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In the past, local governments have been
responsible for the management of public
urban open space (UOS). However, recent
years have seen an emerging trend for user
involvement in UOS management (Mat-
tijssen et al., 2017; Sheppard et al., 2017).
User participation in urban planning and
management issues dates back to the 1960s,
when local governments — for example in
the US and UK - started involving users in
urban and regional planning as a response
to contemporary criticisms of profession-
ally based rational comprehensive planning
(Smith et al., 2014). The work of Patsy Hea-
ley (1997) contributed to establishing and
developing more collaborative approaches
to planning. In the specific case of green
spaces, such as parks and other UOSs, user
participation is currently promoted not
only in terms of contributions to plan-
ning and design but also most recently in
terms of ongoing management. Interna-
tional policies and initiatives, such as the

Local Agenda 21 Action Plan (UN, 1992),
the European Landscape Convention (CE,
2000) and the Aarhus Convention (UN,
1998), all of which advocate involving users
more closely in decisions regarding UOSs,
have contributed to this widening remit.
The underlying idea regarding user partici-
pation is that UOS can only be planned and
managed in an appropriate, democratic,
robust and sustainable way if its users are
directly involved and their needs, perspec-
tives and capabilities are effectively inte-
grated (Van Herzele et al., 2005; Sheppard
et al., 2017).

Various benefits of participation in UOS
management have been highlighted. User
participation in UOS management has the
potential to benefit local governments,
participating and non-participating users
and UOSs. Users have been found to bene-
fit from participation in UOS management
through an increased sense of satisfaction
with their neighbourhoods (Nannini et al.,
1998), with greater recreational and social
use (Jones, 2002; Glover et al., 2005) and
an increased sense of attachment to green
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spaces (Van Herzele et al., 2005). When a
user (sometimes denoted ‘connoisseur’) is
invited to participate in actual planning, a
new expert is introduced and an exchange
of knowledge emerges that strengthens
trust between participating stakeholders
(Mellqgvist, 2017). Participation can also
address environmental justice issues (e.g.
Rutt & Gulsrud, 2016) and lead to UOS qual-
ity being perceived as higher among partic-
ipating users (Fors et al., 2018a). However,
a review of the scientific literature on user
participation in UOS planning and man-
agement found that, while many potential
benefits of participation were discussed, few
were empirically tested (Fors et al., 2015).
This implies that many benefits of participa-
tion seem to be taken for granted, especially
whether participation actually improves the
quality of physical UOS.

User participation in UOS governance
and management has gained increased
attention with the introduction of the var-
ious international policies, research studies
and development of new trends, such as
urbanisation and individualisation. User
participation is becoming a more empha-
sised aspect of UOS management and a
main pillar for UOS governance (Jansson
et al., 2019). This chapter addresses the
need for theories and appropriate methods
to support participatory approaches within
these practices.

As a result of the increased interest in user
participation, different ways of including
users have been tested. A variety of par-
ticipatory approaches are actively pro-
moted by managers on the strategic level

(top-down), facilitated by various organi-
sations and initiated by users (bottom-up).
Some of the trends affecting green space
governance and management in Europe,
but also relevant for North America and
worldwide, are described in Box 7.1. Asso-
ciated examples of participatory projects
and actions in UOS management are
shown in Figure 7.1.

The concept of participation may be defined
in various ways, but the important signifier
here is user — implying that the target group
is mostly relatively local to the UOS. Users
are a specific part of the public - namely, the
people or groups that regularly or poten-
tially inhabit and interact with a space.
Users can also be described as either ‘com-
munities of location’, i.e. a group of people
living in the same geographical location,
such as a neighbourhood close to an UOS,
or ‘communities of interest’, i.e. a group of
people brought together due to their com-
mon interest in using the same UOS (e.g.
Seyfang & Smith, 2007). When these users
participate in the management of, and deci-
sion making about, a publicly accessible
UOS, the term ‘public participation’ is also
relevant. ‘Public participation’ and ‘public
involvement’ are often used interchange-
ably, but their meanings can entail differ-
ent nuances. The term public involvement
includes the public in decision making
without necessarily guaranteeing that they
actually have any impact on the end result
(World Bank, 1993). In contrast, in her sem-
inal work on public participation, Sherry
Arnstein (1969) stressed that participation
should give access to process and a degree of
power to affect outcomes. The use of these
terms as synonyms shows that participation
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Several societal trends currently affect participatory governance practices for UOS in
Europe (Van der Jagt et al., 2016). Four of these trends are described next.

