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responsibility of planning cannot be discharged without close affinity with and knowledge of 

economic, managerial, ecological, technological and social issues. This is, of course, a very 

large field and it has compelled planning to evolve as, primarily, a generalist activity that 

must examine development from a wide range of viewpoints coming from many disciplines, 

and then try to integrate this very broad spectrum into planning decisions. 

At the same time, both science as a whole and many professions started to become 

more and more specialised and polarised with several disciplines showing a tendency for 

splitting and, thereby, further narrowing their sphere of concern. New disciplines emerged 

and expanded into new fields that led to the growth of a ‘jungle’ of terminology and axioms 

superimposed upon an array of disciplines, previously homogeneous and well established. 

Nevertheless this tendency, which derived from an urge to go deeper and deeper into the 

unknown, has been logical and proper in most cases. However, it should not be overlooked, 

that the greater became the number of new, highly specialised disciplines, the greater the 

need for generalisation and integration. A tendency to specialise could have been noted in 

planning as well, since its very character called for planning problems to be, as a rule, 

considered in a wider setting. In planning, therefore, there was always a continually 

developing need, not only to prevent the narrowing tendencies, but rather to promote those 

associated with generalisation. 

As a consequence, it can be put forward that the narrow, specialised avenues 

in planning be left in the hands of scientists and/or professionals from other, affiliated 

disciplines while planners concentrate on: 

• formulating questions directed to those disciplines to indicate specific problems that 

require an interdisciplinary examination, but in the context of planning tasks; and,  

• widening their knowledge of development processes and their implications, but based 

on results of and the perspective from other disciplines. 

This implies that an ability to formulate the right questions is critical for both sides 

and it seems to be  often more important than finding the right answers, as once the right 

question is posed, sooner or later, someone will come up with the right answer, while a right 

answer to a wrong question simply does not exist. Similarly important is the ability to listen to 

questions asked by others and, as a consequence, to make necessary adjustments. 

Therefore, formulation or questions seems to be one of the prime requirements and skills 

of contemporary planning and essential for its evolution. Achieving a comprehensive 

knowledge of development processes appears, in turn, unattainable by individual planners, 

and one of their basic skills must become a capacity to synthesise and integrate the results 

of research, retrieved primarily from other disciplines, into a coherent whole.  

All that leads to another logical conclusion, which is that learning about the methods 

and findings of other disciplines becomes a prerequisite of almost any responsible planning 

research and practice. This may be best accomplished by interdisciplinary cooperation 

and understanding between various specialists or various scientific and/or professional 

disciplines (Kozlowski, 1988). 

 

                                                                                                                                                         
14 Paper for the WSE Berlin Meeting, 24-28 October 2001, published in Ekistics, 2002, 69, pp. 292-303. 
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The real life context 

Environmental Crisis and its Roots 

There are two main and global groups of problems faced by most countries today: 

• a widespread and increasing poverty, usually interrelated with high unemployment, rising 

crime, or poor public health; and 

• a continuing degradation of the natural environment threatening the very survival 

of humankind. 

A solution to problems in the first group is, in particular, to speed up economic 

development through strengthening economic growth, restructuring economies, restoring 

balance of payments and increasing Gross National Product (GNP), while a solution to 

problems in the second group depends primarily on reversing processes that cause 

deterioration of natural resources, degradation of land, loss of species, negative climatic 

changes and pollution in all forms. As a consequence, a major conflict unfolds because 

economic development and associated growth, considered as leading instruments in the fight 

against poverty and for an improved quality of life, rely heavily on the exploitation of natural 

resources, such as air, water, soils, plants and animal species, all of which have been 

sustaining life for millions of years and which are under threat of becoming irreversibly 

damaged or totally destroyed. 

Thus questions arise. What is development and how should it be defined? Is the 

increase of real income its main objective and measure of success? Can its adverse 

environmental effects be avoided or, at least, minimised? 

Development was defined by the International Union of Conservation of Nature 

(IUCN 1980) as "...financial, living and non-living resources to satisfy human needs and 

to improve the quality of human life..." The definition is still valid and development must, 

therefore, be seen as an intrinsic feature of our civilisation and the cornerstone of progress, 

expressed primarily by welfare improvement in the community. The price of this progress, 

however, is becoming higher and higher. Development does not necessarily indicate growth 

but should rather be understood as "...the realisation of specific social and economic goals 

which may call for a stabilisation, increase, reduction, change of quality or even removal 

of existing uses, buildings or other elements, while simultaneously (but not inevitably) calling 

for creation of new uses, buildings or elements..." (Kozlowski and Hill 1993:4). Definitely, 

it never should be seen as only a synonym of growth. 

Development is realised through changes in the existing natural environment and 

these changes both involve costs and bring benefits. Costs are not only economic but also 

social and ecological. The latter often have damaging effects on this environment. 

The environment and the economy necessarily interact as economic systems impact on the 

environment by using up resources, by emitting waste products to receiving environmental 

media or by affecting the functioning of the environment as the global life-support system 

on which we all depend. As a consequence, a continually worsening, major environmental 

crisis has been developing over past decades and the main natural resources, which have 

been sustaining life for millions of years, are now under threat. 
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To reverse these catastrophic trends environmental concerns must be integrated 

into economic policy from its highest (macro) to its most detailed (micro) levels. There is, 

therefore, an urgent need for a shift in the way economic progress is pursued and, as it will 

be argued later, in the way development planning is carried out. It is wrong to assume that 

this can be achieved by the free market alone because it has been, primarily, designed 

to address the short-term issue of the optimum allocation of scarce resources and because 

it will never tell when the development must stop for ecological reasons or how much enough 

is enough. Economic process must also not be seen (as often is the case) as a closed loop 

between production and consumption in which nothing is used up. In reality there is a flow 

of matter and energy from resources to pollution but resources are priced at the cost 

of extracting them and not for their replacement – a clear 'theft' from the future. 

Compensation for the future must, therefore, be focussed not only on man-made 

'capital wealth', but also on 'environmental wealth'.  However, at present, many of the natural 

resources (and services they provide) are treated as so-called ‘free goods' because no 

market place exists in which their true values can be revealed through acts of buying and 

selling. In addition, economic growth has been measured by such misleading indicators as 

the GNP, which is constructed in a way that tends to divorce it from indicating the real 

standard and quality of living of the population.  For instance, if pollution damages health, 

and health care expenditures rise, the GNP goes up implying, quite wrongly, a rise in the 

'standard of living', not a decrease as is really the case (Pearce et al. 1989). All that has 

been known and documented for years and over a decade ago main world organisations 

indicated an urgent need to introduce new, true measures of economic well-being including 

"...increases in natural assets minus depreciation of natural assets minus defensive 

expenditures against environmental damage minus the costs of unmitigated environmental 

damage..." (IUCN, UNEP, WWF 1991:74).  

