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Abstract 
In recent decades, the concept of public interest has been heavily criticized. While this 
remains a key normative reference point for public planning, it can also serve as an 
assessment and justification tool. This article examines the public interest in the 
planning system with a view to providing a methodology for how planners should 
function in order to meet the public interest. 
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1. Introduction 

In modern democracies, the "public interest" is frequently mentioned as a goal of planning 
systems. Specific planning activities are influenced by the public’s collective interest. Despite 
some heated debate in recent years, it remains an important and critical reference point in the 
planning system. How much significance is given to the public interest in the planning system? 
What role should planners play in addressing public concerns? 
In a news report, Ashton (2016) mentions that there is a growing sense that the decisions that 
shape our lives are made not with the public in mind, but with those who do not understand 
how people live and who are concerned with their own narrow interests rather than the public 
interest. The public interest must be discerned in various contexts, which is a difficult problem. 
Different people’s needs are expressed in the public interest, and the planning system’s 
activities should address multiple public interests (Madiment, 2016). Planners should reconcile 
competing public interests and not serve a single public, focusing on those who are unable to 
participate in planning. 

2. Literature Review and Discussion 

The public interest is an important goal in planning systems in modern democracies. Serving 
the public interest is critical in folklore planning, and it is enshrined in the RTPI's chartered 
object in the United Kingdom (RTPI, 1997). It was also included in the code of conduct until 
2016, stating that it aims to “... advance the science and art of town planning for the benefit of 
the public” (RTPI, 2016). Practitioners have regarded the concept as valuable, but they have 
struggled to articulate how it affects their day-to-day planning activity (Madiment, 2016). 
According to Madiment (2016), the public interest is traditionally defined as the common good 
of the majority of inhabitants under a formal administrative authority, such as a country, a 
region, or a city. This appears to be logical. However, in pursuing the interests of the current 
residents of the region, there may be a disregard for the various effects of planning activities on 
the environment, other animals, and future generations (Madiment, 2016). On the other hand, 
the public interest context is arguably extremely different. There are significant contextual 
differences between countries, for example. As a result, the public interest is difficult to define, 
and planners as well as those who evaluate planning policies have no way of defining it in detail 
(Campbell and Marshall, 2002a).  
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In fact, the concept of the “public interest” has become increasingly contentious in recent 
decades. The public interest, as proposed by Reade in 1997, serves as a shell, preventing any 
true assessment of the planning system's actual impacts in practice. According to Campbell and 
Marshall (2000), it is a term that is frequently used to confuse rather than clarify. It is frequently 
used, for example, to lend legitimacy to the ultimate resolution of policy issues on which there 
is still significant disagreement. The public interest is not merely a statement on the surface. 
One of the reasons for the needs to focus on public interest in modern planning systems is the 
continued erosion of public trust in planners and government departments. Because of the 
bureaucratic nature of the mandates given to planners by government departments, planning 
activities continue to be dominated and influenced by powerful interest groups (Tait, 2011). 
Likewise, planners must accept some oppressive government resolutions. They should also 
encourage public participation in planning, but as planners, they are unsure why (Campbell and 
Marshall, 2002b). Part of the reason for this situation is the lack of clarity in how planners deal 
with the public interest. Despite the fact that, as previously stated, the viewpoint is expressed 
in the RTPI's Code of Practice. However, Campbell and Marshall (2002b) argue that as various 
force majeure elements have developed, planners have found it difficult to establish with whom 
they have obligations and responsibilities, as well as whether the public should be involved in 
planning operations. Planners, for example, are shown in Tait's (2011) study to be stuck in a 
well-structured ideological connection. If the planner promotes the city's general public 
interest and focuses primarily on economic expansion, he is almost certain to overlook the 
important grassroots interests and fail to maintain public space. This is a difficult assignment. 
In reality, tensions and contradictions exist between planning and the public interest. The 
public interest should not be focused solely on a collective interest in a specific location or area. 
On the other hand, it should determine whether the communal interest is founded on any 
shared core values to which citizens may appeal (Madiment, 2016). The public interest should 
be focused on achieving these common goals rather than encouraging planning participation in 
order to turn these public interests into a tool. The ability of planners and planning systems to 
make decisions that are best for the public. Despite the difficulty of defining the term "public 
interest," it has proven to be a valuable touchstone in defining goals and values that extend 
beyond personal or group interests (Madiment, 2016). Trust in a broader set of professional 
and communal values should be developed by the planner. In this way, attempts are made to 
define the "public interest" associated with a specific situation (Tait, 2011). Rather than 
allowing the public interest to become superficial, it would be closer to the truth. Planners have 
a role to play in providing a face-to-face environment in which the public's interest in planning 
can be addressed, the planning position assessed, and decisions made on how to achieve these 
ideals within the specific context of the planning system (Tait, 2011). 
Despite the fact that this paper is aware of the contentious nature of the public interest as well 
as the difficulties that planners face, it continues to argue that the importance of planners 
fulfilling their role is critical. Owing to planners work in a more challenging environment, 
certain broad-group standards may be diluted by planners, developing individualistic work 
ethics is more important (Tait, 2011). The client establishes and directs the planning objectives, 
which almost always emphasise the advancement of economic interests. As a result, planners' 
public standing is deteriorating, and their role as defenders of the public interest is being called 
into question. Planners could be argued that by appealing to the demands and interests of the 
public, they can clearly justify and work for their planning job. This will almost certainly lead 
to a developer-led attack in collaboration with government agencies (Tait, 2011). Developers 
and some councils would lash out and repress them if projected economic growth fell short of 
expectations. According to a survey of North American planners, planners who prefer the public 
interest in their activities, such as community service, are in conflict with their employer’s 
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commitments (Madiment, 2016). The truth is that the protection afforded to planners for the 
benefit of the public is underappreciated. 