Public involvement in green space management is often linked up with sociocultural
objectives, finding mechanisms to improve social cohesion, supporting users with
less power or facilitating integration of immigrants. However, there is little attention
in current research on how to involve different groups in modes of participation that
move beyond consultation towards empowerment and self-organisation.

E-governance facilitates participatory green space governance. It is becoming
increasingly common to include the use of electronic Internet-based communi-
cation tools in governance activities, such as online consultation platforms, par-
ticipatory GIS and mapping of green space issues. Another example of this is
participatory budgeting, when local governments invite users to submit their ideas
on how to develop local green spaces. Winning proposals are implemented for a
dedicated part of the municipal budget, and in this way, users influence what is
done with their city.

Cuts in maintenance budgets have forced local governments to find alternative
solutions in order to maintain public UOS quality. This has increased outsourcing of
public green space maintenance to private actors and led to a third trend: fostering of
public-private partnerships where, for example, private businesses sponsor mainte-
nance of a local public green space.

Many local governments across the globe promote and engage in community-
supported urban agriculture and local food production. Urban residents in many parts
of the world are showing increasing interest in knowing more about the origins of food,
understanding the health benefits of gardening and wanting to encounter biodiver-
sity. This has led to the initiation of many urban gardening initiatives. Urban gardening
initiatives create unique UOSs, such as allotment gardens, community food gardens,
orchards or vineyards. A rather new urban gardening practice in Europe, North Amer-
ica and elsewhere is to make use of former industrial or infrastructural areas (i.e. brown
space) through temporary and ‘pop-up’ gardening projects, often linked with objec-
tives to foster social cohesion.
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(iii)

(iv)

Figure 7.1 Examples of four current trends in user participation. (i) School ground greening

in Malmo, Sweden. (ii) E-governance using children’s maps in GIS. (iii) Public-private collabo-

ration in Mexico City where some businesses have taken responsibility for maintenance of public

planting areas outside their premises. (iv) Davie Village community garden in Vancouver, Canada.
Photos: (i) Jansson et al. (2014), (ii) Ulla Berglund, (iii) Elizabeth Shelley and (iv) Méarit Jansson

notions can range from consultation with-
out influence on decisions to integrated
cooperation (World Bank, 1993), a range
that raises questions regarding what ideals
of participation processes and outcomes to
strive for.

Involvement of users in UOS planning
and management is generally seen as good
and desirable, but it is not always clear
what it means in practice in terms of the

degree of actual involvement and how
much power is transferred from, for exam-
ple, local governments to participating
users. Figure 7.2 presents different ways of
describing the level of user participation.
Apart from the ‘spectrum of public partic-
ipation in forest and woodland planning’,
none of the ladders and spectra described
next is specifically developed for partici-
pation in UOS management, but all may,
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nonetheless, be applied to the field. An
early description of involvement levels can
be found in Arnstein’s (1969) ladder of cit-
izen participation, which was a response
to how citizen participation was treated
in the 1960s in the US, often without
redistribution of power. This created an
‘empty’ participation process for the users
involved, while the authorities could still
claim that they had permitted user partic-
ipation. Arnstein (1969) pointed out that
there are gradations of user participation
with varying degrees of power and depicted
the different levels of user (citizen) partic-
ipation in decision making and planning
as a ladder with eight progressive rungs: (i)
manipulation, (ii) therapy, (iii) informing,
(iv) consultation, (v) placation, (vi) part-
nership, (vii) delegated power and (viii)
citizen control. Rungs i and ii represent
non-participation and rungs iii-v represent
tokenism, so only the three highest levels
of participation can be described as ‘citizen
power’ (Arnstein, 1969). This work is still
influential and frequently cited, although
its suggested view and the metaphor of a
ladder, with the highest degree of partic-
ipation always at the top (the best), has
been criticised because the full spectrum of
user participation may play an important
part in different social and political con-
texts and at different stages in the develop-
ment of UOS (Hayward et al., 2004).
Tritter and McCallum (2006) criticised
Arnstein’s ladder of participation for being
a hierarchical, linear and, therefore, unreal-
istic model of user involvement that only
emphasises the transfer of power between
authorities and the public. Their focus was
on user participation in health-care policy
and practice, but their remarks are valid for
other contexts. Gaining power through a
public participation process is not the goal
for all users or in all circumstances, and

some do not even wish to become involved.
Transferred power from, for example, local
governments to users does not automat-
ically result in high-quality participation
processes or outcomes. Rather, Tritter and
McCallum (2006) call for a model that
shows the full potential of participation,
dynamic and evolving with time, includ-
ing a diversity of valuable knowledge and
experience of the professionals and users
involved - i.e. instead of a ladder, they pro-
pose a mosaic model.

