use all the tools that are available to them.
What types or research have you used in this particular project?

Identifying the types of research that planners and designers commonly (in practice) use to 
arrive at their designs.

How do you transfer your underlaying research of a design, into actual practice? What did/does the

design process look like?

This answers what the design process looks like in regard to the available research and how it was
conducted.
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Would you say that citizen dialogue could be considered a type of research? 

To understand another disposition of this study, that citizen participation can be used as underlaying
research in the design process, “to back one's claims”.  

Are  there  occasions  when  a  participatory  process  could  help  you  in  your  design?  Are  there

questions you would like to have answers to, that only the public can give?

Trying to make a case for participation as a means of research, and trying to find the “spot” in the
design process, where the public's opinions would do most good. 

What do you believe are the obstacles of participative or citizen-initiated designs? 

Experiencing firsthand,  the  limitations  and  obstacles  of  participation  and citizen  initiatives  are
important in order to be able and evaluate these processes as viable design research.

Do you believe that citizen initiatives are a response to bad planning and design? 

Here we assume that citizens alter their environments in order to make them better.
Do you think that better research in planning and design can help alleviate the future need 

for  citizen  initiatives?  Alternatively,  do  you think  future  citizen  initiatives  will  be  of  a  

different variety, i.e to improve conditions that are not directly related to planning?

This could answer whether there are issues that are outside the grasp of the planners, issues 
that the public are better suited and more capable of handling. 

Swedish law says that citizens must be invited to participate when a municipality updates its master

plan. Is this effect trickled down to the “lower levels” of planning? Are the citizens aware, or

allowed,  to  take part  in  the  making of  the  detail  plans?  Because the  public  takes  part  of  the

planning when it is at an “abstract” level (master plan), do you think they feel left out from the

“real decisions”? 

This could answer whether there are needs for change in legislation. It could also make a case for
the wishes of the municipality and the people who work with these questions daily. 

Do you think that the involvement of the public makes for a better design? 

Having the citizens take part ought to relieve some of the need for interventions in the future, if we
assume that initiatives are formed to combat bad planning. 
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