3. A Case Study: London 2012 Olympic Games 

Previous research has heavily criticised the concept of “public interest.” However, it continues 
to be a critical normative reference point against which public planning can be evaluated and 
justified (Madiment, 2016). To a large extent, public interest remains an important goal of the 
planning system, as the arrival of major tournaments in modern democracies can attest. Cities 
all over the world are becoming more interested in joining the list of cities that have hosted 
high-profile global sporting events. The presence of the Olympic Games, for example, will have 
potential economic and social benefits for a city or even a country, as well as be a political 
accomplishment for political leaders and have a long-term impact on the local populace. 
According to Hague (2015), who are the losers in urban regeneration through mega sports 
events? There is evidence that major sporting events consider the public’s interest. Large cities 
can be reconfigured in terms of land use, population, and function. London have been chosen 
as the host city for the 2012 Olympic Games. Given the public benefits manifested in terms of 
employment, the emphasis was on increasing employment opportunities for residents 
(Jastrząbek, 2020). The construction phase was equipped with more jobs, and the number of 
jobs in services increased during the main event. Unemployment among a portion of the 
population has been eliminated, and economic income has increased. Figure1 clearly shows 
that the unemployment rate is low in comparison to other European cities both during and after 
the 2012 Olympic Games, and that it has continued to fall since 2012.  
 

 
Figure 1. Unemployment rate: London vs. European Cities (Jastrząbek, 2020) 

