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Acting under the Influence: Using Plans in Urban Development
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We act under the influence of plafesg., Bratman, 19875ome plans may be intoxicating,
enabling ugor good or ill, to persuad®urselves or others to do thinge otherwise might nodo. We
usemostplans b organize information about our ovimtended actions and expectations abouttit®ns
of others We expecbthersto do the same. When shaping patterns of urban development and
redevelopment, therefore/e should banterested in using our own plans ahd plans of other3hese
planswill vary in scope, interests sedyand quality of thinking. They are valuable to the extent they
help usasindividuals, organizations, governmenasid coalitions of these tmpe with avorld that is
changing {echnobgy, economic structurelimate, demographics) and unchanging (embedded attitudes
aboutdifferencg.

The ating under the influence of plans perspectaengnizegshat many interacting agents have
plans and these agents and their plans interact botigth the effects dheir actionsn the world and
through their beliefs about the plans and attitudes of others with whom they are inteTdaingterion
is not whether we can implemestie commorplan, but whether we can use our plans and the pfans
others effectively in coping with the world.

The difference in perspective matters. Starting from one plan and considering its implementation
is a little like doing genealogy by starting with one ancestor and working to the present generation
through me sequence (usually of males carrying forward the family name). When you reverse this from
the present to the past you acknowledge that you inamgancestors in a given generati@yual to two
to the power of the number of generatijpi$here is not jst one ancestor in each generation. There is not
just one plan being implemented. Development patterns depend orantexmg ancggents and the
influence of many plans. Pushing this analogy, note also that each ancestor, or plan, may affect a large
numberof persons in the present generation. Even if | focus on implementing my onenplane
genealogical threaather actions beyond the scope of my plan are still being infludnycey plan and
actions

We act under the influence of plaige know thatWhat we do not know is how to present
ourselves as planners with useful skills and témi€oping with the world by using plans. Instead, many
people presume that planners esenmand and control experts Wegpd raemner sheetod wedr e
regulate andantrol you or at least to help you figure out howregulate and contrglourselvesMany
plannerscurrenttg | ai m f or themselves to be facilitators

of

pl anners and wedre her e onofybuedormpmor foture and irepiementita mot i



through concerted actioRlannersieed techniques that do not necessarily depermdeation of

regulation regional government, agreement on goals, pretensions of common irderestssgroupsr a
presumptiorthat there is a situation to control aplfnners arstanding outside of.itWe need

techniques that do not depend on a presumption that bottom up planning works, that participation
magically inforns us about what to do and enables to achieve it. Thie isa middleapproach that
acknowledges the existence of many interacting organizations and their interactinyf@aoss and

should learn to work with these interacting organizatigvis.can increase our abilities as planners to
influence patterns afrban development by adopting a new rhetoric to counter the impression we are only
about command and control and to avoid implausible claims to resolving interests through grand visions.

Threesteps build the argument. First, the idea of interacting glanmg organizations is
positioned in the historical and current literature of planrdegonda short stoy of development
actions in Urbana, lllinoidlustrateshow developers, government agencies, residents, and others act
under the influence of planThird, these two threads are brought together to argue for a different rhetoric
about plans and the need for different tools and techniques

The interacting plans approach implaeshetoric that saysWWe arefrom the planning profession
andwe arehere to help your organization interact effectively in its context, even iflgmotagree with
everyone elseyour interestslo not coincide with those of other organizatiormi do notwant to be
reorganizedand you recognize that you will be engagedhanging coalitions of action over timMghe
interacting plans approach requires tools and techniques for recognizing relationships across plans and
making strategic choices within the authority and capability of an organization or coalition.

Interacting plans as a planning approach

The acting under the influence of interacting plans approach can be positioned in the planning
literature in two ways. First, there is a subtle but important distinction between the conventional
interpretations of land esplanning and the expectation of interacting pl&esond, the phenomenon of
plans is worthy of scholarly investigation that is distinct from investigation of regulation, government,
collective choice, collective action and mechanisms and tools forssiliyehese other phenomena.

