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ABSTRACT: 
It is common wisdom that input-based legitimacy is important to ensure citizen engagement and 

ownership. This is also prevalent as an ideal in urban planning, where collaborative efforts has 

been an increasingly popular institutional practice. However, one can imagine that too much 

input can threaten local governments’ ability to ensure long-time perspectives in urban planning. 

Balancing input and output legitimacy thus seems a crucial task for local governments, in order 

to ensure a long-term and holistic urban development. Balancing input and output could mean to 

negotiate between democratic participation and effectiveness and efficiency. In this paper, 

however, we choose to understand output as an arena for participation, implying that the balance 

is more about choosing different models for citizen participation grounded in different principles. 

Our discussion is illustrated by three empirical examples from three different national contexts. 

These illustrations show a significant variation in the arrangements for democratic participation, 

which most likely also influence how and to what extent these projects are understood as 

legitimate among the citizens. 
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Introduction  
In later years, urban planning practices has in many ways been characterized by neoliberal ideals, 

where the development of urban areas more often than not has been dominated by private actors 

(NOU 2001:7; Falleth, Hanssen, & Saglie 2010). One of the challenges in market-oriented 

development is seen in entrepreneurs’ desire to attain efficient and profitable plot and acreage 

exploitation (Hanssen, Hofstad, & Saglie 2015). This desire is not necessarily a negative quality in 

urban development, as densification in its different forms is an important element in developing 

urban areas, and can even be seen as a prerequisite in developing the ‘modern’ compact city 

(Hanssen et al. 2015). However, market-oriented urban development does not necessarily cater 

to local government’s overall strategies and plans. Implications of neo-liberal urban planning 

practices is thus connected to legitimacy and accountability issues (Falleth et al. 2010). The 

challenges with this model lies in the possible and likely lack of coherence between the 

development strategies and the development as it actually plays out in practice (Hanssen et al. 

2015). This raises core questions about how democratic participation can be ensured in urban 

planning. This article will explore a set of models for democratic participation, and based on an 

illustrative analysis, we intend to indicate how different models for democratic participation 

relate to the legitimacy of urban planning projects.  

 

Recently, there has been a growing tendency to employ collaborative efforts in urban planning 

and governance (Hartley, Sørensen, & Torfing 2013; Hofstad & Torfing 2015; Hartmann & 

Geertman 2016), particularly in order to resolve increased demands of sustainability, cf. “the 

planners triangle" (Campbell 1996). An expression of such collaborative efforts can be seen in the 

increasing emergence of smart city initiatives. Smart cities are commonly considered to represent 

ideas of holistic and sustainable development (e.g. Caragliu, Del Bo, & Nijkamp 2011), often 

focusing on either technology, human resources, governance, or a combination of these three 

features (Meijer & Bólivar 2015). Regardless of the growing appeal of this wide-spanning and 

many-facetted concept, the smart city has been under scrutiny for various reasons, where some 

of the issues raised concern the excessive focus on technology, the role of experts being 

pervasive, and issues of privacy protection, among others (Joss, Cook, & Dayot 2017). Despite the 

increase in collaborative endeavors, a central argument against opening up governance processes 

(further) is that it poses a threat to its efficiency and legitimacy (Scharpf 1999). Still, in today’s 

complex society there seems to be few alternatives to the rhetoric of opening up governance 

processes, as is seen in new collaborative practices in smart city initiatives.  

 

However, opening up the governance process can mean many different things. For instance, it 

could involve a stronger representative leadership, or it could mean to involve citizens in a variety 

of ways. It could also mean to involve democratic actors in terms of elected politicians or citizens 

on the input side of the planning process, while relying on a professionalized implementation 
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process. Or quite opposite, one could imagine that plans and programs are developed by 

professional experts, while elected leaders or participating citizens have a role in the 

implementation process. This article will dwell on two research questions: 

 

1. What kinds of democratic arrangements are in play in complex and radical urban 

development projects, and why? 

