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ABSTRACT ARTICLE HISTORY
Planning theory is often portrayed as a subject that urban planning Received 21 September 2017
students find too abstract and fail to see the relevance of. This paper ~ Revised 1 December 2017
advocates the perspective that planning theory can be made more Accepted 30 December 2017
student-friendly. This requirgs, firstly, that academic .discussio.ns KEYWORDS

about the relevance of planning theory for urban planning practice Urban planning; planning
are integrated into the course module. If students are to appreciate theory; planner roles;
planning theory, it requires that they understand how planning planning education;
theory can inspire planning practice. Secondly, it requires careful reflective practitioner
considerations to the pedagogy of planning theory. The paper

suggests that teaching planning theory as a variety of planner roles

offers a helpful pedagogical approach for helping students construct

their identities as urban planners. The paper builds on the author’s

own experiences of teaching planning theory in a master’s urban

planning programme, and has been written as part of the author’s

completion of a pedagogical course for university lecturers (The

pedagogical course for university lecturers is a 10 ECTS course

for assistant professors, which provides the participants with the

pedagogical and didactic foundations for a university career).

Introduction

Employability is one of the contemporary buzzwords of university education. As universi-
ties increasingly are forced to compete for research funding and students under neoliberal
logics, priority in university education is given to what students perceive as immediately
useful knowledge, skills and competencies in their future careers (Sager, 2013). Students
are seeking to increase their set of skills, which they believe will enhance their capability to
gain and maintain employment. Urban planning education is no exception.

In this context, it is perhaps not surprising that students tend to prioritise more ‘usable’
courses with a well-defined set of technical skills over courses in planning theory, where the
relevance and application values are less straightforward (Friedmann, 1995). This might in
particular be the case for students who do not regard urban planning as an intellectual area
of study (Thompson, 2000), but rather as a matter of acquiring usable skills for practice. The
general development trends in society seem to encourage students to make such judgements.
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However, Campbell (2014) has recently warned against this increasing specialisation trend,
arguing that planning generalists are needed for tackling wicked planning problems. These
development trends raise the question of the relevance of planning theory in urban planning
education even more acutely than in the past.

The relevance of planning theory for urban planning education (and planning practice)
is a much-debated topic in the planning literature with special issues and debate sections
dedicated to the topic in Journal of Planning Education and Research (1995), Planning Theory
& Practice (2004), European Journal of Spatial Development (2005), and Planning Theory
(2016-2017). The main critique of planning theory raised in the literature is that planning
theory is only for the naive (Bengs, 2005), representing utopian planning models, which
urban planners have little use for in practice (Alexander, 2016; Beauregard, 1995; Sanyal,
2002). Proponents argue that planning theory will help students and planners develop a
deeper understanding of their field, and encourage them to adopt a reflective planning
approach, which is more appropriate for dealing with the complexities of contemporary
planning practice (Friedmann, 1995, 1998). In short, proponents argue that planning theory
will stimulate students to become what Schon (1983) has coined ‘reflective practitioners.

Whilst the relevance of planning theory is widely debated in the planning literature, sur-
prisingly little attention has been paid to the pedagogy of teaching planning theory. This is
surprising as specific courses on planning theory are taught in many urban planning schools
across North America and Europe (Frank, 2002; Friedmann, 2011; Klosterman, 2011), and
several collections of readings have been published to assist lecturers in teaching planning
theory (see, for example, Allmendinger, 2009; Campbell & Fainstein, 2003, 2012; Fainstein
& DeFilippis, 2016; Faludi, 1973a; Friedmann, 2011; Hillier & Healey, 2010; Mandelbaum,
Mazza, & Burchell, 1996). Research into the teaching side of planning theory tends to focus
on the design of curriculums and assigned readings, such as Klosterman’s (1981, 1992, 2011)
surveys of planning theory curriculums over three decades. So far, little attention has been
paid to the pedagogical side of teaching planning theory (see Frank, 2002 for an exception).

In the literature, planning theory is often described as a course, which students tend
to regard as too abstract and boring and fail to see the relevance of (Beauregard, 1995;
Campbell, 2004; Friedmann, 1995). According to the literature, there seems to be at least
three problems with the traditional planning theory pedagogy adopted. First, planning
theory courses tend to model scholarly behaviour rather than professional behaviour, and
rely largely on didactic teaching approaches structured around classroom lecturing (one-
way communication) (Bolan, 1981). Second, the aim and learning objectives of courses
in planning theory are often not being communicated clearly enough to students, and as
a result, students fail to see the relevance of the course (Bolan, 1981; Frank, 2002). Third,
readings in planning theory are often more abstract and difficult than other texts students
read during their education. Students often get the impression that planning theorists just
write for each other, instead of trying to communicate their messages to a broader audience
(Friedmann, 1998). Indeed, the language in planning theory is sometimes unnecessarily
obscure, which gives the impression of ‘a small tribe of experts speaking to each other in
strange tongues” (Thompson, 2000, p. 132). This has led some lecturers in planning theory
to call for more student-friendly literature (Frank, 2002; Innes, 1995).