 
There are numerous examples of the long-term legacy from the London Olympics in terms of 
land use. The Olympic Park (renamed the Elizabeth II Olympic Park after the Games) and the 
Olympic Village (now the East Village) in Stratford were both flagship projects of the Games. 
The park is free to visit and open to the public, including the London Aquatics Centre, which has 
been converted into a public resource, the Lee Valley Hockey and Tennis Centre, the Lee Valley 
VeloPark, and other facilities (Jastrząbek, 2020). In this way, it appears that planners 
considered the public interest and that the Olympics aided London’s planned development. 
Jastrząbek (2020) concurs that the London Olympics were universally regarded as a success, 
with the city hosting a remarkable sports festival that was lauded by a global audience. 
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However, the Olympics have brought more than good to Britain and London, and there are 
displaced people behind the acclaim. The Olympic Games are mentioned in the documentary 
“Building the Olympic Dream: The Last Stand at Stratford” (2009) as the catalyst for the rebirth 
of London's East End, with over £9 billion spent on building the 700-acre site. The land had to 
be cleared of businesses, homes, and century-old shops, and over 100 years of buildings and 
living spaces had to be demolished. For example, 420 residents of the Clays Lane housing estate 
in Newham were told to relocate due to the construction of the Olympic village. Clays Lane was 
built on a co-operative model for single people as social housing for single people. It has borne 
the brunt of the impact of Olympic development because it is designated as the site of the 
athletes' village (Building the Olympic Dream, 2009). The Olympic Master Planner, EDAW, 
conducted a Compulsory Purchase Order (CPO) survey for Clays Lane, which depicted the 
residents’ property on Clays Lane as run-down and lacking in amenities (Porter et al., 2009). 
The opposite is true. According to a report by Fluid Consulting, the neighbourhood has 
“distinctive qualities,” an “informal system of mutual support,” and its courtyard layout has 
proven to be “an effective social building” (Porter et al., 2009). The comparison is ridiculous. 
For the planners' goals to be met and the Olympic Games to be built. Several promises were 
made by planners and the London Development Agency (LDA) about the quality of housing 
residents could expect, but these were “clarified” and then forgotten (Porter et al., 2009). The 
public interest in this relocation was clear, but the planners and inspectors did not critically 
examine the requirements to ensure that the proposals met the stated objectives (Porter et al., 
2009). Furthermore, several residents compared their neat housing arrangement to nearby 
new private dwellings, offices, and retail complexes, which had little impact on their housing 
needs (Watt, 2013). Displacement occurs both directly and indirectly as the local region 
changes and existing residents no longer feel like it is “their place.” 
Furthermore, existing businesses in the Olympic Park have sold land to housing developers in 
the run-up to the Olympics. LDA profited from the deal and most of the land belongs to private 
developers who will sell housing at high prices. The proportion of 'affordable' housing was low. 
(Porter et al., 2009). When there are significant private gains to be made from land renovation 
and people who have been displaced have limited opportunities to return, the topic of “public 
interest” is highly contentious (Porter et al., 2009). However, in the case of the young people in 
Newham's temporary housing, it is mostly indirect as a result of relocation pressures (watt, 
2013). This breeds public skepticism of the planning system and a lack of impartiality in the 
processes used to make public decisions (Campbell and Marshall, 2000). Popular unrest and 
distrust of planners and the planning system make planning’s role and purpose uncertain. 
Wagenaar (2009) discovered that residents’ lives and worlds of experience are actively 
distorted and denied, rather than simply disappearing behind the notions of policymakers.  
When it comes to land use, the people of London should be the focus of planners' attention in 
the context of the London Olympics. On the one hand, the case for the citizens’ interest must be 
carefully examined. When the founding occupants of a settlement are excluded, a private 
interest should not be equated with a public interest (Hague, 2015). Hague (2015) emphasised 
the importance of ensuring that citizens are not regarded as invisible in the planning process. 
Instead, planners should consider the poor, homeless, and marginalised to be "significant 
citizens." Planners must constantly strive to achieve a difficult balance between the competing 
desires and needs of various groups (Tait, 2011). Campbell and Marshall (2000), on the other 
hand, demonstrate that the procedural public interest can be defined in terms of the planning 
process through reference to rights (e.g., ensuring that everyone is treated equally in the 
planning process) or openness and participation (disseminating information, giving less 
powerful groups a "voice," and overcoming communication distortions). In the context of the 
London Olympics, planners should try to understand and account for displaced groups, as well 



Volume 3 Issue 9, 2022 

DOI: 10.6981/FEM.202209_3(9).0007 

51 

Frontiers in Economics and Management 

ISSN: 2692-7608 

as provide effective planning approaches, rather than be preoccupied with ostensibly public 
benefits. 

4. Conclusion 

Planners have used the concept of the public interest. It is also clear that, at least because of the 
prominence of public issues, planning now plays a larger role in many communities’ politics 
than it did 30 years ago (Howe, 1992). This paper recognises the difficulty of defining the public 
interest and its significance in planning systems where it is expressed among people and 
stakeholders, resulting in conflicts of interest; it is expressed differently in different contexts, 
resulting in the public interest remaining superficial. Nonetheless, it should remain an 
important goal in modern democracies’ planning systems. In addition, when discussing the 
hosting of major international sporting events, we see the impact of poor displacement in the 
example of the London Olympics. At the same time, the planners’ interests in terms of both the 
benefits of the Games and the legacy left behind did not take into account the public interests 
of displaced citizens. 
Howe (1992) emphasizes the importance of defining the ideals to which planners should 
adhere, the content of the inter public, and the interplay between public and private interests. 
On the other hand, the concept of public interest has been debated and criticised. However, it 
is still an important normative reference point for evaluating and justifying planning systems. 
Consider the principles that planning activities should strive to uphold, leaving room to 
consider how to deal with the interests of those who cannot participate (Madiment, 2016), such 
as the displaced young people mentioned in the Olympics who were unable to participate in the 
resolution.  
Finally, the role of planners is emphasised once more. They can clearly justify their planning 
work by appealing to the public’s demands and interests. This segment of the population should 
be given more attention when it comes to the public groups that are addressed in planning work. 
Look for public interest in the planning context that is consistent with the values and interests 
of the majority of the population. Planners and the planning system as a whole must think about 
and address the public interest more. 
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