It is not enough to consider only how
people are involved; it is also important
to be clear about which users are involved.
Some societal groups tend to have less pos-
sibilities to influence decision making and
the development of UOS, and it is impor-
tant to include these groups in participa-
tory approaches. Examples are ethnic and
cultural minorities, people with disabili-
ties, the elderly and children. Children and
young people are a societal group that is
particularly important to involve, as they
provide a valuable perspective that is dif-
ferent from adults and are often interested
in becoming involved and having their
points of view included as important users
of UOS. Participation can be a way to foster
their democratic learning too, providing an
opportunity for young people to learn about
users’ rights and duties and how decisions
are made in a democracy. Article 12 in the
United Nations (UN) Convention on the
Rights of the Child (UN, 1989) supports chil-
dren’s participation, stating the right of each
child to express views, be listened to and
taken seriously. Despite these compelling
reasons, adults often fail to involve children
or even consider doing so (Lansdown, 2001).

Children’s participation in the develop-
ment of UOS has often been restricted to
planning and design, but children might be
particularly interested in participating within
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management, including on the operational
level through possibilities for physical manip-
ulation of the environment (Jansson, 2015).
Management has the potential to facilitate
children’s participation on a level that is
daily, informal, local and hands-on (Clark &
Percy-Smith, 2006), while also allowing for a
dialogue-based approach (Graham & Fitzger-
ald, 2010). Increased participation and dia-
logue can help counteract the common lack
of understanding and large distance between
managers on various organisational levels,
on the one hand, and children and youth as
users of UOS on the other hand (Roe, 2006;
Jansson, 2015).

Hart (1992) recognised the need to pro-
mote children’s participation in particular
and adapted Arnstein’s ladder to include
children’s participation in the UN Children’s
Fund publication Children’s Participation:
From Tokenism to Citizenship. The purpose of
this re-conceptualisation of Arnstein’s lad-
der was to stimulate dialogue on children'’s
participation rather than provide a compre-
hensive tool for assessment of work where
children are involved (Hart, 2008). According
to Hart (1992), a project involving children
can be considered truly participatory when
the children (i) understand the intentions of
the project, (ii) know who made the decisions
concerning their involvement and why, (iii)
have a meaningful (rather than ‘decorative’)
role and (iv) volunteer for the project after it
is made clear to them.

There has been some criticism and misin-
terpretations of Hart’s use of the ladder meta-
phor for children’s participation, as discussed
by Hart (2008). This is partly due to the
important difference that, in many if not all
circumstances, children are not fully empow-
ered and in control of processes and decision
making because of the (necessary) involve-
ment of adults. Hart (2008) acknowledges
that his approach provides a rather narrow
range of ways for children to participate —i.e.
formal programmes and projects rather than

the much-needed every day informal partic-
ipation of children and creation of a culture
of play in their communities. That said, the
most important thing when children are
involved is that they are provided with the
opportunity to choose to participate in any
way they can to the best of their ability and
in the fullest way possible (Hart, 1992).

Francis and Lorenzo (2002) reviewed
30 years of children’s participation in plan-
ning and design and identified seven partly
overlapping realms or approaches. They
concluded that involving children in the
romantic realm meant regarding children
as competent planners who made better
environments for themselves than adults
could. Other realms were advocacy, needs,
learning, rights and institutionalisation,
as well as the increasingly common pro-
active realm, which regards participation
as a communicative and visionary process
that empowers both children and adults
to create good environments for children
through their genuine participation (Fran-
cis & Lorenzo, 2002). More recently, critical
discussions have concluded that there are
sometimes too many expectations on chil-
dren’s participation in UOS development
and that adults need to take more responsi-
bility for ensuring children’s access to UOSs
of both sufficient quantity and quality as a
basic requirement for children’s participa-
tion to be meaningful and ethical.

