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Abstract

This paper explores how the concept of care can structure an analytical framework for understanding place
qualities. Care is burgeoning as a major concept within the humanities and social sciences. Given its growing
application in planning, it is timely to reflect on what the care concept contributes to understanding places and
their possible futures. Following a review of the scholarly literature, this paper proposes an analytical framework
based around five characteristics of care: (1) objects of care; (2) caring actors; (3) care practices, (4) care
motivations; (5) care relations. The final part of the paper reflects on the potential of the care concept for imagining
possible place futures.
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1. Introduction:

The future of the places we engage with — whether, to live, work, visit or use more indirectly
concerns us on both personal and professional levels. A plethora of challenges: uncertainties
brought by changes in climate, economy and social patterns destabilise long term planning
goals. At the same time, planning efforts are asked to meet the needs of a diverse range of
stakeholders. In this challenging planning climate, there is a clear need to reflect on and discuss
how to cultivate place futures. A range of existing scholarship seeks to address this question,
proposing an impressive range of methods and approaches to deliver sustainable futures.
However, such efforts are plagued by the fact that the goals and underlying assumptions of how
to realise place futures are not clear but at times undermine and contradict each other.

In this paper I use the term place futures to describe in a broad way all the things a place may
come to be — whether by design or as a gradual unfolding of incremental, everyday practices.
It is a deliberate choice in order to remain unaligned with the conceptual baggage carried by
more established terms such as local development or place making. In writing about place
futures, | recognise that the motivation for taking action in a place is often explicitly connected
to realising a particular future. However, I also recognise that futures of places unfold without
(or despite) deliberate interventions, motivated rather by a sense of connection to or concern
about a place (Healey 2023). Finally, I use the term place futures to shift the focus from a
particular end goal to provide space for seeing that sometimes futures aren’t about change, but
can equally be about maintaining and sustaining. After all, even a state of sustainability needs
maintenance (Ringel, 2021).
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It is also necessary to elucidate my perspective on what constitutes a place. Although theoretical
definitions of place abound, in this paper I borrow the term ‘place qualities’ from Healey (2018)
to refer to the constituent features of places. This is a relational understanding that casts places
as ‘loosely-structured assemblages of people and other species, material objects and meanings,
action arenas, physical forms and flows, possibilities and memories, emotional attachments and
moral values, connected to other times and spaces through complex and multiple webs of
relations’ (Healey, 2018, p. 67). This paper is not about any one specific place, but rather
explores how the concept of care can contribute to how we understand places and conceptualise
their possible futures.

Before examining what contribution care might make to how we conceptualise place futures, it
is first necessary to review current approaches to cultivating place futures in theory and practice.
To this end, the first section of this paper reviews some of the major strategies and approaches
to delivering sustainable place futures and classifies the major assumptions on which they are
founded. Drawing from the need to broaden our gaze and nuance our understanding beyond
these assumptions, the second part of the paper reviews care literature to consider the utility of
the care concept to planning. Drawing from this literature, I use five characteristics of care to
structure an analytical framework for understanding place qualities. The final part of the paper
reflects on the potential of the proposed framework and concludes with some broader thoughts
about how care can help to conceptualise other possible place futures.

2. Categorising approaches to place futures

There are two core assumptions that underly approaches to place futures in planning theory and
in practice. The first is the assumption that specific futures for places can be created or made.
These approaches are characterised by goal-directed action, such as the socio-economic
regeneration of a place through the construction of a new museum, or an improvement in social
cohesion through a city branding initiative. By contrast, the second assumption rejects the
notion of achieving predefined goals, arguing instead that places unfold or emerge over time.
These two broad areas of literature are explored below.

2.1 Making futures

There is a plethora of terms that are used in the literature to describe approaches based on the
idea of making or creating the future. This making perspective is founded on what Dupre (2019,
p- 103) calls a ‘determined before-after temporality’. That is, action in the place is taken with a
predetermined idea of what the future should be after the intervention. This is not surprising,
given the long history of planning to realise desired ends through socio-spatial interventions
(Allmendinger, 2017).