2. How do democratic arrangements in complex and radical city development influence 

the legitimacy among local stakeholders? 

 

The first question will be answered based on a qualitative case study of urban development 

projects in three municipalities in Denmark, Norway, and the Netherlands. As we will get back to 

in the section on methodology, these three cases were chosen based on their former experience 

with an exogenous shock predating the initiation of the urban development projects. This shock 

led to a context of carte blanche for local planners, followed by a need for change; which again 

led to urban development projects holding elements of new institutional practices. The analysis 

will demonstrate that despite these common characteristics, the cases contain different 

arrangements for stakeholder participation, including citizen participation. Additionally, the 

process through which one intended to open up the governance process was different.  

 

Our second research question cannot be fully answered by standard empirical analysis. 

Legitimacy, which we in the following will understand in terms of “an endorsement of the state 

by citizens at a moral or normative level” (Gilley 2006: 502), cannot be observed directly, but 

needs to be studied empirically by proxy variables (Gustavsen, Røiseland, & Pierre 2014). By a 

proxy variable we understand a variable which one can assume, by empirical evidence or 

theoretical reasoning, is able to express a latent variable, in this case legitimacy. In addition a 

longer timespan than is allowed here would be needed to make any substantial claims about how 

democratic arrangements relate to legitimacy. Our ambitions therefore is more modest regarding 

the second research question, as we intend to elaborate on how democratic arrangements may 

relate to legitimacy, and to point to some avenues for further research. 

 

Theoretical discussion: Democratic participation in urban planning 

projects 
 

The principal way for citizens to exercise power to influence policies and urban planning is 

through the electoral process. In most democratic countries, voters choose among politicians or 

lists of candidates representing their interests, and who are making decisions on their behalf. In 

many ways this system of governance resembles the market, with the voter as the customer and 
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the politicians as the entrepreneurs, “selling” packages of political goods (Schumpeter 1942; 

Macpherson 1977). 

 

The effectiveness of this representative system has however been attacked from different angles 

over the years (e.g. Rhodes 1997; Pierre & Peters 2000; Sørensen & Torfing 2007). Not only has 

turnout in elections been steadily declining, political parties have also lost much of their former 

role as mass political organizations (ref). In addition, an even more important change is the type 

of problems the public sector is faced with, have become increasingly complex. The available or 

desired solutions often requires participation from actors outside the public domain. This 

complexity has therefore propelled devolution to lower level agencies, and new types of 

institutions have emerged, organizing collaboration between public and private sector, as well as 

civil interests (Rhodes 1997). Examples of these institutions would be networks and partnerships. 

In sum, devolution, outsourcing and collaborative forms of governance have displaced political 

control and weaken the linkage between popular collective preferences and policy output. The 

linkage between the “demos” and system output has become more indirect. An important 

implication is that elected politicians do not necessarily constitute the political center, as the logic 

of representative democracy stipulates (Crozier 2010: 505). 

 

Based in these criticisms against representative democracy, “interactive governance” has been 

proposed as an alternative (Edelenbos & Meerkerk 2016). Interactive governance is a 

compromise between representative and participatory democracy, understood as an injection of 

citizen participation in a decaying system of representation (Sørensen 2006; Haus & Klausen 2011; 

Nabatchi & Amsler 2014: 1). Theory suggests many benefits from interactive governance. Taking 

the perspectives of the citizens as a point of departure, interactive policy-making may give citizens 

straight influence on political decision-making (Irvin & Stansbury 2004: 56-58; Sørensen 2006: 

104). Through participation, citizens also gain civic skills for an activist citizenship (ref). From the 

perspective of local governments, interactive policy development makes policymakers more 

responsive to the diverse interests and desires of different stakeholders and stakeholder groups. 

Interactive policy development may also be efficient in forcing the policy-making process open. 