There are also more recent descriptions
of user participation levels. The spectrum
of public participation, developed by the
International Association for Public Par-
ticipation, was adapted by Ambrose-Oji
et al. (2011) to specifically describe pub-
lic participation in forest and woodland
planning and management. A difference
between the spectrum and the ladder of
citizen participation is that the former does
not take account of non-participation and
the use of a spectrum, rather than a ladder,
that attempts to move past the normative
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association that the upper rungs of the
(Arnstein) ladder are ‘best’ or the ultimate
objective of any participation process.
According to Van der Jagt et al. (2016), the
value of the spectrum also lies in clarifica-
tion of various roles of non-government
actors along different parts of the spectrum
(see the bottom row in Figure 7.2). Thus
‘involve’ is included between the rungs ‘pla-
cation’ and ‘partnership’ on the Arnstein
ladder (Figure 7.2). Partnership is about
‘partnering with the public in each aspect
of the decision including the development
of alternatives and the identification of the
preferred solution’, while to empower is to
‘place final decision-making in the hands of
the public’ (Ambrose-Oji et al., 2011, p. 3).

There is a real distinction between involve-
ment, partnership and empowerment in
terms of where the power to make decisions
and move forward with use and manage-
ment of a UOS actually rests. Involvement
and partnership imply different degrees of
collaborative decision making but with a sig-
nificant controlling interest remaining with
the government agency or local government.
Empowerment implies that the local commu-
nity or other participatory groups - i.e. com-
munities of interest — can act autonomously
and have the power to move ahead with their
own ideas about the development and man-
agement of UOS. In some cases, for example
in Scotland through the National Forest Land
Scheme, this might mean community groups
actually purchasing land in public owner-
ship (Ambrose-Oji et al., 2014; Lawrence &
Ambrose-Oji, 2015). However,
ment is commonly achieved through nego-
tiation of a lease or similar agreement, where
ownership of the land remains with the local
government but the community or ‘user
group’ has the agreed and often legal right to
make its own decisions about land use.

The level of participation achieved may be
affected by whether participation is initiated
top-down by authorities or bottom-up by

empower-

users. A participation process could be placed
along the levels described earlier but could
also be described according to the role of users
in different modes of governance, ranging
from hierarchical to closed co-governance,
open co-governance or self-governance,
depending on the level of public involve-
ment and power sharing between different
actors (Arnouts et al., 2012).

The message conveyed by all spectra and
ladders described earlier is that local gov-
ernments should aim for genuine and real
participation by a range of users while con-
sidering the benefits of their involvement.
The most important issues for local gov-
ernments to consider are what type of par-
ticipation is appropriate, when and which
users or groups of users to include. Once the
decision to involve people has been made,
the process needs to be handled with care,
commitment and awareness. Users may
lose interest in participation processes and
become disappointed if their efforts and
inputs are (or seem to be) disregarded by
authorities seeking a more consultative type
of involvement or if participation processes
take too long, making it difficult to main-
tain enthusiasm and involvement and to
effect the changes users want.

A key challenge is to match the type of
participation to the objectives and users’
desire to be involved, avoiding unconscious
symbolic box-ticking on participation
or imposition of the highest (empower-
ing) level of involvement if participants
do not want this. As Burton and Mathers
(2014) emphasise, participants’ capacity
and interests concerning the scale and
type of participation need to be matched
with corresponding management activi-
ties. If an activity requires insurance, for
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example, or if participants lack the needed
skills to carry it out, it is better to offer
participants other tasks. Many stakehold-
ers in European cities continue to regard
UOS management as the responsibility of
local government, making them reluctant
to participate in initiatives or very selec-
tive in how they become involved. Partic-
ipants who feel that they are ‘taking jobs’
from professional staff may choose to be
involved in arranging events rather than
in operational maintenance. Participants
may also find the initial place-making
part more exciting than the place-keeping
(management) of an UOS and lose interest
over time (Burton & Mathers, 2014).

Building on a more critical perspective of
earlier categorisations, spectra and ladders
of participation, Buijs et al. (2016) propose
so-called mosaic governance as a way to
maximise environmental outcomes of user
participation in UOS development. Mosaic
governance is about applying an enabling
and stimulating governance style in order
to exploit the full potential of user partici-
pation while avoiding undesired outcomes.
The cultural diversity of urban residents and
their UOS use, the institutional diversity of
how they self-organise and the diversity of
physical UOSs demand context-sensitive
rather than generic governance approaches
from the authorities. In practice, this means
embracing a wide range of partnerships
with users, from bottom-up initiatives to
cross-sector partnerships, creating different
kinds of arrangements depending on UOS
type and character and that of the users
involved and adapted to changing social
and ecological circumstances (Buijs et al.,
2016).