Land use planning

Plansin the narrow sense used here are information about intentions and relationships among
actions. Many agents have plans. Plans are not just in the public sector or government; they are not
regulatiors; they aranot new institutional designs; they are not collective choice mecharisopkins,

2001) This perspectivés close tahe traditional notions of plans the field of urban plannindput
precise distinctions matter

In the first edition of the classldrban Land Use Plannin@Chapin, 1957)the diagram presented
in Figure 1 presentke situation of urban developmetitacknowledges many agents as individuals,
organizations, or coalitions, and it acknowledges that each of these operates in a cycle that includes a
plan. Tre diagram highlightsitentional, planned behaviof various g@entsinteracting in a process of
urban developmentvhich Chapin grounds in behavioral social scie@®pin thergoes on to argye
however, that the purpose of land use planning is to create a plaovbirches this system and thaéit
resolve thaunintended and conflicting results of thecisions and actions based on thessacting plans
of many agents



FIGURE 3, Abstroct Representation of a Behavior Pattern Conslsting of Several
Independent Cycles of Humen Behavior. This diogram shows thet without con-
{ormance fo o genercl land development plon, eoch of 1, 2, 3,4, . . . . n
groups or individvaly, motivated by mass values held in common and by dis
mewwmlmloumuwmdd&hdmﬁkhln
the oggregate tend fo have rational ond irretional comequences for urban land
wn. The ratiencl g (shaded portiens ot the hub) are the intended

changes In land use, ond the Irrational consequences (unthaded portion) are
fhe unenticipated, often Inconsistent relotionships between two or more new or

chonged uses.

Figure 1 Diagram of Interacting Agents and PlgRisapin, 1957, p. 33)
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Chapinds argument all ows at | east two interpre

be made, and if necessary an overarching agent created to carry it out, an agent who will be able to
identify an appropriate outcome aoahtrol the actions of all other agents. A second interpretation would

be that Chapin takes as self evident that he is simply focusing on one of the agents, the local municipality
and its capabilities in land use regidatand infrastructure. This distinction though subtle is important. In

the first interpretation, we move outside the system of interacting agents. In the second interpretation, we
focus on one agent within the system. In the first, we would focus aiingread implementing a plan,
traditionally in the form of an outcome from all agents actions, assuming we had the capability to do so.
In the second, we would remain focused on how the plan of one agent, a municipality, interacted with the
plans,decisios, and actions of other agents. Most of the land planning literature implicitly seems to
assume the first interpretation. My argument is Washould pursue the secondhid distinction matters:

Acting within a system under the influence of plans iged#nt from making a plan that controls a system
from the outside.

Fifty years later, this distinction is still fuzzy at best in descriptions of land use planning.

Couclelis(2005, p. 13550 escri bes pl anni n @nby$ome to affecvtieeluse efsganda ct i o n

controlled by others, following decisions taken by third parties based on values not shared by all
concerned, regarding issues no one fully comprehends, in an attempt to guide events and processes that
very likelywilnot wunf ol d in the ti meQOntpelorehand, thimmikd manner
descriptiontakes the interacting plans view a&gknowledgng incomplete control, uncertainty, and the

roles of many actors. On the other hand, there is stilhdenyingpresumption that planning is dotw

affect the actions dfthers not to coordinatactionsof o n eo@rsin interaction with other agents.

Similarly, in the latest edition ofirban Land Use Plannin{Berke, Godschalk, Kaiser, & Rodriguez,

2006) the discussion refers to a network of plans and to different types of planspldresare,

however, presented as an interlocking system of plans of different geographic scopes with a strong
presumption that these plasisould beconsistent with each othe€onsistency is a complex issue and
interpretations include consistency intdrimeand among plans as well as consistency of regulations with
plans(Weitz, 1999) For the present argument, the important point is giditough therés an
acknowledgmenthat thereare many plans, tBe plansrepresumed to bimtegrated into a consistent
wholeprior to actions

These interpretations thus still avoid the issue of how plans that are not consistent for a variety of
reasonshould be considered when agtinThe agents hawffering interestand theydevie these plans
at different times and of different scopdy argument is that even a municipality with certain regulatory
powers can be more effective by understanding its plans, decisions, and afitiesacting with the
plans, decisions, and actions of othel® are not entirely under its control and wiavereasons to
create plans of their owMunicipalities and other agents should learn to act under the influence of many
plans.