This paper discusses how planning theory can be made more student-friendly. In my
experience, this requires careful introduction and discussion of the relevance of planning
theory as part of the course, together with a pedagogical approach that allows students to
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discover the relevance of planning theory as an integrated part of the course. The paper
is structured in two parts. The first part discusses the relevance of planning theory for
urban planning education. This part includes an outline of what planning theory is, how
planning theory can be understood as a series of lenses, together with a discussion of how
planning theory can stimulate reflection-in-action, which Schon (1983) associates with the
reflective practitioner. The second part argues that teaching planning theory as a variety
of planner roles offers a helpful pedagogical approach for motivating students to engage
with planning theory, and help them build their own identities as urban planners to be.
Furthermore, an example of how a course in planning theory can be designed, according
to this perspective, is presented. In conclusion, the paper reflects on how planning theory
can help urban planning students (and practitioners) to become more comfortable with the
normative (and political) dimension of the planner role. This is important, as the success of
the urban planner in the future might very well depend on the planner’s ability to combine
and balance different planner roles according to the planning situation (Sehested, 2009).

The relevance of planning theory for urban planning education

This section discusses the relevance of planning theory for urban planning education. The
core argument of this section is as follows. Planning theory (theories of planning) is more
concerned with how to understand the nature of planning and the role of the planner,
than prescribing guidelines for how to do planning. Planning theory offers a framework
for thinking about planning and a set of lenses for looking at planning practice, which
seek to raise students’ awareness of their own theory of planning and help them reflect
on their own values. Planning theory invites students to become reflective practitioners
that engage with the messiness of the ‘swampy lowlands’ of planning practice, rather than
rely on technical rationality (Schon, 1983, pp. 42-43). Planning theory is intended to help
students navigate the complexities of planning practice by developing their sensitivities to
particular issues and values, which can offer a helpful point of departure when planners
have to take difficult decisions.

What is planning theory?

Planning theory has traditionally played an important role in urban planning education.
Faludi’s A Reader in Planning Theory (1973a) and Planning Theory (1973b) were, for example,
primarily designed to meet the educational needs of new planning schools mushrooming
in the UK in the 1960s and 1970s (Faludi, 1978). The new planning programmes required
an independent body of literature to legitimise planning as an independent field and aca-
demic discipline. As a consequence, a particular strand of literature developed, which was
concerned with discussing the nature of planning and why it exists, thereby providing the
meta-theoretical and philosophical underpinnings to legitimise planning as a profession
and practice. At the same time, the synoptic and rational planning ideal was under attack,
which opened up for new theorisations of planning.

In what is considered to be the first reader in planning theory (at least in Europe), Faludi
(1973a) provides a helpful distinction between theory in planning and theory of planning.
Friedmann (1998, 2003) has made use of the same distinction in his attempts to clarify the
relevance of planning theory. Here, theories in planning refer to substantive theories within
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the sub-fields of planning, such as ‘land use, transport, urban design, regional development,
environmental planning etc’ (Friedmann, 2003, p. 7). These theories are concerned with
prescribing methodologies for how to do planning, or how to go about it (Allmendinger,
2009; Friedmann, 2003). Theories of planning address what is common to all these theo-
ries, that is, why planning exists and what it does (or ought to do) (Allmendinger, 2009;
Friedmann, 2003). Theories of planning are thus meta-theories aiming at helping planners
and students to understand planning and its role(s) in society. We might also think of theo-
ries of planning as schools of planning thought (Allmendinger, 2009). Examples of theories
of planning include the five SITAR planning traditions: Synoptic planning, Incremental
planning, Transactive planning, Advocacy planning and Radical schools of planning thought
(Hudson, 1979). Whilst theories in planning can be characterised as substantive and pre-
scriptive theories, theories of planning fall within the category of procedural and normative
theories (Allmendinger, 2009), or as Friedmann (1995, p. 157) suggests ‘normative modes
of theorizing. However, as Allmendinger (2009) notes the distinction between prescriptive
and normative theories is not always helpful, as it ignores that all theories (including pre-
scriptive theories) are to greater or lesser extent all normative.

In the planning literature, the term ‘planning theory’ is usually used when referring to
theories of planning and procedural planning theories. This paper adopts the same termi-
nology, so when the paper discusses the relevance of planning theory for urban planning
education, it refers implicitly to theories of planning. As Faludi (1973b) has persuasively
argued ‘we have great need of a science of planning in order to determine what is science
in planning’ (p. 4 - italics in original). In other words, we need meta-theories of planning
before deciding on appropriate substantive theories in planning. In this way, we might
understand theories of planning as forming an envelope for theories in planning (Faludi,
1973b). Along the same lines, Friedmann (2003, p. 8) argues ‘there is no planning practice
without a theory about how it ought to be practiced’ In this way, planning theory can be
understood as the foundation for the continued intellectual development of planning as a
profession and independent field.

Planning theory as a series of lenses

We can think of a course in planning theory as a way of introducing students to ‘the com-
plexities of their chosen profession and provide them with a framework useful for their
own thinking about planning’ (Friedmann, 1995, pp. 157-158), or in Innes’ (1995, p. 188)
words ‘give them tools or lenses through which they can see planning and understand how
it works’ We can think of planning theory as providing us with a range of different lenses
through which we can look at and make sense of planning practice (Harris, 2000). Planning
theory can be understood as our conceptual equipment through which we can see planning
problems more clearly (Forester, 2004). In the words of Forester (2004, p. 244), ‘planning
theory provides not an abstract solution to a problem but a way of looking at it