Mosaic governance is closely connected
with spatially explicit UOS and the spatial
dimension of strategic urban planning, rec-
ognising that its components are not totally
independent of one another. The variety of
governance arrangements that exist and

the different governance models employed
in them reflect the urban landscape scale
mosaic of interrelated urban green infra-
structure ecologies, ecosystem functions
and benefits. However, while landscape
governance takes, primarily, characteris-
tics of non-urban landscapes into account,
mosaic governance explicitly focuses on
grassroots and bottom-up processes in the
urban context, as well as the unique feature
of sociocultural diversity of residents and
communities (Buijs et al., 2018).

While it is important to be aware of
problems associated with the different types
of non-participation described in Figure 7.2,
the higher levels of participation are more
interesting when discussing what participa-
tion at different levels might consist of in
practice. The choice of method depends on
the type of place where participation takes
place and the type of participation pro-
cess — for example involving residents in
their local UOS close to their homes — calls
for a different approach than, for example,
involving them in planning for a more dis-
tant park. Based on conclusions reached
by Tritter and McCallum (2006) and Buijs
et al. (2016) on mosaic governance in UOS
in practice, the following aspects need to be
included:

Acknowledge that participants may
seek different types of involvement in
relation to different issues and at dif-
ferent times in the development and
implementation processes.

Use a variety of methods for partic-
ipation to tap into complementary
communities of users. Thus provide
context-sensitive methods for partici-
pation varying in set-up, ranging from,
for example, one-off events to contin-
uous participation, from hierarchical
to self-governance, from bottom-up to
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cross-sector partnerships or from indi-
vidual to collective organisation and
concerning a diversity of UOS types
and scales — i.e. individual street trees,
small street gardens, community gar-
dens and nature conservation areas.
These can target a diverse range of
users — for example individuals, groups
or organisations — as well as user diver-
sity in culture, age, UOS use, knowl-
edge, experience, resources, etc., and
ensure UOS meets local requirements.
Employ a dynamic structure and par-
ticipation process negotiated by users
themselves, along with changing social
and ecological circumstances.

The mosaic envisioned by Tritter and McCal-
lum (2006) shows a complex and dynamic
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public green
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management

Urban gardening
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relationship between individual tiles and
groups of tiles, where tiles of different col-
ours and shapes are essential parts of the
complete picture, but only when system-
atically integrated. In the context of UOS,
the tiles would represent different govern-
ance arrangements associated with different
spatial locations varying in size, UOS type,
community and participant type and inte-
gration within different institutional and
organisational arrangements which might
be top-down or bottom-up initiated, long-
term or short-term and so forth. The com-
pleted mosaic could then be considered
to represent the entire UOS governance
approach and enable user participation to
be mapped and monitored (Figure 7.3).

The mosaic governance concept (Buijs
etal., 2016) resembles the policy arrangement

Where citizens
perform tree inventories or
monitoring in their local
green space. Local authori-

ties responsible for
training and planning

Temporary
urban
gardening

Collective
garbage picking
days in public
open spaces

Public-
private
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local park
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approach developed within the field of envi-
ronmental policy and governance (Arts
et al.,, 2006). This approach looks at the
components important to decision mak-
ing and places equal focus on the different
types of users involved (e.g. individual users,
local governments, communities). How-
ever, it makes the point that the power and
resources (e.g. knowledge, time, financial),
the discourses (main ‘storylines’ that provide
context and background) and the rules of the
game (formal and informal, guiding interac-
tion and decision making) are harnessed and
used by the different kinds of users in ways
which produce different power relationships
and outcomes (Arts et al., 2006).

A crucial question for user participation
in UOS management is how local govern-
ments can facilitate long-term user partici-
pation. Long-term initiatives often rely on
individual ‘champions’ or ‘key drivers’, and
if they leave, succession is often a problem.
The concept of environmental stewardship
can be described as responsible, sustainable
engagement in natural resources, which can
include individuals or groups of stakehold-
ers in relation to UOS. In the US, environ-
mental stewardship has been recognised as
a way to foster longer-term involvement of,
for example, community groups in the man-
agement of UOSs and other areas. Efforts
are underway to identify and connect envi-
ronmental stewardship organisations in
networks. An example is the US Forest Ser-
vice’s Stewardship Mapping network, which
currently includes cities such as New York
City, Seattle and San Juan (Puerto Rico) (e.g.
Romolini et al., 2016).