 

The way to recovery: ‘sustainable development’  

The environmental crisis is certainly global:  human civilisation is about to destroy 

itself by destroying the natural resources on which its existence is based.  Hence, not only 

scientists but also politicians across the world have begun to take note of this new ecological 

challenge and have taken preliminary steps towards devising a potential strategy to control 

the threats involved. 

A fundamental question is whether development can continue to achieve its ends 

while, at the same time, its negative impacts are reduced to the level at which they will 

no longer be a major threat to our survival. This question was first confronted by the World 

Conservation Strategy (WCS) in 1980, where a fresh approach to the problem was launched 

on the ground that "...development and conservation are equally necessary for our survival 

and for the discharge of our responsibilities as trustees of natural resources for the 

generations to come..." (IUCN, 1980).  This statement led to the idea of 'sustainable 

development' and of the integration of development with conservation. 

The WCS defined conservation as "...the management of human use of the 

biosphere so that it may yield the greatest sustainable benefit to present generations while 
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maintaining its potential to meet the physical and intellectual needs of future generations ...". 

The strategy indicated that “...for development to be sustainable it must take account 

of social and ecological factors, as well as economic ones; of the living and non-living base; 

and of the long term as well as the short term advantages and disadvantages...” and set 

three fundamental goals for ecological sustainability: 

• the maintenance of essential ecological processes and life support ecosystems; 

• the conservation of biodiversity; and 

• the sustainable utilisation of species and ecosystems. 

The main and commonly recognised goal of sustainable development, formulated 

and widely promoted by the so-called ‘Brundtland Report, is primarily to achieve 

a reasonable and equitably distributed level of economic well-being that can be perpetuated 

through "...development that meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability 

of future generations to meet their own needs..." (WCED, 1987). Clearly, if that goal is to be 

achieved sustainable development must be based on both conservation and development 

and must integrate 'ecological' sustainability with 'economic' sustainability. The goal had 

deep impact on the understanding (and also ‘misunderstanding) of the sustainability concept. 

Yet, it was also a subject of strong criticism as it was seen as advocating too much economic 

growth as necessary to achieve sustainable development, but without any attempts to 

redirect this growth. It failed, for instance, to indicate the importance of recognising the 

urgent need for a new approach to ‘environmental accounting’ by requesting that a proper 

‘pricing’ of the use of such free goods as water or air be urgently introduced. 

Further milestones on the ‘road to recovery’ were, among others, such international 

agreements and conventions as the 1987 Montreal Protocol to reduce CFC, the 1988 First 

World Conference on ‘The Changing Atmosphere’ and the 1992 UN Earth Summit in Rio 

directing its focus to treaties on biodiversity, climate change and the so-called Agenda 21 

addressing the problems of the twenty first century. Primarily, however, though with many 

controversies the summit “...marked the beginning of a continuing dialogue between the rich 

and the poor nations over the management of the Earth...”  (Pickering and Owen 1994:315)  

Among many definitions of sustainable development the one proposed by the 

Strategy for Sustainable Living (a follow-up to the World Conservation Strategy) is 

particularly relevant for physical planning as it considers that the main aim of sustainable 

development is "...improving the quality of human life while living within the carrying capacity 

of supporting ecosystems..." (IUCN, UNEP, WWF 1991:10). The concept of carrying 

capacity' is directly linked with that of the final limits of the Earth's ecosystems to the impacts 

they can withstand without irreversible damage while the expected services of supporting 

ecosystems clearly depend on conservation of biodiversity.  

Traditional free market economists do not recognise any “limits” to economic 

development and believe it can go exponentially forever. However, advocates of 

sustainability (Daly and Cobb 1989, Pearce et al. 1989, Barrow 1993) agree that there are 

final, or critical limits (constraints, thresholds) to what the natural environment can take or 

provide, that they determine the carrying capacity which cannot be continually violated 

without a threat to our survival, and that science and technology can never provide effective 
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means of permitting the extension of these limits indefinitely. 

Conservation of biodiversity is, in turn, essential for a continuous supply of: 

• renewable resources such as fish stocks, forests, domesticated and wild animals, which 

provide the basis for food and cash crops supporting a wide range of human activities, 

or soil ecosystems which are particularly essential for crops and forests; 

• environmental services which are of paramount importance for human prosperity 

(for instance, a forest provides not only wood but also the services of water storage 

and flood management while other biological systems break down pollutants and recycle 

nutrients thus absorbing the waste products of economic activities); and 

• life support ecosystems such as those providing one of nature’s most critical continuing 

exchange of carbon dioxide and oxygen among plants and animals. 

Renewable resources are essential for human prosperity, but without environmental 

services and life support ecosystems, which cannot be replaced, life on earth would not be 

able to continue in its present form if at all (Munashinghe 1994, Hawken et al. 1999). 

An overall conclusion is that achieving sustainable development means to ensure that both 

its ecological and economic sustainability be achieved at the same time. 

 

The future promise: ‘natural capitalism’ 

An important milestone on the road towards sustainable development can be linked 

with the recent development of a new and revolutionary concept called ‘natural capitalism’ 

(Hawken et al. 1999).  Its proponents convincingly argue that the changes needed to achieve 

ecological and economic sustainability could come about within the next decades as the 

result of economic and technological changes already in place. However, for this to happen 

it is necessary for the existing industrial systems, which have reached pinnacles of success 

in commanding human-made capital, to recognise that it takes place at the cost of rapid 

decline of natural capital on which economic prosperity largely depends. Clearly, limits to this 

prosperity would increasingly be determined by natural capital rather than industrial 

proficiency. 

Natural capitalism goes beyond the traditional definition of capital as “accumulated 

wealth in the form of investments, factories, and equipment”, by stating that the economy 

needs the following four types of capital to function properly: 

“... − human capital, in the form of labor and intelligence, culture, and organization 

− financial capital, consisting of cash, investments, and monetary instruments 

− manufactured capital, including infrastructure, machines, tools and factories 

− natural capital, made up of resources, living systems, and ecosystem services...” 

(Hawken et al.: 4) 

Yet, all environmental reporting and scientific research confirm that “...the decline in every 

living system in the world is reaching such a level that an increasing number of them are 

starting to loose... ...their assured ability to sustain the continuity of the life processes. 

We have reached an extraordinary threshold...” (Hawken et al. 1999:4) 

Recognition of this reality led to the rise of natural capitalism, which is expected to 

supersede the conventional, industrial capitalism, which violates its own fundamental 
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principles when it liquidates its prime capital (natural) and calls it income. This happens 

because conventional capitalism accepts that the natural capital, that is, natural resources 

and their services, are so-called “free goods”. As a consequence, no value has been 

assigned to the largest, natural stock of capital employed in development processes. 

