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How We Use Planning:

Planning Cultures and Images of Futures

This chapter develops and discusses two categories central to planning futures.  One is the importance of the culture of planning, and the multiple cultures in which planning is done.  The second is the images of the future of a place and their roles in constructing and using “futures”, whether these futures are plans, projects, scenarios, or forecasts.  These two categories of analysis, planning culture and images of the future, are derived from empirical evidence of contemporary and historic planning practices.  A planning culture forms the crucible in which planning activity occurs, and posits the norms that guide that activity and measure its efficacy.  Images of the future are the cornerstone of planning practice, central as they are to scenarios, plans, and projects.  Images are also implied in forecasts.  How planning cultures and images are created and used by individuals and institutions (that individuals also create and use) are the topics of this chapter. 


The hypothesis that animates city and regional planners is that if a place is planned, then the place will be better in the future.  This is so fundamental to the planning profession that it can be called the Founding Hypothesis.  Several corollary hypotheses stem from this original one.  One is that the plan prepared by planners must be a good plan.  Another is that the plan must be implemented appropriately. This chapter develops two categories of analysis derived from empirical evidence of contemporary and historic planning practices that can be used by researchers and practitioners to examine these hypotheses: planning cultures and images of futures.  A planning culture is a composite of social, political, institutional, and place cultures (terms that are explained below) in which the multiple practices of planning occur (See also culture in Glossary).  
Images of the better future, often two and three dimensional pictorial representations, formed the very basis of the founding document of the profession – the city plan.  Images contained in scenarios and plans, images implied in forecasts, and images that represent projects all represent graphically the better future we wish to attain.  How do individuals and institutions create and put into practice planning cultures and images of futures?

The city planning professions, and indeed all those who plan the future of urban places, historically have used four types of tools to convey a desired future state of those places: plans, forecasts, scenarios, and projects.  These four tools consist of or imply several features: image(s) of the future as a vision, a set of actions to be undertaken to attain the vision, and a world view to which the vision and actions correspond (See Grant Ch 3 and Myers Ch. 4 for additional discussions on vision).  The forecast and the scenario each are partial exceptions in that a forecast does not necessarily contain a package of actions, and the scenario only implies or explicates in lesser detail the actions.  
Each type of tool has its iconic representatives.  Classic plans include Cerdà’s plan for Barcelona and Haussmann’s plan for Paris, Burnham and Bennett’s plan for Chicago, the Regional Plan Association’s Plan for New York and Environs, Abercrombie’s Greater London Plan, and New Jersey’s State Plan titled Communities of Place.  Classic forecasts include demographic and economic forecasts, and more recently environmental forecasts such as global warming and sea level rise.  Archetypal scenarios include those employed by military commanders in preparing for and conducting battle, economic and market scenarios used in preparing corporate strategy, and urban growth scenarios used in city planning.  Scenarios present futures that differ from each other by changing assumptions or forecasts, thereby enabling decision makers to evaluate their actions in light of different futures.  Finally, classic projects that have served as a basis for building a better future beyond the confines of the project itself include singular infrastructure and civic structures (Eiffel Tower in Paris, Guggenheim Museum in Bilbao, Spain), international macro-events used to accelerate the enhancement of metropolitan areas (Barcelona’s Olympics and Lisbon’s World Fair), and far-sighted challenges (NASA’s Apollo Program to put a man on the moon).  Each of these four tools is based on an image of the future.  Each tool, where implemented successfully, is realized via institutions in a robust planning culture.


Planning tools and their application have changed with time. To choose one tool as an exemplar of these changes, consider the city plan.  (The reader is invited to consider how the other tools – forecast, scenario, project – have evolved over time.) The notion of what constitutes a plan has been transformed in theory and in practice over the last centuries.  Since at least the 17th century, as illustrated by Christopher Wren’s plan to rebuild London after the Great Fire of 1666 destroyed the city’s center and William Penn’s plan for the new city of Philadelphia in 1682, planners have laid out the future physical form of a city in a two dimensional diagram – a plan.  This represented a dramatic departure from prior city building that proceeded incrementally, by one building, one monument, one street, one public space at a time.  
In the 1850’s the plan, while remaining a two dimensional diagram, became more comprehensive, with the inclusion of public works such as sewerage, water supply, parks, transportation, and so on, as illustrated by the magisterial plans drawn by Haussmann for Paris and Cerdà for Barcelona.  The notion of the plan for the entire city has been contracted in spatial terms to include smaller units such as neighborhoods and districts and has been expanded to encompass larger units such as metropolises and regions.  City plans also have diversified in content, dealing with functional components of the city such as housing, environmental quality, and social issues.  Plans dealt with the development of new towns and districts as well as the redevelopment of existing cities and neighborhoods.  This expansion and diversification broadened the city planning profession, and concomitantly increased its scope and membership.

Throughout this transformation we can witness changes in the plan’s representative nature.  Changes in what the plan was used to represent occurred in the geographic dimensions of space (individual projects to large regions) and the functional dimensions of operations (greater substantive scope), as well as how it was used to represent, passing through two, three, and four dimensions of space-time, analog and digital.  Virtual representations supplemented and in some cases supplanted traditional ones, encouraging the use of scenarios and facilitating the “selling” of the plan itself as well as the processes of planning.  In these ways and others the ideas of the plan and planning spread, becoming more rich and diverse along the way.


Through all these changes, three key constants remained: planning institutions, planning cultures, and the use of images.  Foremost is the progressive institutionalization of plans, planning, and the profession.  Without this institutionalization, without planning’s insertion into the accepted mainstream apparati of power, by which is meant routine government and business affairs surrounding city building and real estate development activities as enabled by law, it would not and could not be what it is today.  
Next is the planning culture. In the sense used here, planning culture refers to a local milieu that supports planning activities and manifests the planning idea throughout society. How widely is planning for the future betterment of the place accepted by society at large?  Which sectors of society are responsible for planning better urban places, and how long into the future do they peer? Planning culture is distinguished from while related to the institutionalization of planning via its insertion into mainstream organizations.  A society exhibits a robust planning culture when urban planning is a daily topic of conversation, the media, business, education, art, and entertainment – in short, any aspect of social life.  
Furthermore, a planning culture goes beyond rhetoric and routinely enters fields of decisions and actions in activities as disparate as government, business, and personal and family life.  This deep social embeddedness provides a truer, fuller test of the import that planning exerts on a populace then mere institutionalization.  For inverse evidence that supports this claim, we can point to city plans that have been prepared in accord with the mandates and strictures of the law by a small group of professionals that end up “sitting on the shelf collecting dust” unused, precisely because of the lack of a planning culture.  