In some cases, local government can
be the limiting factor over the long term.

The well-established nature association
De Ruige Hof (the Wild Court), which has
managed 13 ha of nature in the Nether-
lands since 1986, has experienced both
close and distant contacts with the local
government over the years. Similarly, the
Boscoincitta (Forest in the City) in Italy, a
120 ha public park managed by a non-gov-
ernment organisation for 40 years, reports
both good and bad relations with different
administrations during this time. These two
European examples illustrate that changes
in public administrations over time can
make it difficult for users to create long-term
relationships with authorities. Ambiguous
communication structures and bureaucratic
procedures may also hinder users’ activities
(Mattijssen et al., 2018). The set-up of for-
mal arrangements and official policies that
influence UOS substantially affect whether
it is possible to secure long-term partic-
ipation in UOS management. Annually
renewed management contracts between
local governments and an association, or an
area not being officially designated as UOS
or protected area, are examples of aspects
that hinder users from feeling convinced
that their work will be long-term and not
destroyed by urban development (Mattijs-
sen et al., 2018).

Three factors that support long-term user
participation in public UOS management
were identified by Mattijssen et al. (2018).
First, formalisation supports continuity, so it
is important to establish rules, procedures
and power structures for stability within the
group of users involved. However, a balance
is needed between enough institutionali-
sation, matching existing laws and regula-
tions to safeguard continuity and managing
the UOS in a preferred way without losing
too much independence. Second, users
need to have strong adaptive capacity to cope
with external political, socioeconomic and
cultural development over time caused by
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continual contextual changes. This capacity
may include resources such as social capi-
tal, sufficient funding and a strong network.
Third, the supporting role of authorities is very
important for long-term user involvement,
including providing security via stable
(UOS) policies, formally protecting spaces,
allowing long-term management contracts
and contributing resources. Today, local
governments retain a key role in UOS gov-
ernance arrangements as landowners and
policy makers, making users dependent on
their cooperation and support in order to
carry out activities but possibly also play a
facilitating and enabling role in the back-
ground (Mattijssen et al., 2018).

The residential area Sletten in Holste-
bro, Denmark, is an example of resident
participation in UOS management that
has persisted over a long time (Fors et al.,
2018b). Sletten residents participate in main-
tenance and management of the urban
public woodland edge zone bordering their
private gardens (Figure 7.4). This transition

area between private and public land has
been named the ‘co-management zone'.
Early on, some Sletten residents started to
weed around the small tree seedlings or to
grow flowers and vegetables at the wood-
land edge. As the tree canopy started to
close, residents engaged in activities such
as pruning and thinning among the trees,
planting their own plants, providing nest-
ing and feeding boxes for birds, setting up
hammocks, putting out garden furniture,
creating paths or building huts as part of
children’s play. Their participation in the
woodland was tolerated and even encour-
aged by the local government. Some years
later, resident participation became for-
malised with written guidelines for the
co-management zone.

The case of Sletten both confirms and
contradicts the importance of the three fac-
tors identified by Mattijssen et al. (2018b)
in sustaining local residents’ engagement
in the long run. Formalisation of partici-
pation in Sletten, when guidelines for the

Figure 7.4 (i) and (ii): Two locations in the co-management zone between private garden and

public woodland edge and the results of residents participation in Sletten, Holstebro, Denmark.

Photos: Anders Busse Nielsen
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co-management zone were written down
and sent to all residents, increased the level
of resident participation. The participation
of Sletten residents was probably not greatly
affected by societal changes over time, but
they still needed strong adaptive capacity
since the continuously growing woodland
changed the circumstances. A young and an
old woodland allowed for different actions
and expressions of participation, where, for
example, some residents initially grew veg-
etables but later put up a hammock in the
shade of the trees. Sletten residents have
appreciated the supporting role of author-
ities when given professional guidance,
inspiration and control, clear guidelines
for the co-management zone and continu-
ous communication between residents and
the local government. Earlier periods when
this communication did not function well
and guidelines were unclear made some
residents refrain from participation, while
others were satisfied with participating

Local official
planner or
manager

independently. It is important for local gov-
ernments to find a good balance between
encouraging and controlling the partici-
pation process since too strong control or
too strict guidelines too early in the process
seem to discourage participation. The Slet-
ten residents appreciate their freedom to
participate individually or in collaboration
with neighbours without always having to
ask for permission before they act.