One common term that describes structured approaches to realising place futures is place-
making. Although poorly defined (Dupre, 2019; Courage, 2021a), place-making is generally
recognised as an interdisciplinary field that has particular prominence within the fields of spatial
and strategic planning and design, often within an urban development context. Examples of the
types of activities structured place-making projects employ include the creation of a sense of
place or belonging through the development of place images; physical interventions in space;
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and creative initiatives (Dupre, 2019; Courage, 2021b). The wide range of activities that fall
under place-making in the literature reflects a lack of consensus over what place-making is and
may involve (Strydom, Puren and Drewes, 2018). Much of the regeneration literature also falls
into this category, with focus ranging from waterfronts (Jones, 2017) to heritage assets
(Wincott, Ravenscroft and Gilchrist, 2020).

Another common term is place branding. Likewise poorly defined (Kavaratzis and Ashworth,
2010; Vuignier, 2017), place branding can be broadly understood as an approach to spatial
governance (Van Assche, Beunen and Oliveira, 2020). Place branding initatives difter in scope,
from projects that emphasise city uniqueness and value using built heritage resources (Guzijan,
2018) to strategies for recovering after natural disaster (Gotham and Irvin, 2018).

Another common approach to achieving predefined place futures is culture-led development.
This body of scholarship seeks to use cultural resources to attain various kinds of local
development. It ranges for instance from investments in “capital C cultural institutions such
asmuseums (Heidenreich and Plaza, 2015), efforts to attract the “creative class” (Florida, 2003)
and mobilisation of heritage assets for socio-economic development (Della Lucia and Segre,
2017; Kdhkonen and Lahdesmaki, 2019).

The structure of these projects, by whichever term, also differ. Some are more formalised, with
an emphasis on common processes (Alwaer and Cooper, 2019), whilst others focus on informal
initiatives such as DIY urbanism (Krishnamurthy, 2018). Initiatives may be both individual and
collective in nature (Dupre, 2019; Mengi, 2020), and are at times understood as a democratic
process (Strydom, Puren and Drewes, 2018). In general, place-making initiatives are following
a participative trend where inclusion and participation of the local community is important, and
much literature is dedicated to community centric, collaborative processes (Strydom, Puren and
Drewes, 2018; Mengi. 2020; Courage, 2021a). This at times includes an emhasis on everyday
elements of place-making (Dyck, 2005; Platt, 2021; Vitiello and Willcocks, 2021). The same is
true in place branding, where scholars see the need for inclusive, bottom-up processes (Colomb
and Kalandides, 2010; Insch and Florek, 2010; Trueman et al., 2010; Brown, 2018; Lucarelli,
2018a; Warnaby, Koeck and Medway, 2018). The importance of local participation is likewise
recognised in culture-led development (Sacco and Crociata, 2013).

Whilst the pursuit of a desired future state unites the otherwise diverse body of literature above,
the actual goals of these approaches differ widely. Goals of place-making include the
improvement of public spaces and community life (Krishnamurthy, 2018); social and spatial
justice (Borrup, 2021; Courage, 2021a); environmental sustainability (McKeown, 2021); and
economic development and growth (Lima and Jones, 2021). Place branding likewise shares a
strong goal orientation (Guzijan, 2018) for economic development (Campelo, 2017), spatial
development and physical place making (Therkelsen, Halkier and Jensen, 2010; Oliveira, Van
Assche and Beunen, 2021). Place branding efforts may also aim at social inclusion (Eisenschitz,
2018) and community cohesion (Stoica et al., 2021).

Although these approaches clearly aim to improve the future of places in social, economic and
ecological ways, there have been a number of criticisms levelled at such initiatives. Place
branding in particular has been critiqued as contributing to a neo-liberal transformation of
society (Friedmann, 2016; Eisenschitz, 2018; Lucarelli, 2018b) that needs to address issues of
power and inclusion (Vuignier, 2017; Kavaratzis, Giovanardi and Lichrou, 2018; Medway,
Warnaby and Byrom, 2021). The metrics focus of place branding may also lead it to be a
reductive process (Medway et al 2021) that leads to a greater homogenisation of places
(Lichrou, Kavaratzis and Giovanardi, 2018).
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More generally there is critique of the very idea that places can be “made”. These critics argue
that places are never new constructions, but rather evolutions of what they were before. The
next section reviews literature advocating this perspective.