Thirdly and finally, every vision of the future is embodied in an image, be it plan, scenario, or forecast; project, program, policy, or strategy; regardless of its scope, scale, and time horizon.  In urban planning, the image has a two-fold resonance in society and its institutions.  The first is the representational image, the pictorial portrayal of the desired future of the place in question.  The second is the mental image, the version of the vision each individual sees in his or her mind’s eye.  The mental image, especially when clear and powerful, imprints itself on memory and on rational (reasoned mental) action.
  This dual nature of the image – external/representational and internal/mental – enables it to be thoroughly embedded in institutions and cultures involved in planning and the people who populate them.  This doubly-endowed image confers power to any tool of planning (and not just plans, projects, scenarios, or forecasts) and to any organization savvy enough to employ images effectively.

The remainder of this chapter is organized into three sections.  The first deals with the planning culture that shapes every planning tool and every method employed to portray a future.  The second deals with images of the future and how they are used in planning.  The third section considers several cases to interpret how culture of place, culture of planning, and image of place affect plans and quality of place. The conclusion
identifies implications for future research into the fundamental questions about planning posed at the outset.
Planning Culture


To understand how people actually use plans, it is essential to understand how institutions use (abuse, misuse) plans, because people act in and through institutions, especially in a professional activity like urban planning.  The term ‘people’ is employed because it refers not only to professional planners and the political and governmental decision makers enabled by law, but all those engaged in the planning process.  The former group operates in institutions constituted by law, while the latter group (people in general) operates in society, a larger and more inclusive social construct.

In this light, the vogue in planning theory (as in political and social theory) that privileges institutions is here embedded within the broader concept of cultures.  To the extent that society mobilizes ideas, resources, and activities around city planning – and not merely its professional, institutionalized practice, we can refer to a “planning culture” in the sense that such a culture supports planning.  Before we discuss planning culture, it is important to distinguish it from other concepts of culture.

Culture, considered most generally, refers to the collective characteristics of the social interactions of a population that is rooted to a place (territory of some scale).  Culture, then, is place-based, or at least was until the advent of the internet.  Cultures develop over time and therefore have histories and traditions and are learned and passed on through the generations – cultures evolve.  We think of the cultural differences among the populations of different places, and yet, at least some aspects of cultures can be transported to other geographic environments.  Thus we think of a Latino culture, say, in Los Angeles or New York.  When used without a qualifier, the term culture used here follows the generally accepted dictionary definition (See also culture in Glossary).


Also, we can distinguish different types of cultures such as institutional culture, political culture, place culture, civic culture, and planning culture.  What we tend to think of as culture is what I define here as the culture of a society as a whole:  American culture, New England culture, southern culture, European culture, Dutch culture, and so on.  The other “cultures” (institutional, political, place, planning) are subsets of a broader culture.  As they contribute to planning culture, they are described briefly in the following paragraphs.

Institutional culture refers to the culture within a given institution.  Institutions imbue or imprint their norms and values on their members, the processes and structures that comprise them, and the actions they undertake (Giddens 1984).  An institution imprints its strictures and structures on not only its members, but many who come into contact with it.  A classic case of institutional imprinting on its members and indeed all of society is that done by a bureaucracy (Weber 1968; Whyte 1956).  While Weber ascribed positive values to bureaucracy because it was preferable and more efficient than the prevailing late 19th century political and organizational norms characterized by charismatic leadership or political despotism and corruption, today we think of bureaucracies as being rigid and inflexible, if not also inefficient and inequitable.  These characteristics are among those that comprise bureaucratic institutional culture.  The culture of an institution is a powerful determinant of behavior of its individual members, plus those who interact with it from the outside.  As such, institutions and institutional culture merit our careful understanding.

Political culture is a more slippery term used to convey the prevailing modus operandi of political actors in political processes.  Unlike institutional culture, which works from the inside of the institution on its members, political culture is extracted from society and its members’ attitudes towards politics and political life in general.  Elazar’s classic text (1966) on the three different political cultures in the United States pins a political culture on the patterns of social interaction in a place-based society as expressed in political debate and action.  He asserts that there are three distinct political cultures in the U.S.: traditional (patriarchal) in the South, moral (common good, government can do good) in New England, the northern Midwest, and the Northwest, and individual (utilitarian, near-libertarian) in the Northeast and Midwest.  Schmitter and Lehmbruch’s work on European and South American politics reveals a corporatist culture in some countries (1979).  Political culture affects who does politics, how it is done, and how it is received by society.

Place culture is an important precursor to a planning culture.  A place culture exists where residents closely identify with their hometown (or city, metropolis, or region).  They recognize, enjoy, and cultivate qualities that make the place special, and that make it their own.  The qualities that distinguish a special place and form a basis of the person-place relationship at the heart of a place culture can be readily identified by residents and visitors alike.  Moreover, these qualities are represented in images, and are manifest in media, art, literature, and even advertising.  A (literal) snapshot identifying a strong place culture can be found in the most common post card of that place.  Think of the Eiffel Tower and Paris, the Golden Gate Bridge and San Francisco.  The iconic image (Eiffel Tower and Golden Gate Bridge) serve as cognitive surrogates for the image of the place itself—e.g. the boulevards, narrow streets, and four story buildings of Paris and the hills, gridiron pattern, and spectacular setting of San Francisco.  Paris and San Francisco, along with Portland, Madrid, Amsterdam, Berlin, and Barcelona are on a long list of cities that suggest a strong correlation between place culture and planning culture.
  


Civic culture is indicative of the degree to which citizens, interest groups, organizations, institutions, and sectors of society collaborate collectively and publicly debate and decide societal issues and policy matters (Almond and Verba 1989).  It often refers to the degree and style of engagement of civic actors in forums for dialogue and arenas for action.  Again, the variables of place and time impinge on the nature of a given civic culture, as they differ in time and across space.  We still refer to classic Greece as a prototype of a grassroots democratic civic culture based in the polis, the Greek city-state of 500 BCE.  In the United States we have the ideal of direct democracy as enshrined and practiced in the New England small town meeting, as well as representative democracy in governing institutions, plus a range of other variants of civic culture, from neighborhood associations to networked regions.  A civic culture is not only place-based.  We also find communities of interest that participate in civic culture, whether through direct or representative participation, through real or virtual media.
 