Forester (1989) highlights how students already have certain values that dictate how they
think about planning and what to do in certain situations. In this sense, students already
have a theory of planning. So, what a course in planning theory can do is to stimulate
students’ thinking about planning, helping them to develop their own theory of planning
and perspectives on their future role(s) as planners. In addition, planning theory offers
students a vocabulary, through which they can express their values (and become aware of
these values), but also become more sensitive to other perspectives.
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If we think about theories of planning as values, or ideologies as Alexander (2003) sug-
gests, practitioners constantly work with planning theory. Whittemore (2015, p. 82) has
recently demonstrated how practitioners historically have been just ‘as concerned with
theories of what they do and how they do it as academics have been’. Whittemore (2015,
p. 76) argues that ‘practitioners theorise, too, as they respond to events and ideas in soci-
ety. Here, theorising about planning constitutes a helpful activity for raising the planner’s
consciousness about the values driving planning practice and reflecting on them. In fact,
Friedman (2011, p. 138) argues that ‘it is the theorist’s job to make these assumptions visible
and thus help practitioners reflect on them’

In sum, planning theory can play an important role in stimulating students’ reflection
on the nature of planning and the role(s) of the planner, thus helping them to develop their
own guiding values for planning practice, their own theory of planning.

The reflective practitioner

Proponents of planning theory argue that an understanding of planning theory will help
planning students and practitioners become what Schon (1983) has coined ‘reflective prac-
titioners. Faludi (1978) argued many years ago that the most essential ingredient of success
in planning practice is reflectiveness.

Reflectiveness allows one to see things in context, to step outside one’s own situation and slip

into the shoes of others, to think out possible implications of what one does, not only in a
purely analytical sense but using one’s imagination to supplement hard knowledge. (p. 181)

Unfortunately, planning theorists seldom provide examples to illustrate how an understand-
ing of planning theory can stimulate reflection. In order to illustrate how planning theory
can help students become reflective practitioners, Schon’s (1983, p. 42) discussion of the
‘rigor or relevance dilemma’ forms a helpful point of departure.

According to Schon (1983, p. 42), practitioners are facing the dilemma between staying
on the high, hard ground by maintaining research-based theory and technique in the centre
of their work in an attempt to preserve rigour, or move down to the swampy lowlands where
situations are complex and beyond technical solutions, but also of greater relevance to the
larger society. Planning theory has for the last half-century sat out to distance planning
from the technical rationality that characterised early theories of planning (e.g. synoptic
and rational planning), as it was realised that the complexity of planning problems often
were beyond technical solutions (see Schon, 1983 for a discussion of the crisis of profes-
sional knowledge and technical rationality). As a response to the shortcomings of synoptic
and rational planning, a myriad of planning theories emerged, each seeking to rethink the
nature of planning and the role of the planner in a time of post-technical rationality. What
these planning theories have in common is a shared understanding that the planner must
engage with the messy, political, value-loaded and conflictual nature of planning practice. In
this sense, planning theory can play an important role in readying students to the swampy
lowlands of planning practice.

Schon (1983) distinguishes between two forms of knowledge. There is the know-how
and tacit knowledge that relate to particular actions in the planner’s everyday work. Schon
refers to this as ‘knowing-in-action’ (1983, p. 50). This type of knowledge relates more to
the practice of planning than any theories within the field of planning (both theories in and
of planning). It is the kind of knowledge that can be acquired during an internship or when
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students enter their first planning job. Here, the planning agency will play an important
role in shaping the planning novice’s way of practicing planning (Sager, 2001). This kind
of knowledge might be sufficient in dealing with the everyday aspects of planning prac-
tice. However, in what Schon (1987, p. 6) refers to as the ‘indeterminate zones of practice,
where situations of practice are uncertain, unique or characterised by conflict, the everyday
practices of ‘knowing-in-action’ might not be adequate. The planner’s tacit knowledge and
know-how are no longer adequate for dealing with the complexity of the planning problem.
As Forester (1989) illustrates, different contexts call for different strategies of action. The
problem might not be well-defined, the information might be far from perfect or contested,
and the actors and settings involved might be complicated by all sorts of power relations.
In these situations, planning is more about muddling through than anything else (Forester,
1989; Lindblom, 1959).

As Schon (1987) remind us, problems are framed and situations of practice are con-
structed according to the planner’s existing knowledge base (see also Schén & Rein, 1993).
So, what is needed in the ‘indeterminate zones of practice’ is a higher level of reflection,
which can facilitate reframing of problems and construction of new situations of practice.
Schon (1983, pp. 54-59) terms such processes ‘reflection-in-action’ Thomas (2011) argues
that ‘reflection-in-action’ is really about developing sensitivities to particular aspects of the
world. Different planning theories (or different lenses) help students (and practitioners) to
develop sensitivities to different aspects of planning practice, e.g. issues of race and gender,
or how collaborative planning processes might unintentionally serve neoliberal ideologies.
Here, planning theory can be helpful for looking at a problem from a different angle or
through a different lens. As Forester (1989, p. 12) argues: ‘good theory is what we need when
we get stuck. We need theory to move beyond know-how and construct new frames and
situations of practice. In this sense, theory can sometimes be very practical (Jensen, 2004).

As planning theory offers many different lenses for looking at planning practice (Harris,
2000), planning theory can facilitate construction of new frames of understanding and
reframing of planning problems (Schon & Rein, 1993). As planning theories hold a strong
normative dimension, planning theory encourages students to see the ‘right’ (and often dif-
ficult) problems, instead of just being preoccupied with the easy problems to solve (Verma,
1995). However, as Sager (2013) reminds us, there is no simple translation from planning
theory to practical guidance:

The responsible planner cannot let decision follow directly from theoretical precepts without

further reflection. However, with a theoretical foundation to draw on, the final judgement

that the planner has to make may look less frightening, less impossible, closer to problems the
planner has dealt with before, and therefore less paralyzing. (p. 272)

In this way, planning theory invites students (and practitioners) to step down into the
swampy lowlands of planning practice and pay attention to the problems that really matter.
Planning theory evokes students’ sensibilities to a range of different issues, which might
help them make better judgements when navigating the messiness of planning practice.