The proponents of natural capitalism ask, therefore, such questions as: “...What 

would our economy look like if it fully valued all forms of capital, including human and natural 

capital? What if our economy were organized... ...around the biological realities of nature? 

What if Generally Accepted Accounting Practice booked natural and human capital not as 

a free amenity in putative inexhaustible supply but as a finite... ...factor of production? What 

if... ...companies started to act as if such principles were in force?...” And they answer that  

“...this choice is possible and such an economy would offer a stunning new set of 

opportunities for all of society, amounting to no less than the next industrial revolution...”  

(Hawken et al. 1999:9) 

The movement towards natural capitalism had been simmering for quite a while to 

burst out through the “1997 Carnoules Statement” directed to governments and business 

leaders by the international Factor 10 Club (founded in 1994 in Carnoules) which, among 

other, called for a leap in resource productivity to reverse the growing environmental damage 

and claimed, in its opening ‘prophesy’ that: “...Within one generation, nations can achieve 

a ten-fold increase in the efficiency with which they use energy, natural resources and other 

materials...” . (Factor 10 Club, 1997)   

To increase resource productivity meant to achieve the same amount of utility or 

work from a product or process while using less material and energy. Adhering to the spirit of 

the Statement Hawken et al. (1999:10-20)  introduced four strategies for the implementation 

of natural capitalism, based on a fundamental principle that countries, companies and 

communities operate as if all forms of capital were valued. It is affirmed that the strategies 

“...can reduce environmental harm, create economic growth, and increase meaningful 

employment...”  

The strategies are: 

• Radical Resource Productivity, which is the cornerstone of natural capitalism because 

using resources more effectively (i) slows resource depletion at one end of the value 

chain, (ii) lowers pollution at the other end, and (iii) provides a basis to increase worldwide 

employment. 

• Biomimicry, which eliminates the very idea of waste by redesigning industrial systems 

on biological lines enabling the constant reuse of materials in continuous closed cycles, 

and often elimination of toxicity. 

• Service and Flow Economy, which means a shift from an economy of goods and 

purchases to one of ‘service’ and ‘flow’ wherein consumers obtain services by leasing 

or renting goods rather then buying them outright. Then the product is a means not an end 

and remain an asset leading to minimisation of material use and maximisation of its 

durability (clear incentive for improving resource productivity). 

• Investing in Natural Capital, which works towards reversing environmental decay by 

reinvesting in sustaining, restoring and expanding stocks of natural capital, so that 
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abundant ecosystem services and natural resources can be produced. 

Hawken et al. (1999) present an impressive array of opportunities and possibilities 

that are real, practical, measured, and documented, followed by overviews of remarkable 

technologies that are already in practice.  They all convincingly indicate that once a non-

sustainable aberration of conventional, industrial capitalism (based on the premise of no 

value being assigned to natural capital) is abandoned there would be no true separation 

between how we support life economically and ecologically. And this is the main principle 

of the sustainable development. Thus natural capitalism can definitely be seen as the means 

by which sustainable development not only can, but most likely will be achieved in real life. 

Natural capitalism is particularly relevant to urban development, not only regarding 

natural resources but also human resources and social services, as the present form 

of industrial capitalism equally ignores the “...valuable but unmonetised “social system 

services” – culture, wisdom, honor, love, and a whole range of values, attrubutes, and 

bevaviours that define our humanity and make our lives worth living...” (Hawken, et al. 

1999:286), which are produced by human resources. As a consequence, industrial capitalism 

is destructive both to natural and human resources and the four strategies of natural 

capitalism can pave, thereby, the way to reverse the present anomalies in relation to human 

capital as well. A most telling example (Hawken et al. 1999:285-307) on how it has been 

done differently and with what spectacular results come from Curtiba (Brasil) and reinforces 

the feeling that there is an urgent need for opening an interdisciplinary discussion on whether 

and how to integrate into everyday planning the ideas and main strategies of natural 

capitalism.     

 

The state and role of planning 

A glimpse into the history  

Is there any, commonly recognised, ‘mission’ of planning in a world which is 

becoming increasingly complicated and overcrowded? The answer is very much related to 

a number of well known questions, such as: How many people can the earth hold? Will birth 

and death rates continue to decline? Can food production keep apace with the population 

growth? Can technology supplement or replace today's resources? What are the long-term 

effects of pollution on health, climate, and farm production? Debate over such issues has 

filled volumes, as scholars have been looking to the future with varying degrees of optimism 

or pessimism. Although there have been many controversies around numerous matters, 

there was hardly been a disagreement on four of them: that the speed of change will 

accelerate; our survival is at stake; the world will be increasingly complex; and nations and 

world issues will be growing more and more interdependent. 

The problem of solving a pressure on land and natural resources caused by 

accelerating development, while retaining a relatively conflict free co-existence between the 

people, is as old as our civilisation. Thousands of years ago it became clear that to properly 

organise space and to allocate land uses while ensuring  appropriate protection of the natural 

environment was, in fact, a necessity of everyday life and determined its quality (comfort 

and convenience, in particular). To deal with these types of problems is the primary ‘mission’ 
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and challenge for what, over the past hundred years, has become known as ‘town planning’. 

However, planning was carried out, in fact, for much longer but people were not aware that 

by being involved in simple, practical, activities, they had, in fact, become planners.  Yet how, 

if not as a type of planning, can a process be described, whereby primeval farmers had 

to define the areas to be reclaimed from the forest and later subdivided into sub-areas 

for crop rotation, or when it was necessary to determine the optimum location for building 

a house, maximising its functional value and minimising its potential negative impacts on 

the surrounding. 

One may see the birth of planning in ancient Greece, but it became to be seen as 

an economic and social necessity after being recognised as a promising tool to put some 

order into the dynamic and chaotic urban sprawl characteristic to the ‘industrial revolution’ 

in the second half of the 19th Century. Many would consider a Scottish naturalist and 

sociologist Patric Geddes (1854-1932) as the ‘father’ of contemporary town planning, 

while others would point to Soria y Mata (1844-1920), Ebenezer Howard (1850-1928), 

or Tony Garnier (1869-1948). Planning was established formally in 1909 when the first Town 

Planning Act was passed in England. Some years later one of the milestones in its evolution 

was a debate setting ‘objectives of urban development’ at the fourth CIAM (International 

Congress of Modern Architecture) in 1933. They were published as ‘The Athens Charter’ 

by Le Corbusier (one of the CIAM’s founders) in 1943 to become, for a long time, the basic 

text-book of modern planning (introducing, among others, ‘home-work-recreation’ 

as fundamental components of contemporary cities). Its extensive, further development, 

following the Second World War, led to further consolidation of planning in a form, known 

later as ’traditional planning’, prescriptive in character and based on zoning and a ‘master 

plan’ as its end products.  