2.2 Emerging futures

Although the majority of literature falls into the category of goal-oriented approaches outlined
above, there is a sizable body of literature that advocates for a different approach to place
futures. Rather than setting out with any particular future in mind, or a goal to change the place
in some measurable way, scholars in this body of literature argue that place futures emerge in
an unplanned way.

To understand this perspective it is useful to review Rauws, de Roo and Zhang’s (2016) critique
of goal-based planning and its underlying conception of reality. They (2016, p. 244) identify
two paradigms of planning: a ‘command and control’ factual reality where ‘planners
are...viewed as creators of place...based on facts and predictions’, and a communicative
planning approach where reality is agreed and consenusal. Both paradigms are critiqued for
understanding reality as a ‘fixed product in time’ (Rauws, de Roo and Zhang, 2016, p. 244). In
their view, such an understanding limits the capacity of planning to respond to uncertain and
complex planning contexts, and remains in opposition to more emergent, adaptive and
autonomous behaviours (Rauws, de Roo and Zhang, 2016, p. 244). To move beyond this linear
perspective in planning, they propose that planners need to ‘explore alternative views on reality
and different ways of guiding spatial transformations’ which recognise processes of emergence
and employ a relational understanding of space and time (Rauws, de Roo and Zhang, 2016, p.
244).

One alternative perspective is a non-linear planning reality in which direct causal relationships
between variables of change are lacking, and where change occurs through the interaction of a
system and subsystems and their contextual environment (de Roo, 2012, pp. 142; 151). This
perspective emphasises the role of time, where, in contrast to the static perspectives underlying
goal-oriented planning, present ‘a world in flow, full of discontinuous change’ (de Roo, 2012,
p. 135). This alternative notion of reality underlies post-structuralist planning perspectives that
focus on ‘processes of becoming’; poststructuralist planners are interested in processes of
change rather than predefined end goals (Boonstra and Rauws, 2021, p. 7). Indeed, in what
Boelens and de Roo (2016, p. 43) identify as a ‘planning of undefined becoming’, the ultimate
goal is not known beforehand. Rather ‘uncertainty prevails’, and futures ‘co-evolve’ through
the reciprocal interaction of actors and their surroundings, and is shaped by specific historical-
spatial contexts (Boelens and de Roo, 2016, pp. 43; 48). A core feature of this perspective is
the view that meaning is multiple and relational — this means that ‘even notions of a good, just
or sustainable society, are never closed but always open’ (Boelens and de Roo, 2016, p. 44).

Such a post-structuralist perspective has been applied in a place-making context by Dovey
(2010). Writing against a concept of place as ‘static’, or subject to deliberate place-making
efforts, Dovey (2010, p. 3) argues that places should instead be understood as being in ‘states
of becoming’. Platt and Medway (2022, p. 105) likewise critique the idea of ‘interventionist’
place-making, employing a post-structuralist perspective to emphasise the ‘ongoing, always
emerging, and never finished presence of the urban placemaking’. This illustrates a different
underlying assumption about how place futures come to be — they unfold from the ‘middle’ and
are always in process, rather than having clear before and after states driven by predefined
goals.
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2.3 Differing positions: navigating approaches to place futures

The exploration of literature above shows that there are different assumptions when it comes to
understanding how place futures come to be. Whilst they fall into two broad categories
(structured and emergent), there is a further complication: the goals and methods of attaining
place futures also differ. To further complicate matters, a tendency for disciplinary silos makes
full sharing of knowledge difficult. Many scholars point to this problem, arguing that the “intent
and outcomes’ of placemaking may be ‘wholly different and in opposition’ (Courage, 2021b,
pp. 4-5). That such differences can undermine the best efforts of practitioners involved in
cultivating place futures is clear in the following statement from Legge (2021, p. 391):

‘I have never met anyone involved in city-making who does not want to make good
cities that support happy and healthy citizens. Of course, we all do this through a
different lens.The planner focusses on systems of land use and connectivity, the
transport engineer believes that making it fast and easy to get around makes a good city;
the architect via beautiful buildings, the social planner through equitable access to
services and amenity, the landscape architect will use nature as their tool. Our
professional expertise is our strength, but it can also be our limitation — if all we have is
a hammer, then all we see are nails (Maslow, 1966)...It is often the differences in
professional priorities and in the range of scales involved in place planning that create
the most significant barriers to successful placemaking.’