Planning theory pedagogy: teaching planning theory as planner roles

Whilst the first part of the paper discussed the relevance of planning theory for urban
planning education, in essence why teach planning theory, this part of the paper discusses
the pedagogical aspect of how to teach planning theory. First, the advantages of teaching
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planning theory as a variety of planner roles are discussed. Second, an example of how
planning theory can be taught as planner roles is presented.

Teaching planning theory as planner roles

Despite significant debate on the relevance of planning theory, planning theory pedagogy
is rarely discussed in the planning literature. The variety in assigned readings found by
Klosterman (1981, 1992, 2011) suggests that lecturers often adopt their own approach to
teaching planning theory (compare Forester, 2004 and Friedmann, 1995 for two very dif-
ferent perspectives on how to teach planning theory).

The planning theory course I teach has in many ways been designed in a conventional
manner. The course is structured around different schools of planning thought (see, for
example, Allmendinger, 2009, but also Sager, 1995). Whilst this way of approaching planning
theory has been criticised for being too universal for bringing out the particularities of local
planning practices (Gunder, 2002), it does offer two important advantages. First, approach-
ing planning theory as schools of planning thought offers an opportunity to map out the
landscape of planning theory and emphasise the multiple perspectives co-existing within
the field of planning (see Friedmann, 1987; Thomas & Healey, 1991). In my experience,
this provides a helpful (although very simplified) framework for students’ first encounter
with the complex landscape of planning theory. It allows you to teach planning theory in a
structured (although rigid) framework, rather than as fragments of a complex field (Sager,
1995). The framework can also be combined with a historical perspective, emphasising
the evolution of planning thought through time (Fischler, 1995). Guided by Harris (2000)
metaphor of planning theory as a lens, I present the different planning theories as a variety
of lenses through which we can analyse and make sense of planning practice.

Planning theory conceived of as a series of lenses enables us to think more clearly of different

theories as an array of useful and relevant instruments for analysing the diversity of planning

practices today. In response to this, our ambition as planning theorists should be to craft,

maintain, and teach a diverse series of lenses through which to interpret and understand
practice. (Harris, 2000, p. 313)

Second, approaching planning theory as schools of planning thought allows you to create
very explicit links between planning theories and planner roles. As Connell (2010) finds
in his comparison of different schools of planning thought, it is often the envisioned role
of the planner that stands out as the defining feature of each planning theory. Whilst some
planning theories are very explicit about the role of the planner, such as advocacy planning,
other planning theories are more concerned with critiquing other schools of planning
thought and are perhaps less explicit about the envisioned role of the planner, e.g. agonis-
tic planning. In the latter case, there is a need for some translation to bring the role of the
planner into the centre of the planning theory (see Table 1).

Bringing the envisioned role of the planner in the centre of each planning theory is
helpful, as it allows the student to see the relevance of planning theory more clearly. Then
planning theory becomes about how you as a planner would understand a problem or act
in a certain situation, if you adopted a particular planner role, that is, committed to the
values of a particular planning theory. In this way discussions about planning theory are
turned into discussions about the role of the planner, which might or might not resonate
with students’ own theories of planning and imagined planner roles constructed through



HIGHER EDUCATION PEDAGOGIES 309

ssadoud
Hujuued e uy
passaiddns
Bulaq aie smain
Swos 1ey) Jo
aieme 3q pjnoys

Jauueld ay
Kem
|eNsuUISU0d-Uou
e ul saAndadsiad
pue SMIIA JURI3)
-Jip 9deIqWa 0}
|ennuajod e sey
ya1ym ‘ssaxoid
lsiuobe

ue s| bujuueld

SNSuUasU0d
A|11essadau Jou
g ‘Bufj1£103s

way}
Jomodws 0}
‘sdnoJb 1saxeam
ay) Ajjeadsa
‘91doad yum
40M pnoys
Jauueld ayy

:Juabe abueyd)

d11eId0WdP
pue aAjedIu
-nwwod ‘uadp

syuawndop bul
-1e31d UO SN0y
59| ‘531401 WO
Bujuies) ‘skem
3s1onIp ul buned

Sspaau JIdY}
199W 0} S1S2UUI
JIWOU03
yam buppiom
'139|qeUS, ue
seauueld sy

A3y s1,£ouadLys,
'S15943)U] djWou
-033 Aq uaAlQ
siadojansp
pue Ayunwwod
ssaulsng sy}
yum buppiom
‘Awouoine |ed0|
pue ‘s3jni pue
Jamod a1e1s

J10sIApe [ed]
-)ijod se syoe pue

sjeob |eonyjod
Buisijeas spJemoy

syuom sauue|d ay)

sjeob |eonyjod jo
uonejusws|duwi
pue bupjew-uols
-1D3p ADAYD
1noge s bujuueld

bul
-pJing-oleuddS
‘siskjeue-1OMS
:buyuiyy aininy
10} 51001 ‘Bul

("33 ‘BuisayiuAs
‘sayeqap buness
-pow ‘buiyeipaw
e} 9'l)

co_ue.mo___% ul
buibebus ‘uon
-ewoyul buipinoid

SIAI|

KepAiana s1ayio
Inoge Hujuies)
noge s| bujuueld

bui|214103s
‘buip|ing snsuas

l01edNp3
‘19yews|gnosy
‘suejd weans
-ujew Jo >
e JuswuIanob
|BJ0| APISINO
sdnoib pabey
-ueApesip 1o} bul