Although the nature and substantive focus of planning was continually discussed, for 

quite a while its main forms were not modified. This state of art had, finally, to face a major 

challenge in the late fifties when the traditional planning started to be seriously questioned. 

It was the time when the world was surviving a post-war economic boom giving rise to new 

disciplines, new technologies and new social ‘cultures’. In this context planning was seen 

as lagging behind with its inflexible, static and, primarily, mono-disciplinary approach, 

detached from many real-life problems and, what was more important, from the decision 

making and implementation processes.  

As a consequence, several new forms of planning began to appear in sixties 

and seventies. Some gained substantial support and had a permanent impact on the 

discipline of planning. Others were vanishing like meteors. Among those worth noting were: 

‘tactical planning’, goal oriented and believing in persuasion not enforcement (Guttenberg, 

1964); ‘advocacy planning’, considering a plan being a tool to steer progress towards goals 

and insisting that planners be involved in implementation through negotiations, dialogue and 

advocacy (Davidoff and Rainer, 1962, Blair, 1971); ‘structure planning’, promoting plans 

of strategic character; requiring alternatives and introducing mandatory public participation 

(Planning Advisory Group, 1965, McLouglin, 1966); ‘adaptive planning’, rejecting forecasting 

and end product while believing only in short-term planning proceeding through interactions 
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with developers in free market conditions (Foley, 1964); ‘action planning’, advocating 

integration of planning, decision making, public involvement and implementation to take 

place in the centre of action (Friedman, 1971); and ‘systemic planning’, replacing forecasting 

by planning through computer simulation and modelling used to steer development process 

(McLoughlin, 1969, Catanese and Steiss, 1971, Chadwick, 1971). These two decades 

marked a significant evolution of planning. Attention of planners was drawn, for instance, 

to the importance of goal formulation, development alternatives, public participation, 

integration of planning with implementation and, through promoting a system approach, 

to the need to see cities and multi-complex organisms. At the same period, the Greek 

planner and philosopher Doxiadis (1968) originated ‘ekistics’ as a science of human 

settlements, thereby, recognising planning as part of science.  

The professional and academic debates in the decades of the eighties and nineties, 

were not so prolific in the generation of new forms but concentrated more on the very 

purpose of planning. One of the main questions was whether planning should preserve the 

status quo or rather seek to change it and how far should it adapt to different political and 

economic systems. Different answers were often translated into planning legislation which 

then determined the ways planning was practically applied in various countries.  

Planning, from the fifties, was also closely associated with so-called ‘urban design’ 

which was often, and incorrectly, seen as akin to site planning and landscape design that 

included built elements or, at best, as a marginal discipline, applicable at individual site levels 

and sitting between architecture and planning. Such views have been challenged for quite 

a while and, recently, comprehensively repelled by Frey (1999) who considers it as 

a potential, major tool for guiding development towards more sustainable urban form and 

structure, at regional, city and local levels. 

 

The present ‘state of the art’  

A simple but astute synthesis of the present ‘state of the art’ of planning evolution 

was recently provided by England (2001). She convincingly argued that in the recent period 

planning has consolidated into the three main types: ‘minimalist’, ‘instrumental’ and 

‘incremental’. How efficient and positive they are, regarding the overall well being of human 

communities and their environment? 

Minimalist planning. Its main aim is to keep development of land in order while 

minimising negative environmental impacts and economic loss. Its only ‘vision’ is to prevent 

chaos and, therefore, minimalist planning is concerned “...more with development control on 

a case-by-case basis than with formulating policies and strategies to guide development...” 

(England 2001:2) and, as a consequence, its main instruments became zoning and 

development control plans. This type of planning greatly facilitates urban development and 

has been well supported by the development community whenever it was applied. 

In Queensland, for instance, till 1997 when the Integrated Planning Act 1997 was introduced, 

the main objective of the Local Government Planning and Environment Act 1990 was 

to undertake the planning of an area to facilitate orderly development and the protection 

of the environment. Minimalist planning is very pragmatic and concentrates on what is real 
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and obtainable and not on often esoteric and endlessly debated goals. As such it definitely 

upholds the status quo. This is not necessarily wrong, but it may be a hindrance to any 

reforms that try to improve it. 

Instrumental planning. This type aims first at the identification of socio-economic 

goals and then to make sure that they are effectively implemented. It has developed in two 

primary forms. The first concentrates mainly on improving and protecting the physical 

environment as one of the major warrants for improving the quality of human life. Evans 

(1997:56) has even recognised it as “classical town planning”, which would normally venture 

beyond that purely physical agenda to take interest in goals and aspirations of society 

in general. The second form shifts to the social problems and society’s goals seeking from 

planning its active assistance in their achievement. This moves planning away from its 

traditionally affiliated disciplines of architecture and engineering towards a whole array 

of social sciences. While accepting that differences between these two forms may vary 

Friedman (1996) is convinced that it is the degree of social orientation that determines what 

is good planning. 

England (op.cit.:3/4) points out to the critique of instrumental planning coming, 

primarily, from political economy and post modernism circles. The first argued that this form 

of planning is incapable achieving its ambitious aims because that is totally dependant on 

and constraint by the dynamic mechanism of capitalist economies. This could imply that it is 

“...the urban social movements and not planning institutions which are the sources of change 

and innovation within the city...” (Kirk 1980:84). The second stood on the ground that neither 

human behaviour, nor far too complex links between urban form and societal well being can 

ever be effectively ‘managed’ and, in addition, denied the possibility of establishing any clear 

consensus on goals. The critique has made good points but has not only been exaggerated 

but, what is more important, has not offered any positive and realistic alternatives to 

planning. Refuting part of it England (2001:4) makes two convincing arguments, that 

“...although instrumental planning cannot alter society’s fundamental structural 

problems it may, nevertheless, have a role to play in implementing more modest reform 

goals, in the short term or in specific situations. The preservation of a particular 

habitat.. ..may be achievable goal of planning even if the sustainable management 

of whole species is beyond the grasp...” and that “...the absence of any vision is an 

invitation to preserve the status quo, however unsatisfactory that may be. Planning 

may actively obstruct reform if it fails to move with the times and reflect the dominant 

goals and aspiration of society...” 

In conclusion she argues that instrumental planning if sufficiently well integrated with all 

essential economic and social aspects of society may become quite effective and that it will 

naturally develop into hollistic, integrated and multi-facet planning. 