Notwithstanding the general description of culture, and the different types of cultures such as place culture, political culture, civic culture, and institutional culture; a planning culture is also used in this chapter in another way: to denote a local milieu that supports planning activities.  In this way, a planning culture is like other types of supportive cultures or mileaux.  For instance, we might think of a business culture or environmental culture as referring to places that are supportive of activities necessary to success in the business community or an environmental agenda. A planning culture weaves together the other cultures (political, institutional, civic, and place).  They intertwine to form a composite planning culture.  Like all cultures, a planning culture is deeply rooted to its place and its history, traditions, and norms.

Like culture generally, planning cultures are specific to place.  Different cities and different countries have different planning cultures, which manifest themselves according to their prevailing norms.  For example, planning culture in Italy and Spain is characterized by their strong welfare state traditions in which government plays an important role in promoting the public good; by strong urban traditions that are millennia old and have given rise to vibrant and active civic cultures that highly value cities, urban life, and local democratic participation; and by a well developed urban planning profession that goes back to the Renaissance and is based on urban design performed by planners trained as architects.
This planning culture differs markedly from that of the United States.

The planning culture in the United States is merely a century old, steeped in legal procedure and zoning plus forecasts and quantitative data. Planners come from a wide range of backgrounds and practices today tend to focus on designing and managing planning processes.  In the U.S. the vocabulary of the dominant planning culture is words and numbers; in Italy and Spain it is images.  In the 1930’s, during President Roosevelt’s administration, a planning culture flourished, exhibiting several characteristics: a strong welfare state orientation, coordination among federal, state, and local governments (largely directed from above), and a focus on infrastructure and public facilities as projects through which coordination occurred and space was developed and redeveloped.
Planning cultures adapt over time the only way they know how, by molding to the prevailing social, economic, and political contours (and cultures) of their environs.  While they share certain professional traits, and become increasingly similar as globalization remakes metropolises according to new logics of capital and knowledge transformed by digital networks; planning cultures nonetheless still evince local traditions and differ from each other in substantive ways.  Numerous scholars have noted that planning cultures differ from place to place and affect planning action correspondingly (Sanyal 2005; Burayidi 2000; Peattie 1987; Perin 1977).


In a given planning culture, planning is a technology and the city plan is the iconic tool (Heidegger 1977).  In any culture, a tool is an implement used to accomplish a specific task.  The problem Heidegger posed is not so much the existence of technology or its tools, but our orientation to technology.  According to Heidegger, technology redefines the human relation to the world, in that humans control nature by technology.
  
Defined in this manner, a planning culture goes beyond its tools, and far beyond plans and zoning, two typical tools that in the past have served as the bread and butter of North American planning practitioners.  A supportive city planning culture nurtures an understanding of and caring for urban places along with a willingness to marshal sentiment and resources to steward these places in their favor.  Now we witness cities and city regions themselves becoming the standing reserve, the competitive resource we draw upon and exploit to further compete on the global stage with rival cities, often with costs to its residents and the quality of its built environment .

Cultures that are supportive of planning exist in much of Europe and parts of Southeast Asia.  In both of these continents there are widely different cultures in which each nevertheless places a priority on cities, city living, and city planning.  These priorities are reflected in laws, media, daily conversation, education, professional status of planners, city budgets, and so on.  
Particularly good examples of positive planning cultures exist in Spain, Italy, Holland, Germany, Denmark, Sweden, Norway, Finland, Japan, South Korea, China (at least in the biggest, most westernized cities), New Zealand, and parts of Australia.
In Canada and the United States, good big city examples include Toronto, Vancouver, Seattle, Portland, San Diego, the San Francisco Bay Area, and generally within the state of New Jersey.  Classic historical cases in the U.S. include the Chicago plan of 1909 and Bacon’s Philadelphia plan of 1963.  Both Chicago and Philadelphia had strong planning, civic, and place cultures at those times, as does Portland today, a result of strong leadership in all three instances.  In each of these three cases, a leadership coalition was formed from a combination of private or business, political,  and professional planner efforts: the Chicago Commercial Club, City Hall, and Daniel Burnham; the Better Philadelphia Exhibition, Philadelphia City Planning Commission, and Ed Bacon; and Thousand Friends of Oregon, Oregon Governor Tom McCall, and planners at the Portland Metropolitan Service District. Of the many types of leadership, leadership exercised in contemporary North American planning, at least, is a distinct variety.  It is based on collaboration around an idea of a better future, in which consensual rather than directive modes of action prevail.  The 1909 plan of Chicago, is an early example of highly grassroots and collaborative process is described in Wrigley (1983) and Moody (1911).

A concise comparison of planning leadership styles was articulated by Lobell and Lobell (2005), who distinguished among political, financial, and intellectual styles of Robert Moses in New York from the 1930s to the 1960s, Ed Logue in Boston in the 1960s and 1970s, and Ed Bacon from the 1950so the 1970s in Philadelphia.  According to the Lobells, “Lacking the money Robert Moses raised through the bonding power of his authorities, and the political power that Ed Logue had through ties with a strong governor, Bacon used ideas, and operated through the democratic process, which carried his work through the administrations of successive mayors and governors.  Bacon believes that the professional's responsibility is to ’structure the dialogue,’ providing the planning or architectural image to which governmental and community groups can respond. This contrasts sharply to conventional planning, which seeks to assess the future through surveys, and conventional architecture, which produces a [project] design in response to a client's stated needs” Lobell and Lobell (2005).
 


Leadership of the collaborative and visionary type emerges readily in a strong planning culture.  Increasingly, planners can be found in leading executive roles in many fields: university deans, provosts, and presidents, members of legislatures, city managers and mayors, county and regional administrators, corporate executives, and non-profit organizations directors, among other managerial posts.  Planning is a leadership profession.  This is due to the set of skills and knowledge that planners bring to their offices: a long term horizon, a sense of the broader good, comprehensive consideration of the inter-relationship of complex and dynamic activities and their impacts, collaboration among disciplines, and reconciliation of conflicting interests.  This set of skills also serves, in part, to articulate what characterizes a strong, positive planning culture.


In a supportive planning culture, time is treated differently.  While speed, on the spot decisiveness, and rapid results are highly valued business and political traits in modern society, a planning culture values the long term.  City planning promotes a long term horizon for the stewardship of places and the stewardship of democratic and participative processes.  In the modern social milieu that places a premium on time (time is money), the attitude that city planning takes toward time is almost leisurely, almost an anomaly.  
In this context it may seem unusual that the plans that have made an impact in their jurisdictions are ones that have taken a long time to prepare and adopt.  Detailed case studies of planning processes have shown that many years are spent in crafting and approving plans (Innes, et al. 1994; Neuman 1996; Healey, et al. 1997; Sandercock 1998a and 1998b).  In each of their case analyses, five to six years was a common span from the initial idea of a plan to its final adoption and the outset of implementation.  