-piom ‘aAndafgng
suim uejd 1s3q,
2y} ‘sueld |eau
uonsanb ued
NI SEVEEIETNN
ssad04d diyed
-owap ‘sdnoib
1521331 JUBIBYIP
Joy sueld [eAu

Jo uonpnpoud ay |

ue|d aAlRUISY R
ue 3yew 03 uon
-sanb ur dnoib

auop
sbuiyy bunab
‘SUOIIN|OS B|qRIA
spiemo} buppiom
jesdneainq

110JeUIpI00)

syuaWaalbe

Buiyoeas je

pawie — bny pue
ysnd jo ssaxoud y

ybnouyy buip
-pnuw Jo 3dU3IS
9y} ‘buniennobau
‘bujurebieq
‘uonenys (|ea|

11adxa

ue se 3duels
dA13(qo pue
|ed160joapi-uou
e 9} pjnoys

Jsuueld ayy

s)nsal (jesl
-sAyd) bupnpoud
uo sndoy ‘uejd
3y Yyum spus
ssad04d buruued
3y} ‘uondnpoud
ue|d s bujuuelg

(Butuueid uy sau
-03y3) saskjeue
|eneds ‘skanins

J1auued ay3 jo 3joy

ssad04d buruued

‘anbojeip -lunwwod ‘31d pasi|esiuad Jo -{ewW-uois|ap -uod ‘anbojelp 9y1 JO sanjeA -)1jod) uaund ‘bupjew-ue|d sanbiu
‘uonedpiued  -0ad yum bunjiop UOIIRUIQUIOD)  SAI1D3YS J0j S|00] ‘uonedpiiied  dy3 woly buppopm 3y jo sishjeuy 10JSPOYIBIN  -Yd3] pue spoyIs|y
S3I1I[RUIIXD
(9A1ISUS A|jeany Yum |eap 01 (sueaw pue spus
-|n2) dnsijeanid Kiessadau Ajuo uolie|nw - Bujuued pue
Hinadesayy pue 19yiew 3y} Jo -10}-£>1j0d A[31ed Bunyew-£o1j0d
(wsjuobejue Bupsmodwa wopaaly ayy pue soi1jod jo ssadoud sanjeA (wisieyuaWA UL Jo uone.edas)
jou) wisiuobe ‘A11eWIOU UO JUleJISUOD uonejuswa|dwi (@Anes1uNWWod) jouoissaudxs  pajuiofsip) buoje sonijod jo
se bujuue|d s| buluueld es|buluueld  Ajped sibujuueld  |eos e s| bujuueld ue s| bujuueld ob noA se ueld uonejusawa|dw Buiuueid jo |eap)
Jouued Jauue|d aAn Jouueld Jauueld Jauue|d aAn Jauueld Jauueld Jouueld
Jnsiuobe ay | -ewlojsuel) ay | |elaqijosu ay | 1633eas ay | -e2IUNWWOD 3Y | Koedonpe ay| |eyusWRIdUl Y| |euones ay|

"s3]04 Jauue|d se pajuasaid — 3s1n0d BY3 Ul PAdNPOIIUL SaLI0aY1 Bujuue|d 3y} Jo MIIAISAQ °| 3]qe]



310 K. OLESEN

WSIXJeW-03U
‘Yo |ed1ped :Ayd
-oso|iyd [ed1110d
‘wisianisod-isod
‘WISIAIONIISUOD
|eros :Aydo
-so{iyd 5yiuads
*95IN02SIp
Jluowabay e se
wis|[elaqi|oau Jo
|eanu) Aoenow
-op pue buiu
-ue(d 1oy Buiyy
aAdnpoid e se
(wsiuobe) ajas
/IJuod utyalsg
(wsijeinid
dlsiuobe)
syuawaalbesip
9|geAjosaiun
1dadoe ‘Ajyied
pue ‘[ENSUISUOD
Ajped ase
1BY1 SUOISIDAP
nenowsq

uonn|os
Aybu, 316uis ou
‘s31103s s,3|doad
wouy butuies| -
KbBojouswou
-ayd/wsIAn

-dNJISU0D [BI20S

dUIRYIP

‘Kys1anip ‘Ayjel

-nid ‘sssuuado
pue A>enowsa(

JSETRlel
Bujw.ojsuely
pue “19y30,3y3
40 Jeay bupein
-9||e “A1a1D0S
|eanyndiNW e
ul 1ay1a601 aA||
9|doad buidjsH

SI9PISIN0 0}
d|qepuelsiapun
ale YdIYMm ‘spo
-yaw |euones
JUS)SISUOD pue
S3|NJ JO 1SISUOD
pinoys bujuue|d
“(wisiapisod) |ed
-Ajeue-jeouidwy

wopaaly
S)1 pue Jaxiew
oy3 uljalfeg

S3111[BUIDIXD S
9)eINd||e 0} pue
juawdojanap

SUOISIA pue
sjeob jeonyjod
(asiwinbay)
yoddns 03 pasn
aJe saskjeuy
“(wisianisod) [ed

-nAjeue-jeduidwy

suepyjod
Aq papap ay

Jo Jamod w.ﬁ 0}

Slwouodadjpy ol pajejas s Bujuuelq

(sananos
pajuswbely ul
sade|d buideys)
9DUISIXS-0D
buibeuew si
Bujuueid -
WISIAIIDNIISUOD
|e1d0s/|e2160)
-ouawWouayd

