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Public Participation and Sustainable Development

**

Hung-Jen Tan
Abstract

Public participation is an important procedure of environmental planning and it is also legally
significant. It symbolizes the realization of public will, the concern with the welfare of the people.
However, public participation is information-feeding and the legitimization of public policy in Taiwan.
Sustainable development, on the other hand, aims to re-evaluate the relationship between people and
between people and nature in order to satisfy the needs of the people and their future generations. It is
necessary to take the interest of the disadvantaged in to consideration, according to Local agenda 21.
Sustainable development can only be met the fulfillment of the local agenda 21 of each place, which is
designed under each special circumstances. Nevertheless, liberal democracy tends to be in conflict with
sustainable development. The author tries to proposes the idea of communicative planning, which is
based on Habermas’s communicative ethic theory, to solve the problem.
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(multiple-truth)
(Our Common Future: The Bruntland Report)

(Sustainable development is development that meets the
needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs,
WCED 1987:43) ( )

(Georgiou etal 1997)
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(mistaken interests) Taylor( )
(the discourse model of planning) Arrow (1963)
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Rosenbaum (1978) (popular sovereignty) (equality)

Rousseau (1968) general
will
(Holden, 1993)

(legitimacy)
Saward (1996 83)

(the median position) Saward ( )

(responsive rule, in May’s term (May, 1978))
( ) (If it does not want (vote for) green outcomes, so be it)

(Saward, 1996:83)

(procedural justice)

(Pluralism)
Dahl(1956)

(The logic of collection action)
Olson (1965)
(free

riders) Olson
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(Nagel, 1987 25)

(prisoners’ dilemma)
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(Lafferty, 1998, Holden, 1998)
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Jacob (1997, Rydin,
1999)

Lafferty

(fairness)
(competence)

Jacob (1997)

(deliberative democracy) (communicative planning)
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Healey (1992 154-6)
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2.
3.
Habermas (1984) Habermas
(fairness) (competence) (Dietz, 1995)
(socially constructed)
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/ /
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(collective wisdom)
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validity claim

comprehensibilit
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truthful/ sincere
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right

true/ correct

true/ effective

discourse explicative assurances practical certainty
The Ideal Speech Situation
(Kemp, 1985; Webler, 1995 )
Habermas 4
Habermas
1. (communicative speech)
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2. (representative speech)
3. (constative speech)
(truth)
(fact)
1) (multiple-reality) (fact)
(multiple-reality)
(2) (constructive validity)
4. (regulative speech)
Habermas
/ / Webler (1995)
1. Webler
(Healey, 1992)
2.
(reciprocity) (publicness) (accountibility)

Habermas

Webler (1995: 43) (universal pragmatics)
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(2) Habermas

Harbermas
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Forester (1988 210)
Innes and Booner (1997 419)
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Habermas Hillier (ibid)
Habermas

Habermas

Habermas ( )
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Young (1996)
(Pluralism)
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Olson (1965) Innes and
Booher (1999) ( )
21
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(legitimacy) / /
Habermas
Habermas

(Webler, 1995)
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