Other examples of prominent plans forming the centerpieces of planning processes in a rich planning culture also attest to the value of long processes of deliberation.  Recognized for their professional quality, New Jersey’s 1992 State Development and Redevelopment Plan, Madrid’s 1997 Plan General de Ordenación Urbana, and the New York Regional Plan Association’s 1996 A Region at Risk: The Third Regional Plan for the New York Metropolitan Area each took six years to prepare and adopt.  Even Ildefons Cerdà’s plan for Barcelona took over six years from the initial work in 1854 to the royal decree adopting it in 1860.

The time spent in these processes encompassed much more than drawing plans and writing reports.  As exemplars of collaboration and consensus-building around challenging and complex problems of social importance, they dedicated much time to expanding the range of interests involved, creating a common language among these disparate interests, building networks of collaboration, identifying issues to be addressed, and resolving conflicts posed by the intersection of numerous problems with diverse and competing interest groups.  These processes used the city plan as a “single text negotiating document”, as it is referred to in the conflict resolution literature (Moore 1996).  Using the plan as a single text negotiating document confers advantages to the plan by focusing attention on it as a basis for policy deliberation and policy making.  In New Jersey, for example, the State Planning Commission devised the “cross acceptance” process to prepare the State Plan.  Cross acceptance was a method of intergovernmental cooperation to compare and reconcile the State Plan with plans of different levels of government and among departments within one level of government.  Cross acceptance contributed in an important way to the deepening of the planning culture in the state.  


Planning cultures can also change over time, sometimes in unexpected and unpredictable ways.  In Barcelona and Madrid, where robust planning cultures have endured since the 1850’s (with occasional downturns), numerous changes have occurred.  The Spanish political pendulum swung from monarchy through democracy to dictatorships several times in that period, and both cities experienced parallel but not identical shifts.  Just to touch on the last four decades, the planning culture of the final decade of the franquist dictatorship (1965-1975) was marked by two realities.  One was the top-down rule of centralized bureaucratic government, which favored unchecked private real estate speculation.  The other was bottom-up protests of the urban social movements, which demanded that infrastructure and social services be built and delivered in the neighborhoods.  The first decade of the transition to democracy (1975-1985) was marked by the preparation of urban plans and the establishment of democratic institutions populated by former citizen movement leaders who brought highly participative and grassroots forms of planning processes to local government.  The democratic consolidation (1985-1995) saw the lessening of local citizen participation, the increasing professionalization of planning practice, and the inscription into laws and regulations of new practices, thus institutionalizing them.  That decade also witnessed a differentiation in the planning cultures of the two cities.  


In Madrid, the coincidence of the Socialist political party at all three levels of government (municipality, region, and nation) until the mid-1990’s led to coordinated investments and policies based on a strong welfare state model and strong government intervention in the planning of urban development.  The decade between 1995-2005 witnessed a political reverse, where the conservative Popular Party ruled at all three levels, leading to a laissez faire mode of planning.  This change in culture pre-empted the robust institutional landscape of planning, demonstrating that culture can play a more decisive role than institutions vis-à-vis planning. 

In Barcelona emerged the first version of the so-called Barcelona Model of urban regeneration, which focused on public space improvements, and the second version, which planned the infrastructures and facilities for a big international event, the Olympics. Both versions were planned and financed by the public sector.


The last ten years have seen a continued distancing between the planning cultures of the two cities and changes within each.  Madrid municipal and regional governments, as well as the national one, were governed by the conservative Popular Party, and while citizen consultation continued, private developers played an increasingly dominant role in planning.  In Barcelona, its planning “model” maintained a big event focus, this time on the Universal Forum of Cultures 2004.  Yet it almost completely eliminated citizen participation and relied heavily on private developer planning and financing of major facilities and districts.  These two cities, both of which have maintained extremely active planning programs for generations, offer evidence for how planning cultures change over time.


We can distinguish between a strong planning culture and a strong plan culture.  A planning culture is not necessarily dependent upon a strong plan culture.  Consider Barcelona, where its radical urban transformation over the last two decades has not been based on an adopted city plan, but on a vision of the future – a quality city is built of quality public spaces and infrastructures – and a strong planning culture.  In contrast, Portland, Oregon exhibits both a strong plan culture and a vibrant planning culture.  What Barcelona and Portland share is a strong sense of place.  The degree to which individuals identify with their place(s) of residence and work forms the basis of what can be denoted as a place culture.  For example, the Pacific Northwest of the U.S. and the Scandinavian countries have place cultures based on their interaction with their natural environments and their abiding respect for nature.

An example of a planning culture that is not plan-based or zoning-based (two fundamental tools in North American planning) is Houston, Texas.  Entrepreneurial and deal-based, Houston’s planning culture is composed of four components: infrastructure network planning, large building projects, neighborhood planning, and a form of “private zoning” exercised by homeowners’ associations (Neuman 2003).  In Houston, infrastructure networks, especially transportation, are configured to support private real estate speculation.  Large built projects such as sports stadia, cultural facilities, convention centers, and the like were centerpieces to a downtown development strategy that was well orchestrated without relying on typical planning tools.  Neighborhood planning is a recent addition to the planning palette in the city, since the late 1990’s, when 88 “superneighborhoods” were designated.  The city’s planning department supports the planning activities of these designated groups.  Finally, homeowners’ associations are private associations whose legal covenants contain zoning-like and other regulatory provisions that control neighborhood character.  These covenants are part of the sales contract when a resident buys a home in a private development that has an association.  Taken together, these four activities make up Houston’s planning culture, which is related to the Texan place culture of wide open spaces and “everything is bigger in Texas”, and a general attitude of entrepreneurship and unfettered free markets.  


Different planning cultures, like different cultures, co-exist side by side in the same place.  This phenomenon is accelerating due to increasing mobility, globalization, and diversification of cities and practices of planning.  Newcomers bring their cultures and practices to their newly adopted place, altering it and its governance in the process.  It is also being complicated by the emergence of “real virtuality” (Castells 1996) of the internet in a network society.  Virtual cultures co-exist and compete with place-based cultures on a multitude of overlapping scales.  Moreover, different planning cultures implement the same tools according to their distinctive modes.  For example, in Germany, zoning is rigidly applied and rigorously enforced, whereas in the United States, some municipalities issue thousands of zoning variances or change designations of many parcels in one year.  Because conflicts often arise from differences in cultures that occupy the same terrain or compete for the same limited resources, planners need to be attentive to these differences among cultures, including planning cultures.  We no longer live in a “one place, one culture” world, and the city planning profession has begun to acknowledge this seeming contradictions by incorporating conflict resolution into its repertoire.