Ayjeuonies
SAIRIIUNWIWOD

‘Juawnbie Janaq
ay1 01 ssauuado

‘uonenys

yoaads [eapl ay |

uoneloqe||od

Jayuny aoy sdiys

-uonejai pue
1sn11 buipjing

‘UoledIUNWIWO)D

Buipueisispun
SIY} Woly SoMm
pue siayj0 Jo
SaN|eA pue san|
31 puelssapun
03 K13 pjnoys
siduued -
WSIAIIINIISUOD
|e1x0s/|ea160)
-ouawouayd

sanjea
Jeuosiad wouy
Bupjiom ‘K13120s
abueyd pue
SaNIUNWWOD
pabejueapesip
YUM SI0M

pinoys bujuuelq

sdnoib
pabejuenpesip
JO S9AI| 9y pue
K>enowap
uequn anoidwi
p|noys bujuuelq

wsnewbelq

Kem ayy
Buoje pauyap
‘(s1opjoyayels

juenodwi)
sueppijod
Aq papiap ary

SaAIlRUID) B
M3} e A|uo pue
sjeob wa}

-1oys uo sndo4

Kbojo
-poyaw 159q
9y} Joj ydieas ul
SISIURIDS YDIeas
-a1 se Aem awes
3y} Ul yonw e
p|noys siauue|d
‘(wsiaisod) [ed
-nAjeue-jeduidwy

sueppjod
Aq pappap a1y

s|eob |ed1sAyd
‘sa13|1qe 9A3[
-go ‘[eoiuydal
113y pue suadxa
Jo Jamod ay3 01
pajejas st buluueld

Aydo
-sojiyd syiuaids

sanjep

Hujuue|d jo sjeon



HIGHER EDUCATION PEDAGOGIES (&) 311

their planning education. Table 1 illustrates how each planning theory is translated into a
planner role.

Faludi (1973b) argues that the planner’s (and planning student’s) challenge of under-
standing the nature of planning is just as much a challenge of constructing an image of
himself/herself in the role as a planner. Students often have an (at least implicit) idea of
what it means to be a planner or what kind of planner they would like to be. However, they
might not have realised the values and rationalities that underpin their preferred planner
role (and planning theory). Here, planning theory can provide the language for students
to express and reflect on their values and rationalities, and help them develop a planner
role (and planning theory) of their own. In this way, planning theory can assist students to
develop and redevelop their identity as a planner.

Planning theorists and lecturers in planning theory might feel that it is too constraining
to teach planning theory within this framework. However, in my experience, students find
it helpful to bring abstract and complex planning theories down into discussions about
planner roles.

An example

Let me give an example from my own teaching. The planning theory course I teach is
placed on the second semester of a two-year MSc urban planning programme. The urban
planning programme is an engineering education with a strong emphasis on group-based
project work and problem-based learning. Through project work students are trained in
identifying and formulating a problem (research question) and through analysis come
up with a response/solution to the identified problem. The urban planning programme is
international with students coming from a range of mainly European countries. The class
size is relatively small, consisting of 10-20 students. Some students have already had their
first encounters with planning theory, whilst others (probably the majority) have none
prior knowledge of planning theory. For many students planning theory represents a new
way of looking at planning practice, which is not always easily compatible with the urban
planning perspective of the engineer. The second semester is based on the theme ‘power in
planning, and in their project work students are asked to analyse a planning process and
come up with a strategy for improving the process according to the identified problem
(e.g. exclusion of certain interests). The course in planning theory plays an important role
in helping the students to think about how planning processes can be designed differently
and (hopefully) improved.

The course in planning theory consists of an introductory lecture, eight lectures each
introducing a different planning theory, and ends with a 1.5-day workshop. The introduc-
tory lecture discusses the relevance of planning theory for urban planning education and
practice with a point of departure in the discussion outlined in the first part of this paper.
The remaining lectures (3.5 h each) are based on traditional lecturing introducing a planning
theory (origin, key proponents, core ideas, role of the planner, critique, etc.), student group
presentations of a reading (usually a case study which helps to contextualise the planning
theory), and a seminar discussion based on a core reading representing the planning theory
in question. The assigned reading is accompanied with a reading guidance, which points out
the key elements of the chapter or paper, and helps the students to focus their reading in the
preparation for the lecture. For many students, a reading guidance makes an abstract text
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much more approachable. In general, the framework of the course and the division of the
field of planning theory into schools of planning thought resonate well with the engineering
students’ structured approach to learning.

After having introduced students to a range of different planning theories, the course
ends with a 1.5-day workshop. In the beginning of the workshop, all planning theories
introduced in the course are summarised and translated into distinct planner roles (see
Table 1). Hereafter, students are divided into groups, and each group is asked to act as a
consultancy and prepare a bid for a real-life harbour regeneration project. In addition, each
group is given a designated planner role and set of values (planning theory) that are keys
to their consultancy. One group will be rational planners, others advocacy planners, com-
municative planners and so on (see Table 1). Students are asked to take on these planner
roles, complying with the parameters in Table 1, and stay in role throughout the workshop.
During the workshop the students will come up with a vision for a new town district and
outline the planning process for realising the vision. The workshop ends with presentations
from each consultancy and a panel discussion, where representatives from each consultancy
are asked critical questions about their proposed project (still staying in their role). Here,
the rest of the students are asked to act as residents, business organisations, NGOs, etc. and
ask critical questions to the consultants.