In short, there is a lack of agreement about how (and if) particular place futures should be
cultivated. To address this challenge, and building on the metaphor in above, I argue that a
different pair of glasses is required; a lens that will help us see the qualities of places more
holistically. We need different conceptual glasses in order to ask different questions: what
matters in places, and to whom? What motivates action in places? How might we arrive at a
more nuanced understanding of the relationships between place qualities, and learn to see
beyond boundaries and foci conditioned by fields of expertise and norms of practice? The next
section of the paper explores the potential of the concept of care to provide such a lens.

3. Possibilities of care

Care is burgeoning as a major concept within the humanities and social sciences. Developed
originally from feminist scholarship within traditional care contexts, care is increasingly being
mobilised as a concept for thinking and analysing in contexts including science-technology
studies (Puig de la Bellacasa, 2017), heritage studies (Veldpaus and Szemz6, 2021) and
planning (Davoudi, 2023). Within these contexts the uses of care are diverse, ranging from
speculative thinking to identifying practices of care. Given its growing application in planning
and fields relevant to place futures more broadly, it is timely to reflect on what the care concept
contributes to understanding places and their possible futures.

The next section of this paper reviews current understandings of care in the literature. Drawing
from this scholarship, I use care to develop an analytical framework for identifying place
qualities. This lays the foundation for a reflection on what other parts of the care concept may
be helpful in conceptualising possible place futures.

3.1 Current understandings of care
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A review of the care literature indicates that it is a rapidly emerging tield. Although common
agreement about the scope and meaning of the concept is lacking, it is possible to identify three
broad themes: care as a conceptual model, care as practice, and care as a way to foreground
relationality. These categories are not mutually exclusive, but often intersect.

3.1.1 Care as a conceptual model

One major way the care concept is utilised in the literature is as a conceptual model. Literature
using care in this way spans fields as diverse as nursing (Cloyes, 2002) to the green humanities
(Bernau, 2023). The review identified three major uses of care as a conceptual model.

3.1.1.1 Care as a model for thought/action

Care here is used to reframe or rethink through already recognised issues and challenges. This
includes, for instance, reframing heritage conservation as a practice of care in order to broaden
understandings of the outcomes of conservation (Veldpaus and Szemz6, 2021), and exploring
expressions of care in hedgerows in order to think though landscape maintenance practices in
times of ecological crisis (Bernau, 2023).

3.1.1.2 Speculative care

Used speculatively, care provides a way to imagine alternatives to the current status quo. A widely
cited perspective is articulated by Puig de la Bellacasa (2017) who uses care speculatively to
question how we might live ‘as well-as-possible’ in more-than-human worlds. Speculative
perspectives arise in critique of certain existing conditions, such as Jacobs and Wiens’s (2023, p.
12) interest in the possibilities of care for creating possibilities to live ‘in refusal of systems that
perpetuate social and ecological injustices’.

3.1.1.3 Care as a critical lens

Care is also employed as a critical lens for analysing contemporary problems. Examples include
efforts to further understanding of the problems facing urbanisation (Gabauer et al., 2021), for
addressing fast paced societal change (Dyck, 2005) or considering the skillsets required for
transitioning to low carbon futures (Carr, 2023).

3.1.2 Care as practice

Care is also referred to in the literature as a set of practices. This is often not separate from
drawing on a conceptual understanding of care, and in most instances complements it. The types
of care practices that are included in the literature differ widely. They include the more
traditional domains of care work in health and dependency contexts within domestic and
institutional settings (Tronto, 1998; Cloyes, 2002; Dyck, 2005; José, 2016). More recently
however care is being taken up to embrace a wider range of acts of taking care — of humans
(Dombroski et al., 2023), more-than-humans (van Dooren, 2014; McConnell, 2023) and their
wider environments (Till, 2012; Veldpaus and Szemz6, 2021; Woodhead, 2023). It is worth
noting that these categories of what is looked after are often blurred, and care for one area is
often seen as bringing benefits for others (Bartel, Hine and Morgan, 2020).