How we use any planning tool, including plans, projects, forecasts, and scenarios, is influenced by the prevailing cultures of the place being planned, as synthesized into its planning culture.  Planning culture is a social construct that results from the interplay among other social constructs such as place culture, civic culture, and the overall culture of a society.  In this way political, economic, legal-administrative, financial, social, and other factors are embedded into the cultural condition of urban planning.  Planning culture is linked to planning institutions, providing the cultural DNA that is codified into them.  Planning cultures vary place to place, and their differences are expressed in many ways.  These expressions can be captured in an image, or multiple images, a topic addressed in the following section.
Images and City Planning

Images of a proposed future of a city, as presented in a city plan, are icons of city planning.  This was taken for granted in the early days of the profession, when experts in image creation – architects and landscape architects – founded the profession and dominated its early decades on both sides of the Atlantic (Neuman 1998a; Hall 2002).  In addition to images of the future, there are images of the actual city, of which there are two kinds.  First is the image seen in our mind’s eye (internal or mental image).  Second is the image we can see in a photograph, drawing, or other medium, which we can refer to as the external or representational image.  The interplay between internal and external images can be seen in the renderings of the future of a city as proposed in a city plan.  The city plan’s image of the future, while based on past and present realities, is created through the imagination of the planner, or in the collective imagination of the planning process (Boulding 1956; Lynch 1960; Neuman 1998b).

We can detect a correlation between the image of the city and a planning culture.  In a planning culture with a strong place culture, the image of the place is firmly ingrained in the cognitive maps of its residents.  These mental images are deployed in planning processes in several ways.  First, they form a conceptual baseline from which to understand and interpret the current situation.  If the image of the place is good, then satisfaction conditions the extent to which changes are desired.  On the other hand, if the image is bad, then dissatisfaction can trigger a desire for change.  Images of existing conditions thus serve as a planning barometer.

Images condition the creation of future scenarios in at least two ways.  First, the scenario creators use contrasting images of place to explicate the assumptions behind and consequences of putting into effect different scenarios that they posit.  Second, the inhabitants dip into the repository of images of their hometown and then begin to insert them into the planning conversation as checks and balances of the scenarios prepared by the planners.  In this way, a dialogue ensues among the scenario creators, citizens, and interest groups.  Planners are not limited in their creativity to existing images of place held by residents.  Yet their images of the future must draw on the existing repertoire of place images while plugging into the citizens’ collective aspirations. Cummings (Ch. 12) presents compelling examples of such images for the Great Valley of California. In the end, planners’ images of a city's future are beacons of hope built on cornerstones of reality.


Third, image creators use images as the centerpiece of the deliberative and collaborative processes that they construct.  In this way, planners used the “communities of place” image of the New Jersey State Plan and the “great white city” or the “electric future” images of Chicago to tell planning stories (Throgmorton 1996; Forester 1993) similar to the way that Homer used the Trojan horse or Cervantes’ Don Quixote jousted with windmills - as an image that coalesces and encapsulates an entire story: its characters, plot, theme, and moral.  The more powerful the image, the more powerful and persuasive the story.  In the planning profession, this translates to a greater likelihood that a city plan will be realized, as long as it is embedded in a supportive planning culture.  

A telling counterpoint is Houston, Texas, where despite the century long tradition of an alignment between political and business elites to attract investment that benefits the city’s development, these investments have focused on expanding the capacity to generate economic wealth at the expense of the quality of the urban environment, a tendency that is slowly being reversed over the last decade (Neuman 2003).  While a planning culture has been emerging recently, there have been no images of place to guide it, to indicate what planned urban growth of high quality would look like.  Instead, other types of images of Houston have prospered over the years that reflect the preoccupation on wealth generation – “oil town", “boomtown", "golden buckle on the Sunbelt " – rather than on a sense of place.  These images of economic prosperity have contributed little to establishing a unique identity of physical place.  In fact, Houston resembles most North American cities of its geographic location in the Sunbelt and its age and provenance.  Houston was founded in 1836 as a real estate development scheme.  Lefebvre might have argued that Houston has produced space but not place (1991).  Coupling this fact with the peculiarity that Houston has never had a comprehensive city plan or zoning might lead to the implication that a traditional (plan- and zoning-based) planning culture and images of place do not matter.  

In the face of privatization of government services and the gradual cession of control over land development to the private sector, this should lead to a profound reflection by the city planning profession.  In fact, the approach to planning that Houston takes is in line with that of Barcelona to the extent that both rely on the cumulative impact of new projects to improve the city without using a comprehensive city plan to guide the location, scale, character, and land uses of the projects.  A key difference between the two is that in Houston, the private sector takes a principal role, while in Barcelona, the public sector leads.  What is instructive is that each is tending toward the approach of the other.  Houston’s planning department has grown and enabled city government to assert itself more in urban development, while in Barcelona, the planning department increasingly accords real estate developers larger roles.

These considerations for the utilization of images in collaborative planning have broader implications for governance and democracy, which will be shown by a chain of reasoning that is mutual and reciprocal rather than linear and causal.  This reasoning is premised on the fact that the creativity involved in preparing a city plan that contains images of the future - the "art" in the art and science of city planning - is a necessary ingredient for true democracy.  In democratic deliberation, open dialogue in which parties arrive at a consensual agreement, there is necessarily a give-and-take, a compromise, a mutual coming together, that requires individuals to change their minds about a particular problem.  
To change one's mind during a communicative process requires empathy.  Empathy, walking in someone else's shoes, requires an understanding of the "other", who may espouse different and often competing or conflicting interests.  Empathy is not only fundamental to the success of the planning enterprise.  It is essential to democratic society.  Imagination enters the picture because in order to empathize, one must be able to imagine the position (condition, situation, plight) of others, to see how they see.  This seeing through the eyes of another calls for the creation of mental images and the use of one's imagination.  It is the mental capability of imagining, a creative act, that forms the basis of the chain of reasoning alluded to above.  Imagining a mental image enables empathy and constructive dialogue, leading to the understanding of the other, which leads to consent, and finally to the city plan that contains a consensual image of the future.