Inward-looking assessment processes may make decision-making opaque and exclude important 

stakeholders (Klijn & Koppenjan 2000: 385; Mayer, Edelenbos, & Monnikhof 2005: 180-181). 

Finally, at the institutional level, public participation and engagement can improve policy-making 

and the quality of governance.  

 

However, there are also challenges related to interactive governance. This type of citizen 

participation can for example develop into an additional channel for resourceful citizens and 

stakeholders that already are in a powerful positions. The final result when involving citizens can 

also be unpredictable, making citizen participation a risk for elected leaders (Røiseland & Vabo 
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2016). For these reasons, we cannot presume that local leaders will choose interactive 

governance over classic representative governance. Both types of democratic arrangements will 

be relevant for local development projects, as indicated in table 1. 

 

The critique against representative democracy is not only a question about who should 

participate, as we discussed above, it is also a question about where in a process. While standard 

representative democracy tend to leave the operational parts of a policy process to a 

professionalized bureaucracy, one could alternatively see implementation as an arena for 

democratic participation. In table 1, this is indicated by a dimension referring to input versus 

output. The distinction between input and output-based participation is inspired by the academic 

discussion about legitimacy. Among scholars studying the legitimacy of public governments, one 

urgent contemporary question is to what extent the source of legitimacy has shifted from input 

to output, in the sense that the output in terms of problem solving and services has become more 

important for legitimacy, compared to the democratic procedures associated with representative 

democracy (Gustavsen et al. 2014). This conventional view of government and legitimacy argues 

that the chain of democratic elections, parliamentary decision-making and professional and 

impartial implementation is strongly conducive to input legitimacy (Olsen 1983, 2009; Pinto, 

Magalhãs, & de Sousa 2012). Outputs are certainly important, but legitimacy is produced first and 

foremost by the representative system. The other, arguably more radical view on legitimacy, 

raises questions about the output being a separate dimension of legitimacy (Scharpf 1999; 

Heinelt, Sweeting, & Getimis 2006; Bang & Esmark 2009; Crozier 2010). In that case, one can 

imagine that decreasing input legitimacy can be compensated through reforms that strengthens 

output legitimacy (Peters 2010). One way to strengthen output-based legitimacy is, as already 

mentioned, to see implementation not as a professionalized and value-free process, but rather 

as an arena for democratic participation. Therefore, democracy has shifted significantly toward 

the output side of the public sector (Peters 2010), making implementation and output more 

important for the legitimacy of public governments (ref). It has been argued that “the nature of 

democracy itself is shifting away from concern with making political inputs into decision-making 

toward more direct control over outputs (see Rothstein & Teorell 2008). 
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Table 1: Four types of input- and output-based participation in urban planning projects 

Type of 

participation 

Policy stage 

Input-based 

participation 

Output-based 

participation 

By representative 

democracy 

1. Sovereign 

decision making 

Political 

leaders/councils 

decide on plans, etc. 

 

 

2. Political 

implementation 

Committees, 

working groups 

involving elected 

leaders 

By interactive 

governance 

3. Co-initiated 

decision-making: 

Deliberative forums, 

committees, etc.  

 

 

4. Co-produced 

implementation 

 

 

The two dimensions in Table 1 give us four different types of democratic participation. The four 

cells are not mutually exclusive, as one can imagine that a single urban planning process can 

involve more than one of the models. 

 

1. Sovereign decision making 

This type of democratic participation resembles the classic model of planning where elected 

political leaders make decisions based on their democratic mandate, while the more operational 

parts of the project, including the implementation process, is in the hand of bureaucrats and 

administrators. Referring to legitimacy, this model ensure legitimacy by linking elected leaders to 

core decisions in the initial stage of the project. 