One area that emerges from the literature is an understanding of maintenance and repair as
forms of caring practice. These concepts appear for instance in the widely cited definition of
care by Tronto and Fischer as ‘a species activity that includes everything that we do to maintain,

Book of Proceedings : 1802 / 3553 Paper: 6 / 17



Rebecca Staats, Can Care Help Conceptualise Place Futures? Exploring The Potential Of Care
As An Analytical Framework For Understanding Place Qualities

continue, and repair our world' (Fischer and Tronto, 1990 in Tronto, 1998, p. 17). Maintenance
is a practice of keeping something the way it is — necessary for instance in the context of
growing things such as hedges (Bernau, 2023) or to arrest decay, such as in the context of
cultural heritage preservation (Veldpaus and Szemzo, 2021). Although maintenance is often
discussed in the same context as repair, the concepts are ultimately different. Carr (2023) points
to the different temporalities of the two practices, seeing maintenance as anticipatory action
required to prevent something happening in the future. Repair on the other hand is retrospective,
seeking to restore order following breakdown (Carr, 2023, p. 226). It is important to note that
decisions about how and what is maintained are informed by underlying values — for instance,
“mow and blow” landscape maintenance may value crop yield over socio-ecological relations
(Jacobs and Wiens, 2023, p. 9), or prioritising tidy hedgerows through mechanical trimming
may harm biodiversity (Bernau, 2023).

3.1.3 Care and relationality

A key feature of the care concept is its focus on relationality. Evident in the care literature is
the notion that all care is relational — care is not an action that occurs on its own but rather
always in relation to others — care is always interdependent, it is “care-with” (Tronto, 2013).
Whilst much of the care scholarship focusing on relationality has drawn attention to more-than-
human relationships (Puig de la Bellacasa, 2017; Dombroski et al., 2023; Jacobs and Wiens,
2023; McConnell, 2023), other scholars seek to recenter human intentionality in regards to care
(Huijbens, 2023).

3.1.4 Normative and non-normative trends

Care is often employed to make a normative argument. Some of this literature emphasises the
politico-ethical obligation to care (van Dooren, 2014; Puig de la Bellacasa, 2017; Jacobs and
Wiens, 2023). Others use care to critique neoliberal practices (Gabauer et al., 2021; Kopitz,
2022) drawing particularly from Tronto’s (2017) argument for care as an alternative ontology
to neoliberalism. Although acknowledging the body of care literature in this vein, this paper
does not take such a normative position.

3.1.5 Care in planning

It is clear that care is becoming an important concept in a planning context. Although not
explicitly theorised, Healey (2018: 67) uses the care concept to discuss a relational approach
to place governance. This understanding lays the foundation for explicating that people care
about different qualities of place, necessary for a place-based politics and improved place
governance. Healey (2023) further utilises care in her analysis of citizen-led planning initiatives
for local development in Wooler, England. Here again, care is not explicitly theorised, but rather
functions to illustrate how collective care about place and its current challenges mobilsed action
in the form of self-organisation and citizen-led initatives. It becomes clear that care shows
where different community actors have a shared interest or concen (they “care about™ an issue)
and that this becomes mobilsed in action (“care for”). The caring efforts are in some way about
shaping the future of the place, aiming at different forms of local development through
grassroots activity.

Other uses of care in the planning scholarship emerges out of dissatisfaction with neoliberal
planning contexts and desires to imagine different possible futures. Davoudi (2023) introduces
care as an ethical, relational and political concept that he uses to discuss a prefigurative planning
approach. A critique of the underlying assumptions of the neoliberal system underlies his
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argument, seeing prefigurative planning as a way to negate given assumptions and imagine
alternatives to the status quo. Although not fully defined, Davoudi points to relations of (un)care
as underlying prefigurative planning in everyday spatial practices.