In order to facilitate long-term partic-
ipation in planning and management of
UOS, the connoisseur method has been
developed and tested in southern Swe-
den. The method aims to achieve a com-
plete mosaic (see Figure 7.3) where the
local users are considered experts or con-
noisseurs of their everyday landscape.
Another aim is to support the role of local
government. This is done by introducing
university researchers as a third party in a
model for planning, governance and man-
agement of UOS (see Figure 7.5). Studies

Outsiders as
mediators

Local society
(connoisseurs)

(university or
think tank)
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have shown that university researchers
can contribute knowledge but also act as
mediators, focusing the dialogue between
local governments and local connoisseurs.
University researchers could be replaced
by think tank members or similar as a
third party involved in the process with an
interest in mutual learning and communi-
cation (Mellgvist, 2017).

As discussed earlier, power transfer from
local governments to users is not always
the ultimate goal of participation in UOS
governance and management. Similarly,
long-term participation is not the only par-
ticipation type to strive for, as short-term
and temporary participation can also be
valuable by allowing participation in cases
where the long-term perspective is particu-
larly challenging or not the goal for other
reasons. Short-term/temporary participa-
tion can also be a way of broadening the
possibilities for participation,
those who are less interested in longer
commitments and perhaps even reaching
out to non-users. As an example, when
children and their parents participate in
playground development, the long-term
perspective can be a challenge because the
users quickly change as the children grow
older, but short-term participatory projects
can still be useful and create mutual learn-
ing (Jansson & Ramberg, 2012). Short-term
involvement can also have value in school
ground greening, developing more vegeta-
tion or growing vegetables, with children,
teachers and managers involved in creating
the change. Being able to extend children’s
participation to ongoing maintenance has
also been shown to be valuable for chil-
dren’s engagement (Jansson et al., 2018).

involving

With a mosaic governance approach, long-
and short-term participatory approaches
can co-exist.

Developing the enabling and stimulating
governance style embodied by mosaic gov-
ernance and using the full potential of user
participation places the role of UOS man-
agers under scrutiny. To fully mobilise the
diversity of urban residents and the values
and knowledge they hold regarding physical
UOS types and ways of organising user par-
ticipation, UOS managers need to be skilled
communicators, sensitive and flexible to
user initiatives when they arise, as well as to
new trends in UOS management and partic-
ipation. It helps to have a palette of reliable
participation methods at hand, facilitating
top-down integration of participation pro-
cesses in the daily work and responses to
urban residents’ initiatives bottom-up. This
also makes it easier to decide which method
to use when jointly creating a functional
UOS mosaic governance form built up from
interdependent tiles.

While wuser participation processes
demand new skills, the more conventional
core competencies of UOS managers related
to, for example, vegetation and technique
are still needed. The changed role can take
different forms. Some managers perceive
the transformation from hierarchical gov-
ernance to increased co-governance as
challenging (Molin & Konijnendijk van
den Bosch, 2014), while others simply deal
with the changed circumstances (Fors et al.,
2018b). The important inclusion of many
different types of users in participatory
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approaches, including groups such as chil-
dren or people with disabilities, can be chal-
lenging and time-consuming but could be
facilitated through collaboration with, for
example, schools or interest organisations.
Managers’ reactions to this new role could
depend on the type of governance arrange-
ment, as dealing with participation through
empowerment in a limited zone close to
participants’” homes might be perceived as
less challenging than partnerships between
local governments and users in an UOS far-
ther from home. Location and participation
types affect how much participants care
about a specific place and how much work
is demanded from managers.

There are increased opportunities for user
participation in UOS management in gen-
eral, but success will depend on a wide range
of actors and opportunities as related to the
parts of various governance arrangements
(Arts et al., 2006). In Sweden, for example,
few UOS managers involve users in manage-
ment or intend to do so in the near future
in contrast to the trend among managers
in the UK (Randrup et al., 2017). There are
neglected UOSs and under-prioritised areas
farther away from city centres in residen-
tial areas in many parts of the world. Par-
ticipation in management is an untapped
resource that could increase UOS quality in
such areas as long as participants are given
clear guidelines and managers are suffi-
ciently engaged, present and follow up on
individual participation arrangements.
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