Incremental planning. This type of planning, which can be seen as a kind 

of response to the critique of instrumental planning, is supposed to be very pragmatic and 

‘down to earth’. The main responsibility of planners is not to discuss how to change the world 

but to use their qualifications and experience in the proper application of planning law. 

As a consequence “...the claim to expertise here is based upon a knowledge of the policy 
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process in managerial and political terms and of procedures and case law, linked to 

a knowledge of the economic processes by which urban development is generated and 

shaped and a capacity to mediate...” (Evans and Rydin 1997:58). Incremental planning 

is based on a recognition of existing, competing interests and the need for mediation. 

This locates it not too far away from minimalist planning as both are not interested in any 

major changes in the existing status quo and believe that planning goals only be set 

incrementally and within a specific, not general context. Planning as social learning is 

advocated (Friedman 1996:24) and planners are expected to learn from practical experience 

what good planning is. As a consequence, this form started to focus on the community 

participation. Recapitulating, England (2001:6) notes that: 

“...Participatory incrementalism suggests state planning can adequately incorporate the 

views and goals of urban social movements if the right type of participatory 

mechanisms are established.. ..Accordingly, planners are facilitators trained in 

mediation and procedural processes rather than strategists attempting to operationalise 

any particular planning goal. Nevertheless, participatory planning does not deny the 

feasibility of establishing context specific goals...”      

As it previously happened in the sixties and seventies (with a larger number 

of emerging new forms of planning), these three types are in many ways interconnected and, 

if presented as circles, they will be partly overlapping and also locked together within 

a larger, all encompassing circle indicating the main and rather widely recognised, social 

responsibility of planning. Depending on particular problems to be solved, external 

circumstances and the kind of actors participating, the responsibility could then be 

discharged in various ways. But is it possible to define such an overall responsibility? 

Are there universal problems which all types of planning must face, or actors which, almost 

as a rule, must be involved?   

In general, a problem is encountered when a specific aim cannot be achieved. 

A formula: ‘Problem = Aim + difficulties in achieving it’ was proposed a long time ago by 

Chadwick (1971) and, accordingly, it is not possible to define any problem without first 

knowing, at least in broad terms, what is the aim that, due to encountered difficulties, cannot 

be achieved and is, thereby, generating that problem. According to Mazur (1976:99), at this 

stage it is necessary to know whether: 

• the surrounding world, or the reality (within which the aim is to be pursued) is to be left in 

peace and all efforts will be directed into its observation and examination to gain all 

knowledge about it, necessary to handle the problem and achieve the aim; 

• or the reality is to be transformed, and to deal with the problem it is necessary 

to determine why, how and from what the aim is to be achieved.  

As it can be seen, the attitude becomes a determining factor here as it is, either reflecting 

‘non-intervention’ and then ‘cognitive problems’ are to be addressed, or ‘intervention’ when 

‘decision problems’ are to be dealt with. This basic classification of all problems is logically 

complete and there cannot be any other than cognitive or decision problems. Both are often 

strongly interrelated and, usually, problems in the first group precede those in the second 

(or become part of them). 
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In both cases, however, to define that a problem exists the aim must be known. 

This is a commonsense that applies also to planning. Thus, problems that planning must 

deal with would primarily reflect difficulties that prevent the achievement of main planning 

aims.  

And what are the latter? Logically, they should be derivative of the aims of human 

settlements. A ‘vintage’ definition of the ‘aims of human settlements’ formulated by the United 

Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) nearly thirty years ago still sounds convincing. 

It says that human settlements are "....to meet human needs and aspirations by providing 

the conditions suitable for the biological, social, economic, cultural and intellectual evolution 

of the human communities involved. This evolution should be in concordance with the 

environmental and socio-economic potential..." (UNEP 1977:11) And, as a consequence, 

planning aims should, in general, concentrate on: 

• securing the 'survival' of a given settlement by defining how its environment is to be 

protected (the very essence of sustainable development); and 

• finding such an urban form (pattern, strategy) that a possibly optimum basis be created 

for 'functioning' of a given settlement and for its biological, social, economic 

and intellectual 'development'. 

The proposed subdivision of planning aims, if accepted, may assist in overcoming one of the 

main shortcomings in a conventional way of subdividing planning goals along ways 

government systems are organised, that is, into education, housing, primary industries, 

transportation, environment, health and so on. This is expedient in practice but may lead 

to goals, that derive from the aims, being so compartmentalised that their often obvious 

mutual interdependence is either lost or, at best, underestimated.   

Minimalist, instrumental and incremental types of planning embrace, usually, 

all these main aims though the focus of attention around them would differ. This is not 

necessarily bad as this would help to ensure general, political support for overall planning 

with temporarily varying preferences to some of its main types. It also may be argued 

that any type of planning would be ready to recognise that the main problems it will have 

to address would reflect difficulties, existing or anticipated, in achieving survival, functioning 

and development aims. 

What are now the main actors, stakeholders or − as England (2001) wants − ‘clients’ 

of planning? She puts them into traditional public and private client while also introducing 

an interesting third type, which is the neighbourhood. According to her 

“...The public client is of course the community.. ..to be affected by development.. 

..There are however many communities and many conflicting interpretations of their 

interests. There is also the wider “public interest” that, with increasing concern 

for ecological sustainability, may arguably extend to the concerns of international 

community.. ..private clients include applicants (individual and corporate) seeking 

to develop their own or someone else’s land. Professionals, including development 

consultants and lawyers operating associated commercial services may also 

be regarded as private clients.. [and, finally]..the neighbourhood, that is, people living 
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in the vicinity of a proposed development who perceive their personal interests will be 

affected by development if it goes ahead...” (England 2001:7)   

The latter is indeed a hybrid category for when the concerns of people relate foremost 

to potential impacts on their property and/or well being they represent private interests, but 

when they act to ensure that the community will not suffer they become guardians of public 

interests. 

 

Field of interest and the nature of planning 

The need for planning is not as well understood and recognised as the need for 

such disciplines as law, medicine, economics and so on. It seems important, therefore, that 

at least those involved in planning understand clearly its role. Why do we need to plan? 

What is the role of planning in the community? What might happen without planning? 

Such questions have been discussed for many decades with mixed results as, clearly, 

planning can be seen in different ways by different people. Some may even argue that life 

would be easier without it as planners only obstruct development and it all largely depends 

on who is the ‘judge’ (a citizen, a developer, a politician) and  from what viewpoint planning 

is assessed. 