  

2. Political implementation 

Contrary to model 1, this model implies that the implementation of planning projects is not a sole 

responsibility for bureaucrats and experts, but rather one that sees the operational parts of the 

project as an arena where elected leaders can exercise their leadership. This could mean, for 

example, to organize committees or working groups for elected leaders, allowing them to interact 

with administrative actors, and to follow the process more closely compared to if they only made 

overall decisions. In this case, the source for legitimacy would be the close following up by elected 

leaders throughout the entire process. 
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3. Co-initiated decision-making 

In co-initiated decision making, a plan or a project is initiated either by citizens or private actors, 

and then adopted by elected politicians, or is initiated by citizens and elected leaders commonly 

through institutionalized arenas like deliberative forums. In terms of legitimacy, this would mean 

that the sources of legitimacy is related to the input part of the policy process, and will rest in a 

combination of involved elected leaders, stakeholders and citizens that have been directly 

involved in defining the project. In the theoretical literature dealing with co-creation, this type of 

involvement is expected to raise legitimacy (Torfing, Sørensen, & Røiseland 2017). 

 

4. Co-produced implementation 

In this fourth type, stakeholders and citizens are not only participants, they are seen as a 

necessary part of the solution one is aiming for. Co-producing can mean, for example, that a 

certain project can only be realized if and when individual citizens or businesses contribute with 

their part of a given and common solution, for example by building their homes or factories in 

line with an overall plan. In this case, the main source of legitimacy is related to the overall 

improvement to the benefit of all parts, resulting from the blending of different recourses. This is 

a common presumption in the literature referring to co-production (Bovaird 2007). 

 

In the following analysis, referring to three different urban development projects, our intension 

is to explore which of these arrangements for democratic participation that are in play, and why 

one has chosen a specific type of arrangement. In a concluding discussion we also aim to 

elaborate to what extent these different types of arrangement actually is serving as sources for 

legitimacy of urban development projects.  

 

Methods and data 
 

This study centers on the legitimization of collaborative urban development projects in three 

municipalities in Denmark, Norway, and the Netherlands that contains elements of new 

institutional practices. Besides being a multifaceted concept, collaborative urban planning 

projects are complex and context-specific processes. Such intricate processes are therefore 

favorably examined through case studies, as this approach enables the exploration of actors, 

events, and the mapping of associations that exist between them (Yin 2014). Furthermore, the 

urban development projects were positioned within the municipal organization in accordance 

with existing organizational structures. Each of the urban development projects were therefore 

organized in a unique way, and had to be followed independently through the use of interviews 

and secondary data in the form of official (online) project descriptions and municipal strategy 
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documents. These documents were gathered to have a clear notion of the timeline and 

underlying strategies of the development projects. 

 

The empirical data presented in this paper is therefore based on in-depth case studies of urban 

development projects in three municipalities in Denmark, Norway, and the Netherlands. The 

municipalities are relatively small on a European scale, with 50 000 – 160 000 inhabitants. The 

data consists of interviews with government officials and actors from local industry and 

commerce. In total, 27 individuals were interviewed. The interviews were carried out in 

Norwegian/Danish, and English, and then transcribed in Norwegian and English. The cases were 

chosen based on their former experience with an exogenous shock predating the initiation of the 

urban development projects. This shock led to a context of carte blanche for local planners, 

followed by a need for change; which again led to urban development projects holding elements 

of new institutional practices. The research at hand follows a most different case design, intended 

to display variation (George & Bennett 2005). The common variable is therefore the 

municipalities’ subjection to exogenous shocks prior to the start of the urban development 

projects. Despite this commonality between the cases, they contain significantly different 

arrangements for democratic participation, as demonstrated in the analysis. 

 

Case description 

In order to have a thorough understanding of each of the three cases, we have chosen to include 

a short description of each case, primarily focusing on the process immediately following the 

exogenous shock. 