Gabauer et al (2021) also employ the concept of care to examine the production of urban space
through (un)caring practices and relationships. In doing so, they position care as practice,
relation and ethics. In particular, they point to the need to recognise contexts of uncare produced
by the neoliberal paradigm, and argue for the potential of care as an analytical scope for
understanding the urbanising world. Like Davoudi (2023) and Healey (2023), they point to the
importance of paying attention to everyday urban life. Furthermore, they go beyond care as a
frame for analysis but see it as having potential to alter ‘social conditions’ (Gabauer et al., 2021,

p-7)

I stand alongside these scholars in seeing the potential of care to further our undertanding of
places as complex assemblages of everyday life, shaped by the relations between people and
their environments. However, unlike Davoudi (2023) and Gabauer et al (2021) I refrain from
presenting a critique of current planning contexts. Instead, I stand back in order to provide a
broader perspective on the different approaches to cultivating place futures. Furthermore, I draw
from major trends in the care literature to propose an analytical framework for understanding
place qualities, which has potential to support thinking about possible place futures. The next
section of the paper introduces this analytical framework of care, before briefly reflecting on
the broader utility of care in thinking through place futures.

4. An analytical framework of care

To explore how planning might benefit from the care concept, the next section of the paper
proposes an analytical framework built from five characteristics of care: (1) objects of care; (2)
caring actors; (3) care practices, (4) care motivations; and (5) care relations. Taken together,
these characteristics have the potential to structure a more holistic understanding of place
qualities.

In presenting this framework, I build on the efforts of scholars such as Tronto (2017) to unpack
the care concept. Tronto (2017) identifies five phases of care, which explains the shift from
caring about something (a noticing of needs) to caring for something (practices of delivering
and receiving care). Tronto’s (2017) understanding of care is also caring with, in relations with
others. The framework articulated below approaches care in a different way. Instead of
identifying phases of care, the proposed framework functions as a tool for mapping the qualities
of a place, and their interrelationships, in a broad way. Such a holistic understanding is a
prerequisite for conceptualising possible place futures, and has potential to extend the lenses
through which we currently conceptualise place futures.

It should be noted that this framework is intended to be applied to places in particular. As Tronto
(2017, p. 33) notes, care ‘is always contextual and, as a result, non-essentialist...focusing on
care requires much attention to the precise details of the situation’. Accordingly, this framework
has greatest utility when applied to places in specific moments in time and space.

4.1 Care characteristics for analysing place qualities

Book of Proceedings : 1804 / 3553 Paper: 8 / 17



Rebecca Staats, Can Care Help Conceptualise Place Futures? Exploring The Potential Of Care
As An Analytical Framework For Understanding Place Qualities

(1) Objects of care

The first characteristic of care that has utility in structuring analysis of place qualities is the
recognition that there are different objects of care. By object of care, I mean that for which care
is given. It is evident from the care literature that a wide range of people, non-humans, material
objects, and physical environments can be objects of care. Furthermore, the selection of what
is worthy of care is underpinned by socio-cultural and professional values (Healey, 2018;
Harrison, 2020; Bernau, 2023). Identifying that for which care is given is applied in a heritage
studies context by Veldpaus and Szemz6 (2021) to question which histories, stories and aspects
of the historic environment are preserved through the practice of heritage conservation. I
propose that such a technique has utility more broadly in identifying the widest possible
spectrum of place qualities that receive care, including people, material things, activities,
intangible qualities, and the physical environment.

In particular, broadening what we identify as objects of care can provide a way to break out of
specific lenses shaped by fields of expertise that condition what is seen as valuable in places
and worthy of carrying into the future. Given the implication of values in determining objects
of care, such a broadening also widens our understanding of the values at stake in cultivating
place futures.

(2) Caring actors

The second characteristic of care useful to this analytical lens is the recognition that the capacity
to care about and for qualities of place is not restricted to experts (be they planners, place
branders, heritage managers or other professional actors) but rather open to anyone who
engages with place, including the full range of civil society. Although most of the time it is
actors who are explicitly involved in efforts to realise place futures (for example city planners
and self-organised citizen groups) that receive analytical attention, the growing body of
evidence for the importance of everyday practices shows that even actors who are not part of
deliberate efforts to realise place futures nonetheless play a role in the way place futures unfold
(Carr, 2023). Furthermore, a focus on caring actors opens up the possibility to consider the role
that more-than-human actors play in unfolding place futures (Puig de la Bellacasa, 2017;
Dombroski et al., 2023).