This deeper understanding of the image - plan - process - democracy relation goes beyond the technical requisites of communication and “ideal speech" theorized by Habermas (1984, 1987) that has somehow formed the bulwark of contemporary planning theory.  It also goes further than deliberative democracy exponents (Dryzek 2000; Hajer and Wagenaar 2003).  It corresponds to the messy, in-the-trenches reality of neighbors and neighborhoods, citizens and cities, in the conflict-ridden processes of city planning that confront wicked problems (Bollens 1999, 2000).

It is now easier to see how such a profusion of images enriches the planning process while at the same time complicating it.  This is so because in diverse populations inhabiting contemporary metropolises, many competing images battle for recognition.  Furthermore, when images of the past and present are so strong and so rooted, then dislodging them and replacing them with a new image becomes difficult.  Thus we can appreciate the complexity of the urban planning environment in which images germinate and propagate a planning culture.
Place Culture, Planning Culture, Images of Place, Plans, and Quality of Place

The relationship between place culture and planning culture can be partly understood through the presence and use of images of place.  We can postulate that the stronger the place culture and planning culture, and the more prolific and resonant the archetypical images of a given place, then the more likely that good quality plans are both prepared and used in the development and improvement of the place.  The following paragraphs examine this proposition using evidence from ten places of the author’s firsthand experience in practice and research over the last twenty years.


First let us look at a place with the weakest of these postulated qualities, the Texas Urban Triangle, with a year 2000 census population of nearly 16 million.  The Texas Urban Triangle is composed of three metropolitan regions at its apexes: San Antonio in the southwest corner, Dallas-Fort Worth in the northern apex, and Houston in the southeast corner, with Austin along the San Antonio to Dallas-Fort Worth axis of the triangle.  Each leg of the triangle is approximately 200 miles long..  It is a new urban phenomenon that does not exactly correspond to existing categories such as metropolis, megacity, or megalopolis.  There is no image of the triangle in the public consciousness, and it has only been identified in the last several years by specialized researchers.  
Regarding its place culture, Texas is stereotyped as a rural state with wide open spaces, a stark contrast to its urban reality.  Over three-quarters of the state’s population live in the five largest metro areas.  There is a nascent planning culture in these triangle cities, and no regional or state level planning culture that works across them.  There is no regional or other plan to govern the triangle, although recently elected governor Rick Perry proposed a multi-modal Trans Texas Transportation Corridor for the entire state that encompasses the triangle.

In the Florida Keys, an island chain in the Caribbean off the southern tip of the state, while there is an image of place based on a tropical island paradise providing a sanctuary of illegal (historically – pirateering, shipwreck pillaging, rum running, drug smuggling) or marginalized (today – art and homosexuality) activities, there is no planning culture to speak of.  This is partly explained by the absence of a strong, pro-civic culture, and instead conditioned by fiercely independent inhabitants, most of whom sought to escape the mainland.  When a plan for the island chain was imposed by the state under its Area of Critical State Concern legislation in the early 1970s, it took over a dozen years for the planning process to be initiated, so strong was the resistance to government, planning, and regulation.  Even then, the planning was funded and largely conducted by the state and its hired consultants, and the resulting plan was scarcely implemented, and subsequently gutted over time.  It is an instance where the lack of a supportive planning culture took precedence over a strong place identity, leading to no planning, and later an imposed plan not being implemented.  Notably, the plan did not contain images of the future and instead relied on prescriptive regulations. 


Planning cultures emerged in the west coast American cities of Portland, San Francisco, and San Diego in the 1960s.  While differences in detail exist among them, they were born of grassroots activism fueled by the environmental and anti-urban freeway movements.  In each a civic organization galvanized interest around city planning, which was linked with heightened professional activity that culminated in important city plans, and in the cases of San Diego and Portland, metropolitan plans as well.  These plans were used extensively to guide urban growth and to regenerate downtowns.  The plans and planning cultures in these three cities employed images of place effectively.

In Portland, the civic organization was called One Thousand Friends of Oregon, the image was one of containing urban sprawl to protect the natural environment, and the planning culture was professionals working in concert with organized interests.  In San Francisco, the civic organization was SPUR (San Francisco Planning and Urban Research Association), the image was one of protecting the historical city fabric and respecting the visual contours of the seven hills in the city center, and the planning culture was professionals working in concert with organized interests and neighborhood groups, who served to check government by grassroots activism.  The three civic groups in San Diego were the Comprehensive Planning Organization in the 1970s, the less organized movement around Kevin Lynch and Donald Appleyard’s 1974 report Temporary Paradise, and PLAN (Prevent Los Angelization Now) in the 1990’s.  Lynch and Appleyard’s image of the metropolis was a sketch design for containing growth in the valleys and along the coast along with revitalizing a decayed downtown, and the planning culture consisted of planning professionals working in concert with organized interests.
The planning cultures of San Francisco and San Diego were closely tied to their place identities and translated to urban plans prepared by renowned urban design practitioners known for their acute sensitivity to place: Kevin Lynch and Donald Appleyard in San Diego and Allan Jacobs and Dean Macris in San Francisco.  In Portland, the image was translated to a plan map displaying urban growth boundaries, consistent with the planning culture derived from an environmentally based state plan from the 1970s whose aim was to conserve land by placing geographic limits (boundary lines) to urban development.

In Philadelphia, a strong planning culture existed in the 1950s and 1960s during the tenure of planning director Ed Bacon.  The civic organizations were the Greater Philadelphia Movement and the Citizens’ Council on City Planning.  The planning culture consisted of professionals working in concert with organized interests, selected neighborhoods and their representatives, and the media.  The images that guided city planning then were several: the preservation of the historical urban fabric, the respect of the urban pattern of the five squares in Center City set by city founder William Penn, the building height limit of the City Hall tower, and the redirection of Center City growth from the west of city hall to the east.  Bacon, an architect and urban designer, created a 3-dimensional scale model of the city to sell his vision publicly and politically.  In the recent decades the planning culture has declined markedly, with the dissolution of city wide civic organizations in support of planning, and with the decline of effective city government activity in comprehensive planning.