 

Roskilde, Denmark 

In 2003, the municipality of Roskilde purchased the plot of 25 hectares of a closed-down concrete 

factory, owned by the Unicon group. The area consisted of large industrial buildings and storage 

space, as well as green areas and open spaces. Indeed, the plot bore a lot of marks from the 

concrete factory. This area, located in the southern part of Roskilde, is close to where a large 

international music festival is held each year. After purchasing the grounds, the municipality 

initiated a creative process to spur ideas about what should happen with the Unicon plot. The 

municipality then hired a consultant firm to prepare a report for the use of this plot. This 

happened twice, as there was a Danish municipal reform in the midst of this process. The first 

report recommended that the urban development of the area should center around music. In 

2006, however, another consultant firm is hired, which leads to a report outlining three different 

scenarios for the plot: (1) to make it into a ‘music city’, (2) to make it an animate urban district 

with multiple art forms and creative industries, and (3) to make it a sports area. The city council 

at that time chooses the second alternative – to aim for an animate urban area focused on 

creative industries and art, which to a large extent was already present in the city. 
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Initially, the goal for the Musicon area was to invest 2 billion DKK (approximately 200 million 

euros) during the course of a 20 year period. Furthermore, the goal was to create 2000 new 

vacancies, and to have 500 housing units in the area. However, most of the Musicon area is still 

owned by the municipality, although strong encouragement to sell land is present, in order to 

secure economic sustainability for the area. 

 

Bodø, Norway 

In June 2012, a parliamentarian resolution to relocate the national air force base from the city of 

Bodø was passed. As a consequence of the resolution, the military would largely withdraw from 

the municipality, causing many jobs to disappear in both public and private sector. Furthermore, 

the airport runway in Bodø was built in 1952, and is in such bad conditions that it will have to be 

rebuilt or moved in 8-10 years. Since rebuilding the runway would mean to close down the airport 

for a longer period, two scenarios were suggested for the moving of the runway: Scenario A was 

to move the airstrip 80 meters parallel to the current one, scenario B was to move the airstrip 

south-west on the Bodø peninsula, into the ocean shore. The local government latter opted for 

scenario B, which would give access to up to 340 hectares for urban development, the equivalent 

of the current city center of Bodø. The resolution to relocate the national air force base was thus 

the trigger for an substantial urban development project, consisting of two parts: “New city, new 

airport”, concerning the moving of the airstrip and the airport, in addition to building a new urban 

district on the soon to be former air force base; and “Smart Bodø”, concerning how this new 

urban area is to be developed. 

 

Enschede, the Netherlands 

In May, 2000, a fire broke out in the grounds of fireworks manufacturer SE Fireworks, causing a 

fatal detonation and explosion. This fireworks disaster resulted in 23 casualties, 1000 injuries, and 

over 4000 people being temporarily homeless. Moreover, the fireworks disaster caused a 

tremendous amount of damage and suffering to people living and working in and around the 

Roombeek district. An accident of such magnitude was at that point in time unprecedented in the 

Netherlands. A total of 11 500 victims were registered, and a core area of 42.5 hectares was 

destroyed. With its surroundings, the affected area of Roombeek measured 62.5 hectares. As a 

result, the municipality was faced with a substantive reconstruction process. Many lives were 

affected, but what these numbers do not show is the effects of the “aftershock”, which prompted 

diminished trust in the local government in Enschede. The municipality was therefore faced with 

not only a complex rebuilding process, but also with the restauration of trust with its inhabitants. 

The municipality proceeded with hiring an external project director and establishing a separate 

project bureau for the rebuilding process. This project bureau was active from 2000-2008, and 

was located on site in Roombeek. 
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Analysis 
 

Although the three exogenous shocks were different in character, they all triggered a sense of 

urgency in the municipality, which later led to a condition of carte blanche for local planners. In 

Roskilde, it was the closing of a large concrete factory, leaving a vast hole in the southern part of 

the city. In Bodø, it was the decision to relocate the national air force base to another city, which 

also led to the decision to move the runway of the Bodø Airport south-west on the peninsula. In 

the municipality of Enschede, a fatal fireworks accident prompted an urgent and considerate 

rebuilding process. Consequently, all three municipalities were faced with complex and radical 

urban development projects. Although the shock triggered extensive urban development 

projects, the processes following the initiation of these projects differ. In the following section, 

we will elaborate on the democratic arrangements in each case, and see this in light of the four 

different types of democratic participation presented in Table 1. Moreover, we assume that one 

urban planning project can fit within more than one cell in the table, since these four types of 

participation are not necessarily mutually exclusive. 