But what is planning, finally? Science, or profession? Is it not, perhaps, both at the 

same time? There was heavy ‘shelling’ around this question for over a century when new 

areas, situated somewhere in between other well established disciplines (both scientific 

and/or professional) have developed and often proved to be particularly promising. A long 

time ago, a ‘father of cybernetics’ Wiener (1948) argued that some neglected areas, left in no 

man’s land, were the most prone to evolving new ideas. It may be argued that planning falls 

into this category and has developed as a discipline in its own right which, with its rather 

unique co-ordinating and integrating abilities, can bring new approaches and span quite 

a few traditional disciplines. 

But is it generally right to separate science from professions? This old dilemma was 

skilfully tackled, decades ago, by Batty (1979) in his excellent analysis of the planning 

process which, he argued, encompassed two major and interrelated processes. One, related 

to the gathering of knowledge about a subject of planning and another, which was to use this 

knowledge for generating actions. Traditionally the first may be considered as calling 

for ‘scientific research’ with cognitive orientation, while the second as the responsibility 

of ‘professional approach’ with decision making orientation. One of the main conclusions 

drawn by Batty was that "...the distinction between science and design is much less clear 

than it might appear..." and, more importantly, that "...it is probably impossible to do science 

without design or design without science..." (Batty, 1979:22). Consequently it means that 

scientific and professional aspects of planning are virtually inseparable. Thus, it should be 

recognised that any planning exercise does not only include the definition of problems, which 

calls for cognitive research, but almost invariably must seek their optimum solution, which 

involves postulation, optimisation and realisation, as typical decision making problems.   

 This reasoning can be applied to many professional disciplines and it is worth 

pointing out that following the same line of thinking, Mazur (1976:106) made his principal 
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philosophical, all-embracing statement, that “...science as an activity concerned with problem 

solving is one whole...” According to him it was a tragic misunderstanding that for thousands 

of years only cognitive problems were considered as being part of science while decision 

problems were left in the hands of politicians and/or so-called ‘professionals, often including 

people who did not have the slightest idea about a rational approach to solving these 

problems. One may add that even today a great number of decision makers do not know that 

any decision, as the solution of a decision problem, should be founded on a rational, 

scientifically sound base and that its correctness must be proven. The relevance of this 

statement not only to the realm of planning but also with regard to all disciplines recognised 

commonly as ‘professional’ and, by false inference not scientific, seems to be quite con-

spicuous. 

 

Planning and sustainable development 

Scientific and professional responsibilities  

The concept of sustainable development and its world wide impact has impinged 

upon various disciplines, both in academic and professional circles. How has it influenced, 

therefore, the evolution of planning theory and its main responsibility, that is, the preparation 

of planning schemes? Has the theory and practice satisfactorily encompassed the concept 

of sustainability and has its achievement been sufficiently recognised as an inherent and 

important part of a planner’s responsibility?  

Although in the nineties marked progress can be noted in this field, a predominant, 

day-to-day approach to environmental problems by many planners is still much more 

'ex post' rather than 'ex ante' (curing the symptoms rather than preventing the causes). 

The emphasis has been on where, what and how much to develop, rather than what 

ecological or environmental consequences such development will entail. In addition, planners 

also have been failing to seriously consider the significance of keeping development within 

the carrying capacity of natural ecosystems and to ensure the continuing maintenance 

of natural resources and life support ecosystems that provide essential environmental 

services. Yet, it is planning that  can and should play key role in the maintenance of water 

flow patterns, protection of soil, preventing bio-degradation of pollutants, recycling of wastes, 

regulation of climate, support of fisheries and other important living resources. In spite 

of world wide efforts promoting ‘ecologically sustainable development’, the interrelationships 

between the needs of humans and the needs of nature have still been often ignored within 

main strands of development decision making. It seems that the ‘green' way of thinking may 

have yet to penetrate planning at large and its ‘statutory’ facet, in particular. The absence 

of an easily identifiable ‘common’, basic approach for planning towards sustainable 

development, is also worrying, particularly, at the everyday planning level where the majority 

of development decisions are made. Therefore, an ongoing need "...to adopt and implement 

an ecological approach to human settlement planning to ensure explicit embodiment 

of environmental concerns in the planning process and thus promote sustainability..." (IUCN, 

UNEP, WWF 1991:106) is as necessary as when it was defined.  
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For a long time it has been widely recognised that the main role of planning is 

to guide, to control and to coordinate development in space and time. Most of the planning 

types developed over years would probably agree with this. However, the concept 

of ‘sustainable’ development has surged into the world scene with considerable impact and 

several questions have emerged. How critical and urgent is it for planners to join the 

mainstream of the unfolding battle for the survival of our planet? How can planning most 

efficiently contribute towards implementation of sustainable development? Should 

environmental concerns become an integral and mandatory component of the planning 

process? Should not, therefore, the role of planning be re-defined? 

Answering the latter it can be argued that development is commonly governed by 

three groups of factors: 

(1) socio-economic goals, reflecting physical and intellectual needs of a given community; 

(2) geographic environment, creating constrains and opportunities; and 

(3) socio-economic determinants, including the state of the economy, technology, social 

organisation, cultural tradition, political system etc.        

In turn, a generic definition of any ‘planning’, may see it as the process of defining 

goals and of indicating by which ways and means these goals can be attained. The goals 

should be defined by the community or, at least, with its strong involvement and socio-

economic determinants are, generally beyond the direct control of planning. 

As a consequence, within the overall context discussed so far, the role of planning could be 

re-defined and seen as:  

to indicate how, within a given geographical environment and socio-economic 

determinants, development can most efficiently be guided, controlled and co-ordinated 

to achieve the pre-determined goals and, at the same time, ecological and economic 

sustainability.  

Recognising that statement would mean accepting sustainable development as an 

integral part of gazetted planning’s goals. This has been already happening. For instance, 

the new Integrated Planning Act, passed in Queensland on 1 December 1997, has put in its 

first paragraph that “...The purpose of this Act is to seek to achieve ecological 

sustainability...” The ‘planning world’ in Queensland and, notably planning legislation as well, 

has never been the same again. This is certainly not the only place in the world where 

planners have been moving in this direction though, regrettably, there are more places where 

they have not.   

In this context, planners involved in generating and/or advancing various 

development proposals (policies, strategies or projects) and in determining their 

environmental and economic consequences have a responsibility to integrate the principles 

of sustainability, developed at global, national and local levels into decision making 

processes to ensure that the outcomes of development are sustainable and that biodiversity 

is conserved. To discharge this responsibility they should, primarily, concentrate upon: 

MANAGEMENT OF DEVELOPMENT, with particular attention to the rational use of land 

and all resources, to be carried out primarily through properly establishing the preferred: 



 

 88 

• location, scale, kind and timing of development, to be contained within the ecologically 

and economically sound ‘solution space’ defined by physical constraints of final character; 

and taking into account all remaining constraints and opportunities imposed by the 

geographical environment; and 

• form (patterns) of development, designed to facilitate attainment of ecological and 

economic sustainability for the identified range of reliable development options. 