In the state of New Jersey, an anomaly in this group in that I will be referring to state level planning rather than city or metropolitan scale planning, the New Jersey State Development and Redevelopment Plan of 1992 (revised and readopted in 2001) benefited from a strong place culture and a strong planning culture.  The place culture is captured in several images, each portraying particular regions of the state and reflecting its geographic diversity.  One image is the “garden state’, evocative of its farmlands in the southern, west central, and northwestern areas.  Another is the Pinelands, and yet another is the Highlands, two forested regions.  The Jersey Shore, the entire Atlantic coast from New York to Delaware, has a linear regional identity based on its environment, and the Northeast corridor (also known locally as the Princeton or Route One corridors) has a linear regional identity based on the transportation routes linking New York City and Philadelphia.  Finally, an important part of the state’s identity is the hundreds of small towns scattered throughout.  In part, they gave rise to the State Plan’s title Communities of Place.

In New Jersey, these multiple images have given rise to image-based planning.  Numerous civic and environmental groups have supported planning and environmental protection for generations.  The planning culture is characterized by a consensus-seeking collaboration among a wide range of interests with extensive local (municipal, neighborhood, and community groups) and statewide pressure groups.  This planning culture brought into being and in turn has been strengthened by an interactive and negotiative intergovernmental planning cross-acceptance.  That a statewide planning culture exists has been made possible by a confluence of factors: a small geographic territory, a strong and long standing civic culture, a history of environmental and planning innovation, and local government protagonism (no land in the state is not in an incorporated municipality, meaning all land is governed by a municipal plan and zoning).  In New Jersey, professional planners employed images in two ways: alternative regional growth scenarios (sprawl, compact, corridor) and as an illustration of the theme of the plan, communities of place.

Madrid’s and Barcelona’s planning cultures, extremely strong and active compared to North American standards, changed over time as indicated in the prior section.  Images changed over that period as well, in consonance with changes in planning culture.  Madrid’s historical image was Villa y Corte, which can be translated as village and crown, the former a reference to its small size and the latter a reference to Madrid’s role as seat of the royal empire.  In the mid-twentieth century the Franco regime cultivated an image of monumentality and centrality for the city.  Its current image is rapidly evolving as a dynamic and innovative European metropolis, partly conveyed by the expression La Movida, a term without direct translation that referred to the frenzied pace of night life and creativity unleashed after the fall of Franco in 1975.  This pace has continued, fueling all activity in the Spanish capital, and leading to its rise as the capital of Spanish economy, culture, academics, and sports in addition to government; overtaking prior leader and traditional rival Barcelona.  For its part, Barcelona’s images have drawn on its relationship to the sea – the Paris of the Mediterranean – and its early governance through consensual agreements by Catalan Counts – La Ciudad Condal, the Counts’ City.  Today the city is known for its beautiful architecture and public spaces, and its entrepreneurial capacity to organize and host macro-events, along with important design and gastronomic sectors.  

In Madrid and Barcelona there existed a strong link between planning cultures and place images, because plans were based on place images, and new images were created to spur changes to the planning cultures.  That this occurred attested to the prominent position professional planning occupies in the public sector and society at large.  As planners in Spain are licensed architects, their talent in understanding place enables them to use images to represent possible futures in three ways.  One is alternative scenarios, or options, for policy choice.  Another is renderings of a desired future in the plan document.  Third is detailed plans and renderings of built projects, including infrastructures, city districts, facilities, and public spaces.
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The experiences of these cities suggest that we can correlate planning cultures, images of place, and planning outcomes.  The evidence implies that a strong image of place coupled with a strong planning culture results in high quality planning that is extended to improve the place.  Contrapositively, a weak image of place coupled with a weak planning culture results in no plan, or in the case of the Texas Urban Triangle, an unrealistic proposal.  Figure 2 models the various outcomes of the image of place-planning culture relation.
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Conclusions: Implications for Practice and Research

Place culture can be added to the relation between planning culture and the image of place to form a triad that provides a framework for understanding the utilization of plans, forecasts, scenarios, and projects as markers of urban futures.  This conceptual structure suggests several hypotheses.  One is that the more people identify with a place, and therefore the stronger their mental image of it, then the more that place identity is likely to mobilize planning activity to preserve and improve it, given that a strong planning culture exists.  In this instance the place image already exists and planners do not have to create a new one.  This reflects the situation in Madrid, Barcelona, San Francisco, Portland, San Diego, and New Jersey, plus Philadelphia in the fifties and sixties.  Conversely, where there is a combination of weak, lacking, or negative place images and planning cultures, then people are less likely to maintain or improve the place.  This is the case in Houston, the Texas Urban Triangle, and the Florida Keys.


Planners can invoke the power of images not only because of the role images play in cognition, reasoning, and decision making, not only because images saturate the airwaves and other media, not only because they are malleable and transportable, and not only because they are accepted currency in today's world.  Images exert power because they transcend boundaries due to their nature as visual currency, just as money transcends boundaries.  Both images and capital are fluid universal media.  Images cross social, political, economic, linguistic, and ideological boundaries, as suggested by Carl Gustav Jung’s theory of archetypes.  It does not matter if the borders are disciplinary, functional (in planning functional means specific categories as housing, transportation, environment, infrastructure), sectoral (private, public, non-profit, joint), political, or of any other category.  Images dissolve boundaries.


The boundary dissolving property of images enhances their stature as coordination tools that assist governance.  A coordination strategy based on the image enhances extant coordination processes and structures, whether formal or informal.  Images are a cohering logic that can be used (and abused) to carry out the complex task of coordination among the myriad partners that plan a metropolis.  They can be used as a glue to help bind multiple interests and disciplines in intergovernmental programs that involve multiple and competing objectives.  These characteristics provide urban planners with persuasive opportunities to foment planning cultures by designing and managing planning processes and institutions, and by creating and using place images (physical designs) that are clear and convincing.
Notes





� The use and duality of images is taken from Boulding (1956).


� The term culture is contested in social sciences, especially anthropology.  Numerous definitions abound.  One that serves our purposes calls culture a “set of processes which are characteristic of human processes which involve acquisition and accumulation of information and its transmission by non-genetic means, mainly through the use of learned symbols, from one human being to another, from one society to another and generation to generation.” (Boyden, et al. 1981).


� For insights into place culture, see the classic works by Lynch (1972) and Norberg-Schulz (1980).  For insights into the interaction of place with planning culture, see Peattie (1987); Perin (1977); and Sanyal (2005).


� Robert Putnam’s magisterial, if flawed, study of American civic culture of the twentieth century, Bowling Alone, is a classic work (Putnam 2000).