 

Roskilde – Urban planning without a masterplan 
 

In 2003, the urban development project in Roskilde started out within the interactive governance 

paradigm, with input-based participation. After the launching of the second report in 2006, the 

municipality arranged public meetings, where private citizens could express their wish for the 

further development of the area. In 2007, a municipal document outlining the strategies for 

developing the area is published. In this strategy document, the municipality outlines the 

following: 

 

«The strategy can be seen as a game with players, rules (of the game), and a playing surface. The 

players are the actors in the area, the residents, the politicians, and the citizens. The rules (of the 

game) are the principles for how this area will be developed. The playing surface is the old concrete 

plot and its surroundings» (p. 2) 

 

With this strategy document, the municipality envisioned a new area of the city with an animate 

atmosphere, where the creative vision was the overall agenda. On the one hand, the idea was to 

let creative (industry) actors contribute in the further development through temporary activities. 

On the other hand, there would be more permanent projects, such as the Danish museum of rock 

(history), and a waste water facility with an integrating skateboard park on top.  

 

Despite establishing a strong strategic vision for the development of the new area, the 

municipality did not make a masterplan for the area development. In a Scandinavian context, this 
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is a highly unusual way of doing urban planning. To facilitate the urban planning process, the 

municipality founded a separate administrative unit based on site in the development area. The 

function of this administrative unit was to facilitate communication and cooperation between 

private actors and citizens operating in the new area, and the municipality. One civil servant 

explains the role of the administrative unit as autonomous: 

 

“They have established a separate administrative unit, and they have what we call an arms-length 

principle, which means that they get an independent budget and economy, so they can administer 

it themselves. But they have the possibility to say that we are going in a certain direction, if they 

want. And this is also to signal that they’re just as much the actors’ ambassador in the municipality, 

as they are also the municipality’s unit on site.” 

 

The project manager outlines the role of this separate administrative unit as an intermediator for 

dialogue between involved actors and the municipality, meant to facilitate co-initiation in the 

decision-making processes. Consequently, the first phase of this urban planning project contains 

elements from the co-initiated decision-making category of democratic participation. 

 

The Roskilde case also conforms to the political implementation type of participation. As outlined 

in the theory section, the implementation of planning is often left in the hands of (professional) 

experts. However, in this category, there is a type of output-based participation, where political 

leaders are allowed an arena to participate in the implementation process. These arenas typically 

take the form of working groups or committees. In the beginning of this urban planning project, 

the municipality formed a committee consisting of local politicians that would participate in the 

decision-making processes. This Committee was active from 2007-2014. However, since 2014, the 

urban planning project has changed in how it’s organized. The Committee has been disbanded, 

and replaced with a steering group headed by one of the chief municipal executives, where the 

Mayor is among the members, in addition to representatives from the administrative unit of the 

area. In addition, an advisory board has been formed, consisting of professional experts. Thus, 

the Roskilde case holds elements from both the second and third category of democratic 

participation. 

 

Temporality and liquid planning was an important principle in the initiation phase of this project, 

specifically with the intention to attract creative actors to animate the area. The development of 

this area were therefore not governed by a strict planning regime, but rather the municipality 

followed an idea to plan “as little as possible, and as much as needed”. One of the notions behind 

this choice were that the municipality wanted the actors themselves to develop and implement 

their own projects and activities, something they believed would create diversity and good 

dynamics. Moreover, the municipality also believed that this would help increase ownership for 

the new urban area. With this untraditional (“liquid”) approach to urban planning, the local 
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government intended temporality to be a means to opening up the planning processes, 

something that was not believed possible to achieve through more traditional and highly 

regulated urban planning. 