CONSERVATION OF NATURE, with particular attention to biodiversity, to be achieved 

primarily by 

• preservation and protection of the natural environment and its resources; and 

• rehabilitation and restoration of elements destroyed in the past. 

Thus, planning must be accountable for providing a reliable base for day to day, 

development decision making related to various aspects of the functioning and development 

of settlements and the conservation of nature and natural resources. The real ‘value’ 

of planning would depend, however, on efficiency of implementation, that is on how 

successfully it intervenes into an ongoing process of development and decision making. 

In this regard the prime responsibility of planners in the field seems to be, at least: 

• to examine all possible development proposals (alternatives, strategies) leading to the 

attainment of socio-economic goals; 

• to indicate environmental and economic consequences of pursuing these proposals; 

• to ensure that each proposal submitted for consideration is 'implementable', and 

• to recognise that decision makers (politicians and developers), a range of various 

stakeholders and the community at large, are fully informed of the scope, magnitude and 

character of these consequences. 

 

A ‘model’ planning process 

As the efficiency of planning determines its real value it is important to find out 

how this efficiency can be safeguarded. It depends primarily on three groups of factors, 

that is, on: 

• interrelations between planners and decision makers, stakeholders and the community; 

• management of development processes and the use of various incentives or sanctions 

to influence the behaviour of the main players in these processes; and 

• planning methodology reflected, to a great extent, by the planning process. 

The latter group is, primarily planning’s domain, and should be given a particular attention, 

while promoting interdisciplinary discussion and/or co-operation in planning for sustainable 

development, to make it easier for specialists from other disciplines to understand the main 

principles and the ‘way of thinking’ behind planners’ approaches to the preparation of local 

and strategic plans. They may then raise some important questions on the matter and take 

an active part in answering them. Is it, however, possible to characterise those approaches 

in general? Are there any, universal and basic components of a planning process? Is there 

any common interdependence between them? Is there any, normally recognised, sequence 

in which they should be dealt with? Are there, finally, any external, though affiliated, 

components that, as a rule, must be taken into account?  
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A simplified, ‘model' planning process presented and briefly examined below is 

expected to help answering such questions. Certainly, it offers only a basic structure of the 

planning process, as a mental framework for a rational approach to problem solving in the 

course of a planning exercise. Thus, it can be seen as a flexible guide for the preparation 

of any major type of local or strategic plans but also as a platform for discussion on how it 

can be improved. If applied in practice it, certainly, would have to be expanded and adapted 

to concrete circumstances (specific problems, legal setting, local administration and so on).  

To be consistent with the aim of this paper, the ‘model’ process should, in particular: 

(1) to expose where in the process planning can make its main contribution towards 

attainment of sustainable development; and 

(2) to indicate the importance, mutual interdependence and place in the process of its major 

internal components and external determinants. 

The process (see Flow-diagram 1) is based on the Mazur’s postulation, optimisation 

and realisation, as three main stages required for solving decision problems (Kozlowski 

1988:35), and subdivides it into corresponding main phases. Within their components 

specific matters are to be addressed and questions answered to attain expected outcomes. 

This concept is further elaborated on the matrix below. 

An important part of the process is evaluation, which provides the main basis for 

the Choice. Its main yardsticks should be planning aims (goals) and objectives, and their 

implementability. To properly supervise the progress of work, the evaluation should be 

applied throughout the process and not only at its final stage. This points, in turn, to the 

importance of feed-back intertwined with evaluation, as an equally essential feature of the 

process. 

Phase Matters to be addressed Questions to be 
answered 

Expected outcomes 

PHASE 1 

PROBLEM 
IDENTIFICATION 

  (Postulation) 

Diagnosis of the existing  
situation 

Is planning intervention 
needed? 

Identification of planning 
problems. 

 

 Setting the task Why do we need to plan? Determination of aims and 
objectives can be attained 
through planning. 

PHASE 2 

PROBLEM SOLVING 

(Optimisation) 

Defining development 

program 

What is to be allocated? Definition of ecological, 
economic and social needs 
(aspirations) 

 

 

Identifying Possibilities Where is it best (optimal) 
to allocate? 

Identification of 
development constraints 
and opportunities 

 

 

 

Formulating Strategies How can the aims be 
achieved? 

Generation potential ways, 
or strategies, for allocating 
the ‘program’ within the 
‘possibilities’ 

 

 

Determining the Means By what means can the 
aims be achieved? 

Indication of the necessary 
resources and confirmation 
of their availability 

 Making a choice Which of the strategies 
offers the most? 

Evaluation of the positive 
and negative 
implementation 
consequences of each 
strategy 
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PHASE 3 

IMPLEMENTATION 
& MONITORING 

(Realisation) 

Assessing progress in 
transformation of the 
existing situation 

Is it necessary to redress 
and strengthen the 
ongoing process of 
implementation? 

Constant review of the 
state of achievement of the 
planning aims and 
objectives 

 Establishing implications 
for further planning 

Was the intervention 
successful and should it 
continue? 

Examination of the current 
state the problems to 
redefine them or to identify 
new ones 

 
Flow-diagram 1. ‘Model’ Planning Process 

 

Finally, reminding that effective implementation determines the real value of planning and, 

therefore, monitoring of its performance should be, as a rule, an integral part of planning 

process, providing a major input to its subsequent, never ending cycles.    

The other key, though external, components of any planning process are: 

Forecasting, essential for identifying future problems and, thereby, a fundamental 

prerequisite of pro-active planning (reliability of forecasting would usually decrease 
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proportionally to the time span covered). Forecasting can be subdivided into: 

– 'demographic', which deals with the size and structure of the future population as 

a function of expected natural growth and migration; 

– 'societal', which deals with the most likely behavioural models of the future community; 

– 'economic', which deals with the most plausible developments of main economic activities; 

– 'technological', which deals with possible significant changes and developments in such 

fields as energy supply, infrastructure, or industrial and agricultural technologies; and  

– ‘environmental’, which deals with changes in key environmental indicators. 

During the process partial results of each of its components should be confronted with 

forecasting. 

Community involvement throughout the entire process, a major feature of participatory 

democracy and, as such imperative for any planning process in democratic countries. 

It incorporates various public and private sectors (decision makers, stakeholders, 

organisations and residents). 

