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This study investigates how debates on epistemology in planning theory can
be enriched by integrating emerging discussions and conceptual frameworks
related to attention. The methodology adopted is a literature review focusing
on epistemological debates in planning, epistemic authority and the politics of
knowledge. Building on this foundation, several recent contributions on atten-
tion are integrated in order to identify overlapping and intersecting conceptual
sets, thereby situating attentional debates within the broader epistemological
concerns of planning theory.

In contemporary planning theory, epistemology and knowledge remain cen-
tral, yet contested terrains, shaping how scholars conceptualize the production,
validation, and use of knowledge in planning practice. Across different theo-
retical traditions, the epistemological debate has sought to address not only
what constitutes valid knowledge but also how planners mobilize it in contexts
of uncertainty, conflict, and power. Such important contributions as “planning
as a practice of knowing”, “feminist-informed naturalized epistemology”, and
“hermeneutic perspectives of understanding” illustrate the diverse and evolving
ways in which epistemology is rethought in contemporary planning theory.

One perspective challenges the dominant technical-rational view that has
long framed planning knowledge as evidence to be collected, stored, and applied.
Instead, knowledge is reframed as a practice of knowing, which is recursive,
provisional, and contextually situated. By distinguishing interrelated dimensions
such as knowing what, knowing how, knowing to what end, and doing, this
view highlights that knowledge in planning is not an external resource to be
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inserted into plans but something enacted and embodied through practice. This
reframing emphasizes the ethical and political dimensions of knowing, showing
that planners engage not merely with facts but with situated judgments and
collective action. In this way, it contests evidence-based models that privilege
quantitative data and instead proposes a dynamic, inclusive, and contested
understanding of knowledge.

The emphasis on multiplicity and the epistemic value of marginalized per-
spectives resonates with calls for epistemic justice in planning. By recogniz-
ing that “voices from the borderlands” often reveal blind spots of dominant dis-
courses, this perspective advocates for a plural epistemology that validates not
only technical and abstract reasoning but also experiential, embodied, and emo-
tional forms of knowing. This broadening of epistemic legitimacy directly ad-
dresses the politics of knowledge in planning processes, showing that inclusion
and deliberation require more than procedural fairness; they demand a rethink-
ing of what counts as knowledge in the first place.

A third contribution adds a hermeneutic dimension by arguing that planning
should be conceptualized not as an act of explaining but as an act of understand-
ing. Explanation seeks causal, verifiable accounts of the past or present, whereas
understanding is dialogical, interpretive, and oriented toward an uncertain fu-
ture. Planning practice cannot be reduced to the application of abstract explana-
tory models, since it constantly operates in contingent, situated contexts where
meanings must be negotiated. By distinguishing between cognitive, practical,
and linguistic dimensions of understanding, this hermeneutic approach demon-
strates how planners interpret situations, navigate processes, and engage in di-
alogue to construct shared futures. Concepts such as the planning constellation
and planning situation further capture the evolving contexts in which under-
standing unfolds, showing how meaning is always co-constructed.

This account also addresses the persistent theory—practice gap in planning.
The gap does not arise simply because theory is poorly applied in practice, but
because theory and practice embody different epistemic orientations: theory
often privileges explanation, while practice operates through understanding. To
rebalance planning theory, it is proposed to shift from research about planning,
which risks abstraction, to research into planning, which centers the lived
epistemic work of planners. In this way, planning can be seen as the co-
construction of futures through interpretive practices, dialogical encounters, and
the fusion of horizons with other actors.

Taken together, these contributions illustrate complementary but distinct epis-
temological perspectives in planning theory. While they operate from different
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theoretical traditions as practice theory, feminist epistemology, and hermeneu-
tics, they converge in rejecting the technocratic assumption that planning knowl-
edge is neutral, universal, or purely evidence- based. Instead, they foreground
multiplicity, situatedness, and interpretation as central to epistemology in plan-
ning. Their combined insights demonstrate that epistemology in planning is not
merely a background philosophical concern but a practical, political, and method-
ological issue that directly shapes how planners act, deliberate, and construct
futures.