 

The Roskilde case has been described as an urban planning experiment. One of the challenges 

met in this temporality approach to urban planning is to find balance between governance and 

freedom, or input- and output-based democratic participation. To ensure that the vision for the 

area is realized, and to secure the best interest of different stakeholders, while also attracting 

investors to develop or buy land in this area is challenging. One civil servant describes finding the 

balance between input and output as challenging, in the sense that there is a wish to challenge 

the traditional role of private developers that may want to invest and build on the area, although 

they cannot push them too far, or they will not build: 

 

«A major challenge is how we secure that we, with the large developers with their buildings, live 

up to the vision made for this area, which is a bit different. Some developers think it’s fun, others 

think that perhaps it’s not so fun to play along, and under all circumstances we have the basic 

limits for how far we can push them” 

 

The democratic arrangement for participation in this case therefore seem to contain elements of 

both the input-based model of co-initiated decision-making, and the output-based model of 

political implementation. During the developmental process of this urban area, the focus has 

shifted from input-based participation to output-based participation, and back again. One may 

even argue that at some point the input- and output dimensions co-existed, which conforms to 

our notion that urban development projects can hold elements of more than one mode(l) for 

participation. 

 

Bodø – Smart and (more) open planning processes 
 

The Bodø case is still in the beginning phase of the urban development project. …  

 

 ORGANIZATION: Mode(l) 1 

 

 PROCESS/ORIGIN: Traces of Mode(l) 2 (Styringsgruppe; UPAT experts team) 

 

 VISION:  Mode(l) 4(?) 
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Enschede – The rebuilding of trust in local government 
 

In the aftermath of the fireworks disaster of 2000, the municipality of Enschede established a 

project bureau consisting of both civil servants from the municipal body, and external experts. 

This project bureau also consisted of an alderman, who was given autonomy to make political 

decision in consort with the rest of the project body and the inhabitants of the area. The urban 

development project in Enschede therefore seems to start within the output-based, co-produced 

implementation mode(l). Citizen and stakeholder participation was viewed as absolutely crucial 

to the rebuilding process, and also in order to rebuild the trust in local government. Moreover, 

an important consideration in this process was to give the citizens of the area what they wanted, 

i.e. to build an urban district in accordance with citizen and stakeholder wishes. The director of 

the project bureau expressed this as follows 

 

“In no other district in the Netherlands have private individuals had such a large say in the 

realization of the district as in Roombeek. An exceptional, widely supported plan where the 

participation of both former residents and newcomers has clearly worked well” 

 

In addition to emphasizing the degree of citizen participation as instrumental, the director of the 

project bureau also characterizes the participation as a success, further underpinning the 

importance of co-production in the development of the structure plan for the area. … 

 

 PARTICIPATION PROCESS: Mode(l) 3 

 

Conclusions and avenues for further research 
According to our analysis in the previous section, the democratic arrangements for participation 

in play vary within each case, as well as between the cases. 

 
… 
 

 Roskilde: More towards input (3), end result is still unknown. 

 Bodø: More reliant on output in the future, making it vulnerable to external/unforeseen 

impact (as a “classic” smart city initiative). 

 Enschede: A mix of 3 and 4. 

 
 
 
 
 



 
 

14 
 

 

Type of 

participation 

Policy stage 

Input-based 

participation 

Output-based 

participation 

By representative 

democracy 

1. Sovereign 

decision making 

Political 

leaders/councils 

decide on plans, etc. 

 

[Bodø] 

2. Political 

implementation 

Committees, 

working groups 

involving elected 

leaders 

[Bodø] 

[Roskilde] 

By interactive 

governance 

3. Co-initiated 

decision-making: 

Deliberative forums, 

committees, etc.  

[Roskilde] 

[Enschede] 

4. Co-produced 

implementation 

 

 

 

[Enschede] 
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