 

Potential contribution 

This brief presentation of the 'model' planning process makes it possible to indicate 

those components in which planning can most efficiently contribute towards implementation 

of sustainable development, regarding its two previously identified, main targets: 

MANAGEMENT OF DEVELOPMENT 

• ‘Possibilities’, where the ‘territorial’ and ‘quantitative’ constraints of final (or boundary) 

character are identified to indicate an ecologically and economically sound solution space, 

within which development should be contained to remain sustainable (Kozlowski and Hill, 

1993). The space would reflect the carrying capacity of the natural and built environments. 

These constraints may be: 

– 'ecological', which occur primarily when development generates "...the stress limits 

beyond which a given ecosystem becomes incapable of returning to its original 

condition and balance. Where these limits are exceeded, as a result of the functioning 

or development of particular.. ..activities, a chain reaction is generated leading towards 

irreversible environmental damage of the whole system or of its essential parts..." 

(Kozlowski and Hill, 1993:21); and 

– ‘economic, which occur when final limits to development are reached due to 

technological problems, excessive costs and/or legal predicaments (Kozlowski 

1986:17). 

• ‘Strategies’, where urban forms of development (including structure, land use pattern and 

transport networks) are decided. They cannot be left to be shaped only by economic 

forces, which often would not be concerned with taking into account such basic factors as 

specific physical features, culture, climate or historic traditions, to ensure development 

sustainability. These forces must, therefore, be guided into forms that would assist 

in making urban development sustainable (ecologically and economically) and enhancing 

quality of life. This is the field where urban design can make a marked contribution if it is 

expanded “...beyond individual urban spaces to the city districts, the city at large and to its 
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regional hinterland...” (Frey 1999:3). The interactive process of designing appropriate 

urban forms and structures should be an interdisciplinary responsibility. From this 

“...it follows that urban design is not and should not be a discipline in its own right, 

somewhere between planning and architecture. Designing of city or parts of it should be 

an operational component, from urban planning, traffic and infrastructure planning and 

engineering to urban landscaping and architecture...” (Frey 1999:16) 

CONSERVATION OF NATURE 

• 'Diagnosis’, which concentrates on identification of planning problems and they, once 

established, will best reveal the present environmental threats, and in 'Forecasting', which 

will be of substantial assistance in defining those expected in the future. Success in both 

fields, however, will greatly depend on ‘State of Environment’ (SoE) reporting in which 

planners should become more involved to ensure that some key information, from the 

planning view point, is not missing, as the reports normally lean towards satisfying typical 

requirements of environmental sciences. Frequently, for instance, indicators facilitating the 

definition of boundary environmental constraints (particularly, those of quantitative nature, 

which should indicate a final load a given ecosystem can carry without being irreversibly 

damaged), fundamental for the planners, may be missing even in very high quality SoE 

reports.  

• ‘Task’, ‘Possibilities’ and ‘Choice’, within which determination of aims and objectives 

combined with identification of key environmental constraints to development, commonly 

set the required level of importance to be assigned to the conservation of nature to 

ensure, in turn, its successful implementation in practice. 

 

Closing appeal 

This paper has been written on the basis of three assumptions: 

First, that planning cannot successfully develop and become more reliable and efficient 

in addressing and solving social, economic and ecological problems, faced by the 

communities and their environments around the world, without an understanding 

of all disciplines involved in this process and, accordingly, significant interdisciplinary  

co-operation; 

Second, that neither such understanding nor co-operation could be achieved without other 

disciplines becoming aware of planning as practised by the planners themselves, without 

gaining a solid (not necessarily in-depth) knowledge, about planning, its aims, role and 

responsibilities, and without getting involved in the ongoing process of re-defining them. 

This, however, would be difficult without setting a ‘platform’ for interdisciplinary 

discussions and interactions, which then could be better promoted, monitored and 

disseminated; and 

Third, that a useful step in this direction would be to formulate a range of questions 

addressing main planning issues, followed by answers reflecting the present planning’s 

state of the art and, at least, partially, reflecting a majority views of the planning 

community at large. 
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The author’s modest venture into this field intended to facilitate understanding of the basic 

principles upon which planning operates, by all those from the other disciplines which are 

interested and/or required to be involved in it. As such, surely, that can be seen as nothing 

more than the proverbial ‘scraping the tip of an iceberg’. It may be rightly argued that 

a fundamental debate of this kind has already been going on for several decades but, so far, 

there has not been any leading, interdisciplinary body, committed to pursue it in, perhaps, 

a bit more organised way and, more importantly, to monitor and disseminate its progress 

(or otherwise) and provide, from time to time, short summaries of its main results. It must not 

be forgotten that with the continually increasing amount of knowledge, about virtually 

everything, it is hardly realistic to expect that individual members of disciplines affiliated with 

planning, would alone be able to follow such progress themselves, being overwhelmed, 

at the same time, by dealing with and solving their own academic or practical problems.  

Therefore, a view is put forward that the World Society for Ekistics (WSE), as an 

almost ‘tailor made’ body for such a task, take a lead and move into it as soon as possible. 

The author appeals to the WSE to seriously consider this potential and most promising 

prospect.  
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LAND-USE PLANNING AND PUBLIC PARTICIPATION IN NORWAY 

AND POLAND – COMPARATIVE STUDY 

 

 

Introduction 

This report is a comprehensive study of Norwegian and Polish spatial planning 

systems. It focuses on land-use part of planning and shows basic similarities and differences 

between those two planning policies. The aim of this report was to study and analyze the 

planning systems in both countries. During the preparation of this report, authors posed the 

following questions: 

– What kind of relations are there between all the planning levels stated in the legislation 

procedure as well as in practice?  

– Which planning documents concern land-use management?   

– What are the main trends of spatial management in urban areas? 

– How in practice does public participation in spatial planning process look?  

During the research authors attempted to answer those questions by using different 

methods. Firstly, professional documentation has been investigated. The main data sources 

were planning legislation and documents (including maps), as well as professional literature. 

Secondly, informal interviews were conducted. Fifteen interviews with planning researchers 

and with local and regional planners were carried out in Norway. Interviews were informal, 

however, they were based on previously prepared key-words list. 

Besides the analysis of the planning system in both countries, the report also 

includes two case-studies. In this report Oslo and Kraków were taken into consideration. 

In the report an emphasis was put also on environmental issues in spatial policy, public 

participation and privatization process of planning. 

 

Organization of planning system 

The main legal framework for spatial planning in Norway is included in the Planning 

and Building Act (Act No. 77 of 14 June 1985 with latter amendments). This Act regulates the 

scopes and tasks of the whole administrative levels in the planning system. It defines three 

levels of planning (national, regional and local – see Fig. 1), ways of preparing spatial plans 

on each level, consultation and public participation process.  

Environmental issues in planning in Norway are specified briefly in the Regulation 

on Environmental Impact Assessment from 1st April 2005. 