Moving from these epistemological debates, “attention” emerges as an increas-
ingly relevant lens that both complements and complicates existing concerns
with knowledge. Attention has gradually become a critical concern across phi-
losophy, organizational theory, and planning, reflecting broader transformations
in how societies handle information and visibility. In an ‘information-rich world,
it is no longer information but attention that emerges as the truly scarce re-
source, shifting the epistemic challenge from scarcity of information to abun-
dance, where the difficulty lies in filtering, prioritizing, and organizing what is
noticed. The emergence of debates on attention, articulated through notions such
as the attention economy, attentional capitalism, ecologies of attention, and the
politics of attention, signals not only a philosophical shift in how human per-
ception and cognition are theorized, but also offers fertile ground for generating
new openings in planning theory. These conceptual developments carry the po-
tential to reframe how planners consider the distribution of cognitive resources
in shaping urban futures.

This perspective points to mechanisms necessary to address the imbalance
between information flows and limited attentional resources. Planning and man-
agement systems should function as attention-conserving devices, condensing
and restructuring inputs rather than overwhelming decision-makers with unfil-
tered data. The critique of a universal “need to know” foreshadowed later debates
on selectivity and relevance, anticipating the role of search engines, personalized
filters, and algorithmic curation in managing information environments. Atten-
tion is therefore not only a cognitive but also an institutional problem, insepara-
ble from the design of organizations and practices.

Building on this insight, attention has also been situated within broader
cultural and political contexts. The proliferation of cultural goods, such as texts,
images, and digital content, has reconfigured the dynamics of cultural value, with
attention becoming the scarce commodity. Economic framings have emphasized
efficiency and profit, yet critiques of attentional capitalism reveal how corporate
infrastructures systematically capture and monetize attention, reducing human
capacities to objects of exploitation. An alternative is found in the notion of
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an ecology of attention, which highlights attention as relational and collective,
embedded within cultural and technological infrastructures. This ecological
framing emphasizes how attentional practices can either degrade or sustain the
quality of shared life-worlds, extending the politics of attention beyond efficiency
to care, sustainability, and democratic life.

Within planning, attention functions as a contested resource that structures
inclusion and exclusion. It is not a neutral background but actively shapes
which issues are highlighted, whose voices are amplified, and which concerns
are marginalized. Through communicative tools such as reports, maps, and
deliberative processes, planners organize visibility, framing problems in ways
that privilege certain perspectives while silencing others. This indicates that
planning is fundamentally political, as choices about what to attend to already
shape agendas and outcomes. The monopolization of attention by dominant
actors excludes marginalized groups, not because their knowledge is irrelevant
but because it fails to capture institutional visibility. Reflexive planning therefore
requires expanding attentional horizons and redistributing visibility, aligning
with broader concerns of epistemic and spatial justice.

Taken together, these perspectives provide a multilayered framework for
understanding attention in planning. Attention can be seen as a scarce cognitive
and organizational resource, a cultural and ecological phenomenon tied to
capitalist logics, and a political practice that mediates whose knowledge enters
public agendas. Integrating attention into epistemological debates highlights
that the production and validation of knowledge cannot be separated from
the dynamics of visibility, selection, and recognition. This opens up a twofold
inquiry: on the one hand, how planners themselves allocate and conserve
attention in the face of unlimited information; and on the other, how shifting
attentional dynamics transform shared life-worlds in ways that reconfigure
planning practices and possibilities.

In conclusion, this study argues that epistemology studies, as an ongoing and
central debate in planning theory, can be further expanded through the emerging
lens of attention- related concepts. By analyzing how epistemic concerns inter-
sect with attentional dynamics, it becomes possible to explore new openings as
well as limitations for planning theory and practice. The contribution of this liter-
ature review is to highlight the potential of bridging epistemology with attention,
thereby expanding debates on knowledge, justice and theories in planning while
pointing to new trajectories for future research.
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