(3) Care practices

It is clear from the literature that there are different ways to care about place futures. Practices
of care range widely, from looking after elderly people to trimming hedgerows (Tronto, 1998;
Bernau, 2023). It is also evident from the first part of the paper that different fields of expertise
endorse different practices for realising place futures. Incorporating an analysis of care practices
into the framework provides a way to identify these practices and see where they may be
conflictual or complementary. Furthermore, examining care practices shows that care is not
universally “good” or “good for all” (Puig de la Bellacasa, 2017), and that care for one thing
might be at the expense of another (van Dooren, 2014). Like care objects, care practices are
motivated by different values, and through their implementation give rise to different possible
futures.

(4) Care motivation
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In order to nuance our understanding of place qualities it is necessary to examine the
motivations behind why care is given, and ask what end does giving care seek to achieve? Like
objects of care, care motivation is related to values. However, where objects of care is mainly
care about something, care motivation is what shifts it into care for by motivating a practice or
action of care. Such an interrogation can enrich our understanding of places by allowing us to
identify where different actors care for the same object, but for different reasons. As such it
has potential in identifying value conflicts in place.

(5) Care relations.

An important contribution that care can bring to understanding place qualities is its focus on
relationality. Many scholars point to the fact that there is a interdependence of care not only
between human actors, but also the objects they care for (Tronto, 2017; Gabauer et al., 2021;
Davoudi, 2023; Jacobs and Wiens, 2023). This is particularly important in nuancing our
understanding of the factors that shape the selection of objects of care and how actors work
together (or not) to care for them. Furthermore, knowing and thinking are themselves
‘inconceivable without a multitude of relations that also make possible the worlds we think
with” (Puig de la Bellacasa, 2012, p. 2). Recognising the wider relations — such as norms of
professional practice - that condition our approach to place futures can help us to identify and
reflect upon the types of place futures that are considered desirable and possible.

5. Discussion: what do we gain when we use care?

The notion of using care to structure analysis is not new. Indeed other scholars also use care to
understand the complexities of place (Healey 2023; Gabauer et al 2021). However, the
framework proposed above differs in that it provides a structured approach that is explicitly
derived from characterisitcs of the care concept present in previous scholarly work. In this way
it contributes to development of the care concept in a planning context.

In addition, the proposed framework has potential to address the problem identified in the first
part of this paper: that a lack of shared understandings and different goals, assumptions and
practices can oppose and undermine efforts to cultivate place futures. In this sense I follow from
Dyck (2005, pp. 235-6) in recognising the potential of care in 'chipping away at sub-
disciplinary borders’ and realising ‘analyses that can bring together the economic, political,
social and cultural in understanding the rapid changes of contemporary society’. Employing
care as set out in the analytical framework above can facilitate a structured and nuanced
identification of place qualities and the values and relationships underlying their care. As such
care provides the possibility to broaden our understanding of which qualities of place are
important in the realisation of place futures beyond approaches conditioned by specific fields
of expertise and norms of practice.

In addition to its utility in structuring an understanding of place qualities, the care concept has
further potential in conceptualising the kinds of place futures that are possible or permissible.
Harrison (2020) recognises that different practices realise specific futures. The first part of the
paper identified two broad approaches to cultivating place futures — structured, goal oriented
approaches and post-structrualist emergent ones. Care can help us to think through other
possibilities. For instance, maintenance is commonly identified as a practice of care (Bernau,
2023; Carr, 2023; Dombroski ef al., 2023). Focussing on maintenance can help shift the point
of focus in efforts to cultivate place futures. Rather than striving to achieve particular goals, or
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manage emerging transitions, care can help us to see where change is less of a driving factor;
sometimes what is needed is a maintenance of what already is.

6. Conclusion

This paper has explored the utility of the care concept in a planning context through proposing
an analytical framework structured by five characteristics of care. A brief reflection on other
qualities the care concept may help us see, such as place futures centered around maintenance
rather than change suggests further potential for the development of the concept in a planning
context. Further work is required to test the proposed analytical framework and explore further
benefits of applying care in conceptualising place futures.
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