� Heidegger’s revolutionary essay “The Question Concerning Technology” posited technology not simply as machines or tools that enables humans to work better (1977).  Instead, it related technology’s essence to its transformational power – to convert a thing upon which technology acts from a “standing reserve” into an ordered present, into a function that serves a human purpose.  Technology does the ordering.  However, Heidegger identifies a danger with the transformation of a thing, especially nature, into a standing reserve awaiting human action via technology.  Nature does not remain merely nature, but rather becomes artifice through its control by humans via technology.  Nature’s “natural” processes become disrupted as they are placed into service for humans.


� Mimi Lobell and John Lobell. 2005. The Philadelphia School: 1955-1965: A Synergy of City, Profession, and Education. Unpublished manuscript downloaded June 22, 2005 from http://johnlobell.com/publications.html


� With the exception of Portland, Oregon, the author has researched or practiced in all of these places.





References





Almond, Gabriel, and Sidney Verba. 1989. The Civic Culture. Newbury Park, CA: Sage. 





Berke, Phillip and Maria Manta Conroy. 2000. "Are We Planning for Sustainable Development? An Evaluation of Comprehensive Plans" Journal of the American Planning Association, 66,1:21-33.





Bollens, Scott. 2000. On Narrow Ground: Urban Policy and Conflict in Jerusalem and Belfast. Albany, NY: State University of New York Press.





Bollens, Scott. 1999. Urban Peace-Building in Divided Societies: Belfast and Johannesburg. Boulder, CO and Oxford, UK: Westview Press. 





Boulding, K. 1956. The Image: Knowledge in Life and Society. Ann Arbor, MI: University of Michigan Press.





Boyden S., Millar S., Newcombe K., O'Neill B. 1981. The Ecology of a City and its People: The Case of Hong Kong. Canberra: Australian National University Press.





Burayidi, Michael, ed. 2000. Urban planning in a multicultural society. Westport, CT: Praeger.





Carmona, Matthew. 2003. “Measuring Quality in Planning: An International Perspective” Built Environment 29,4:281-8.





Castells, Manuel. 1996. The Rise of the Network Society. Cambridge, MA: Blackwell.





Dryzek, John. 2000. Deliberative Democracy and Beyond. Oxford: Oxford University Press.


Elazar, Daniel. 1966. American Federalism: A view from the states. New York: Thomas Y. Crowell.


Fischer, F. and J. Forester, eds. 1993. The Argumentative Turn in Policy Analysis and Planning. Durham, NC: Duke University Press.





Forester, J. 1993. “Learning from Practice Stories: The Priority of Practical Judgment” in Fischer, F. and J. Forester, pp. 186-212.





Giddens, Anthony. 1984. The Constitution of Society. Berkeley, CA: University of California Press.





Gruber, J. and Michael Neuman. 1994. “San Diego Growth Management Strategy” in Innes, et al. 1994.





Habermas, J. 1984 and 1987. The Theory of Communicative Action. Volumes One and Two, Boston: Beacon Press.





Hajer, M. and H. Wagenaar. 2003. Deliberative Policy Analysis: Understanding Governance in Network Society. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.





Hall, Peter G. 2002. Cities of Tomorrow: An Intellectual History of Urban Planning and Design in the Twentieth Century. Oxford: Blackwell.





Healey, Patsy, et al., eds., 1997, Making Strategic Spatial Plans: Innovation in Europe, London: University College London Press.





Heidegger, M. "The Question Concerning Technology" in Martin Heidegger: Basic Writings, ed. David Farrell Krell, trans. William Lovitt, New York: Harper & Row, 1977. 





Hoch, Charles. 2002. “Evaluating Plans Pragmatically” Planning Theory 1,1:53-75.





Innes, J. E., Gruber, J., Neuman, M., and Thompson, R. 1994. Coordinating Growth and Environmental Management through Consensus Building. University of California, Berkeley: California Policy Seminar.





Lefebvre, Henri, 1991 [1974]. The Production of Space. 





Lobell, Mimi and John Lobell. 2005. The Philadelphia School: 1955-1965: A Synergy of City, Profession, and Education. Unpublished manuscript downloaded June 22, 2005 from http://johnlobell.com/publications.html





Lynch, Kevin. 1972. What time is this place? Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.


	


Moody, Walter. 1911. Wacker’s Manual of the Plan of Chicago. Chicago: Chicago Plan Commission.





Moore, Christopher. 1996. The Mediation Process: Practical Strategies for Resolving Conflicts.  San Francisco: Jossey Bass.





Neuman, M. 1996. The Imaginative Institution: Planning and Institutions in Madrid. Unpublished Dissertation. Berkeley: University of California. 





Neuman, M. 1998b. "Planning, Governing and the Image of the City" Journal of Planning Education and Research, 18:61-71.





Neuman, M. 1998a “Does Planning Need the Plan?” Journal of the American Planning Association, 64,2:208-220.





Neuman, M. 2003. “Planning the City Without a Plan”. Paper presented at the AESOP annual conference, Leuven, Belgium, July.





Neuman, M. forthcoming. Infrastructure Planning. Washington, DC: Island Press.





Norberg-Schulz, Christian. 1980. Genius loci: towards a phenomenology of architecture. New York: Rizzoli.





Peattie, Lisa. 1987. Planning: Rethinking Ciudad Guayana. Ann Arbor, MI: University of Michigan Press.





Perin, Constance. 1977. Everything in its place: Social order and land use in America. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.





Putnam, R. 2000. Bowling Alone: The collapse and revival of American community. New York: Simon & Schuster.





Putnam, R. 1993. Making Democracy Work: Civic Traditions in Modern Italy. Princeton: Princeton University Press.





Sandercock, L. 1998a. Making the Visible Invisible. Berkeley: University of California Press.





Sandercock, L. 1998b. Towards Cosmopolis. Chichester: John Wiley.





Sanyal, Bishwapriya, editor. 2005. Comparative Planning Cultures. New York: Routledge.





Schmitter, Philippe and Gerhard Lehmbruch. 1979. Trends towards corporatist intermediation Beverly Hills, CA: Sage. 





Throgmorton, James. 1996. Planning as Persuasive Storytelling: The Rhetorical Construction of Chicago’s Electrical Future. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.





Weber, Max. 1968 [1922]. Economy and society: An outline of interpretive sociology. Edited by Guenther Roth and Claus Wittich. New York: Bedminster Press.





Whyte, William H. 1956. The Organization Man. New York: Simon and Schuster.





Wrigley, Robert L. Jr. 1983. “The Plan of Chicago” in Krueckeberg, Donald A.  Introduction to Planning History in the United States.  New Brunswick, NJ:  Center for Urban Policy Research, pp. 58-72.








PAGE  
33