The workshop has been designed around a few pedagogical principles. First, the stu-
dents get an opportunity to ‘try on’ a planner role and experience what it feels like to be,
for example, the communicative planner in a simulated planning exercise. Students often
experience their designated planner role as a straightjacket, being uncomfortable with the
rigid framework they are asked to work within. This is an important reflection, as it forms
a helpful point of departure for discussing, whether planners have to stick to one set of
values, or whether they can adopt multiple roles, acting as hybrid planners (Sehested, 2009).
Second, the students learn to appreciate how each planning theory leads you to ask different
questions about the same planning case. They experience that it is possible to act within all
planner roles, that is, all planning theories are relevant and have something to contribute
to planning practice. This is an important reflection, as it hopefully prevents students from
developing tunnel vision by overcommitting to a particular normative perspective (Ferreira,
Sykes, & Batey, 2009). Instead, students learn to think according to different schools of
thought within the planning discipline.

Finally, the workshop is designed to be ‘fun’ and to activate students’ creativity through
role-play. The workshop creates a creative space for students to engage with planning the-
ory, without being constrained by the academic practices usually associated with teaching
planning theory, e.g. referencing and use of academic concepts. Students (hopefully also
the less academic inclined) will experience that planning theory can be interesting and
thought provoking.

Students are allowed some flexibility when adopting the role and values of the planner
(planning theory) in the workshop. Students are encouraged to be creative when thinking
about how certain values can be put in the centre of the planning process and their vision of
the new town district. During the workshop students realise that the planning theories do
not prescribe how planning should be done in practice (as discussed in the first part of this
paper), and that their task in the workshop is not simply to implement a planning theory.
The students realise that they have to look at the workshop case through the lens they have
been given and adopt the values associated with the lens, and bring these into the centre of
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their work. The intention with the course is not that students should learn everything worth
knowing about planning theory, or know every theory in detail. Instead, the aim is that
students realise how planning theory can be relevant for planning practice and to motivate
students to engage with planning theory in their education, e.g. by selecting planning the-
ory-driven research questions for their master’s thesis. The course is evaluated through an
essay exam, which seeks to evaluate students’ understanding of the course material, as well
as students’ reflections on how planning theory can be relevant for them as future planners.

In general, the course has been very well received by students. In the official course eval-
uation conducted by the university since 2012, the course has continuously been ranked
by students as one of the best courses in the urban planning programme.! As illustrated in
Table 2, the majority of the students states that they are either very satisfied or satisfied with
the course in the evaluation. The author acknowledges that student evaluations are often
subjective, and are not necessarily the best indicator of whether concrete learning outcomes
have been achieved. However, in this case the particular pedagogical approach has been
developed just as much with the aim of sparking the students’ interest in planning theory,
with the philosophy that if students become interested - they will learn.

The interest in planning theory has definitely been sparked. In fact, several students com-
ment in the evaluation that the course has been the best course they have attended during
their planning education. Students highlight that the structure of the course was helpful
to facilitate learning and that the interactive parts of the course made planning theory a
less boring subject. Furthermore, some students mention that the course helped them to
reflect on their own values and alerted them to the difficulties and complexities of being a
planner. This is illustrated in the student comments below:

I thought that the planning theory module was the most useful for my future career and through

the readings, seminars and lectures I felt that I learnt a great deal. There was a logical flow to
the progression of the module which helped a lot. (Student, 2013)

The module and lecturers are very well organised, the materials and the interaction make
planning theories a less boring thing :) (Student, 2015)

I think this course makes students reflect on their own values as planners and also the conflicts
that can arise between a planner’s values and goals of strategies. (Student, 2015)

This theoretical angle was something which made me understand planning better but also
made me aware that it is so [...] difficult and complex to be a planner. (Student, 2016)
The author acknowledges that the statements above are not necessarily evidence of a success-
ful course in terms of students’ learning. However, the statements do indicate that students
have found the course useful, and that they believe that it has helped them to understand
planning better. The evaluation results might suggest that the author and colleagues have
been very lucky to teach a class of students very receptive to planning theory. However,

Table 2. Student evaluation of the course 2012-2017.

Very satisfied Satisfied Neutral Less satisfied Not satisfied Don't know Total

2012 1" 0 1 1 0 0 13
2013 3 2 2 0 1 0 8
2014 4 5 0 0 0 0 9
2015 12 4 1 0 0 0 17
2016 7 2 1 0 0 0 10
2017 6 0 0 0 0 0 6
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other comments in the evaluation suggest that the lecturers in the course have been able to
turn around a few sceptics as well. As one student noted in the course evaluation:

At the beginning, I was sure that this course will be painfully boring, but the lecturers proved
me wrong! It was a pleasant disappointment :) (Student, 2015)

A few students have commented that even though they enjoyed the course, they still main-
tain a (healthy) scepticism towards planning theory’s usefulness for them as future planners.

This was very fine. I could question how useful the content was for a future planner, but the
way the course (lecture, reading seminars, etc.) worked, was brilliant. (Student, 2016)

I found it difficult to relate this [planning theory] to “the real world”. Maybe this should be a
bigger focus in the future? I know it is 100% theoretical, but if we should understand theory,
we should be able to understand it in a context and not just on paper. (Student, 2016)

Asindicated in the last comment there is still room for improvement, and the course could
be developed further with a focus on bridging planning theory and planning practice. In
general, the course has received very little critique over the years. Some students critique
the workload and the amount of readings for the course, whilst still acknowledging the
reading guidance as being helpful. However, compared to the experiences of other students
attending courses in planning theory (Beauregard, 1995; Bolan, 1981; Frank, 2002), the
pedagogical approach described in this paper seems to have some merits, at least when it
comes to motivating students to engage with planning theory.

The idea behind the course is that by exposing students to different theories or lenses that
co-exist within the field of planning (different planning theories), students will be able to
frame situations of practice in different ways in order to construct an appropriate problem
setting to manage the complexities of planning practice. However, students will also expe-
rience that some values (theories of planning) are closer to their heart than others, which
will help them to develop a theory of planning of their own and an identity as a planner,
without feeling constrained by a particular normative perspective. In this way, planning
theory can help students understand and become more sensitive to their values, and how
they can work with these values in planning practice. As one student argued when reflecting
on the relevance of planning theory in an essay for the course:

Exploring the different theories has helped me understand that no planner acts in a value-free

vacuum. Even the technical-rational planner, often seen as apolitical, represents their view of

how the world works through their choice of planning methods. It has been useful to explore
what my own values are in relation to planning and society — and to better understand con-
texts in which these could help me as a planner, but also where they could present difficulties.

Crucially, it has been helpful to understand how and why people’s views are different from

mine. Hopefully, this will help me avoid, or at least manage, some of the potential conflicts
with other planners and planning styles I may encounter. (Student, 2013)

Teaching planning theory as planner roles offers a helpful framework for engaging students
in discussions about planning theory and for helping them to reflect on their roles and
identities as planners to be. Here, it is important to note that the different planner roles as
outlined by different schools of planning thought rarely exist in their raw form in practice.
However, they form a helpful point of departure for discussing hybrid planning styles and
planner roles, which are more likely to be found in practice (Sager, 2001; Sehested, 2009).
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Conclusions

Planning theory does not have to be a boring and abstract subject that students only tolerate
as a diversion from learning how to do planning. Planning theory can play an important
role in shaping students’ understanding of planning and building an identity as an urban
planner. However, it requires that lecturers communicate the relevance of planning theory to
students as an integrated part of the course. Furthermore, it requires that lecturers develop
a pedagogical approach that enables students to experience the relevance of planning the-
ory as part of the course. The approach outlined in this paper is to teach planning theory
through a variety of planner roles, but there might be other (more imaginative) ways of
teaching planning theory. Teaching planning theory can involve role-play in workshops,
where students get an opportunity to experience what it feels like to act as a stereotype
planner. The most important thing is that students see a course in planning theory as an
opportunity to sharpen their own thinking about planning and their identity as an urban
planner. By putting these few pedagogical principles in the centre of teaching activities
in planning theory, there is a chance that students will be more receptive and motivated
to explore planning theory’s important role in advancing ones thinking about the role of
planning in society and the role of the planner. This is an important step towards becoming
what Schon (1983) has termed the reflective practitioner.

In planning education, it is important to recognise that not all can be (nor should be)
taught within university walls. The agency and the planning culture, within which the plan-
ner is working, will have a strong influence on the planner’s preferred planning style and
identity as a planner (Sager, 2001). What a course in planning theory can do is to expose
students to a landscape of different values and perspectives on what planning ought to be
about.

It is not uncommon for the urban planner to experience a mismatch between his/her own
values and the planning style of the agency within which he/she is working (Grange, 2013;
Inch, 2010; Sager, 2009). Inch (2010) has found that planners often ‘solve’ this mismatch by
putting away their own values and adopting a neutral planning role. Proponents of planning
theory argue that urban planning education is more than about educating urban planners
to work within the system (Campbell, 2004). Planning theory should evoke urban planners’
‘better selves” (Forester, 2004, p. 243) and encourage them to change things for the better.
This is a constant struggle for the urban planner, as seeing things differently sometimes
will be interpreted as inconsistency and lack of coherence (Burton, 2004). However, the
alternative is that planners are turned into a ‘silenced profession’ fearful of speaking their
minds (Grange, 2016).

Planning theory teaches students that there are several alternatives to the neutral and
apolitical planner role, and that the planner to a large extent holds the fate to decide which
role to adopt where and when. As Grange (2013) persuasively argues, the planner plays
an important role in co-constructing his/her own identity through the ways in which he/
she seeks to legitimise the ability and authority of the planner, essentially the role of the
planner. So, by adopting a particular planner role, the planner also holds the power to
co-construct his/her identity as a planner. Sehested (2009) has, for example, shown how
Danish municipal planners increasingly co-construct their role as network managers and
metagovernors, assuming more hybrid and political roles. She argues that the success of
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the planner in the future might very well depend on the planner’s ability to combine and
balance different planner roles according to the planning situation.

It is outside the scope of this paper to investigate whether graduated planning students
have found the framework outlined in this paper helpful for navigating planning practice
in their first years as professional planners, and to what extent planning theory has been
helpful for negotiating the action space of the planner (Grange, 2013). However, exposing
urban planners to debates about the role of the planner during their educational training
will hopefully make them more alert to the multiple roles they can adopt during their
professional career.

Note

1. The official course evaluation is conducted by the end of the semester. Students are emailed
an online questionnaire in SurveyXact. Besides indicating how satisfied the students are
with the course, there is also an opportunity to provide additional comments in a textbox.
As indicated the class size is fairly small (10-20 students). The response rate to the online
questionnaire has varied significantly over the years from 50 pct. in 2013 to 89 pct. in 2015.
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