The meaningsfplans in economicg.g., Intriligator & Sheshinski, 198§)sychologye.g.,
Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980; Miller, Glanter, & Pribram, 196@hd artificial intelligencée.g., Bruce &
Newman, 19783%tart from a concept of plans as intentional actions that are coordinated in relation to
goals, even for a single agent or actor. That is, pleneatinherentlyabout figuring out what others
should do and trying to influence them, babbutfiguring out what | should do when confronted with
more than one actigimcluding perhaps the actions of othérke interesting question is then how these
plans of many agents interact in artificial or socially constructed situations. The idea of using plans in
social situations is well developed in a completely different context of artificial intelligeocexample,
Newman and Bruc€l986)contrast how children of different ages interpret the intentiosharfacters in
stories and how this differs from the single agent focus of robot plans of abttenpretations of these
ideas for land planning make senseaifective action to make plaislopkins, 1981jnteractions of
government agents and develop@&saap, Hopkins, & Donaghy, 1998; Schaeffer & Hopkins, 1987)
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urban growth boundari€knaap & Hopkins, 2001)and strategic use of plans as informatidaza &

Hopkins, 2006)Many of the rich interpretations of plans are consistent with this perspective of many
plans associated with agemtghin the story rather than outside ofétg., Altshuler, 1965; Bunnell,

2002; Grant, 1994)Thus, the acting under the influence perspective builds on behavioral social science
just as Chapin was doing in 1957.

The acting under the influence perspective also builds on the strategic choice approach, which is
explicit about establishing the scapieplans in terms of interdependent decisifffriend & Jessop,
1969) This work certainly recognizes gracting agent&riend, Power, & Yewlett, 1974but mosbof
its influence has been on approaches to a single plan making event rather than an interpretation of
interacting agentériend & Hickling, 1987)Recent innovations in framing and using plans, such as
scenario planning and graphic presentation of polieiggresented in Hopkins and Zap§2807)
acknowledge the kinds of uncertainty and the scope of interdependence that the strategic choice approach
made salient.

Initiatingt hi s di scussi on through two possible inter
land use plans, acknovdges two points.First, the ideaf interacting agents and their plaagertainly
not new even in the land use planning literatUsecond, many scholars and practitioners have
acknowledged this situation. Our rhetoric of claims for planning and plan making, howivends to
suppress this viewn turn,tools and techniqudsr acting under the influena# plans are
underdeveloped.

Plans and related phenomena

Much of the planning literature focuses on phenomena distinct from plans in the narrow sense of
plansbeingused hereThe interacting plans perspective intersects these other phenomena in important
ways, and thus it is also important to position this argumeringplanning ideas broader than land use
planning.Table 1summarizeseverakypologiesof apgproaches t@lanning.The discussion that follows
simplifies these greatly in order to focus on the distinctions that matter for present purposes.

Al e x afld®)a 6 & We [R280b)ypolbgies make similar distinctions. The regulatory
view is that plans are themselves regulatimptocal governmengr the drectlegalbacking forsuch
regulations The allocative view focuses on some notion of negotiated allocation of uses to land or rights
to Iland, which might stild]l be achieved through re
notion about soeill improvement, frequently associated with international development planning.
Indicative planning is suggestive, implying that it influences behavior without coercing it. More precise
interpretations of indicative planning include the idea that in cettainmstances a plan, once identified,
will be followed because each individual agent recognizes it to be in its own interest t(Hipkins,
2001)

We b s t(2005)irst two types acknowledge a pattern of negotiations or a paifeegulated
events, similar to Alexanderos first two types. W
in the form of a government. There is no explicit acknowledgment that plans of the latter two types occur
for each organization in aofld described by the first two. Although Webster acknowledges that
observed planning in Britain at any one juncture involves a combination of these aspects, he does not
acknowledge the possibilithatthe latter two types of planning might be embeddetiérfirst twa That
is, the implication is that these approacheddriead or direct the entire scope of activity from one
vantage point.

Table 1 Typologies of Planning

5



Types Attributes Overall Purpose
Author
citation
Alexander | Regulatory [not in tabular form] To understand planning
Allocative behaviors
(Alexander,| Development
1992) Indicdive
Webster Allocating-Negotiating, | Intellectual basis, To interpret British town
RegulatingCorrecting, | Mechanism, planning legislation and
(Webster, | Informing Leading, Rationale, practice in tweneth
2005) Directingimplementing | Objective, century
Information
Sager Synoptic Transacing parties To explain critical
Incremental Pl anner 6s ¢ ont|communicative
(Sager, Advocacy Ot her partyds |approachinrelationto
2007) Critical communicative power
Susskind | Technocratic, Tasks, To argue for the
Advocacy, Focus of Activity, superiority of the
(Susskind, | Mediation Products/solutions, mediation model of
Wansem, & Skills, resolving interests
Ciccarelli, Primary client,
2000) Basis of legitimacy
Donaghy Plans General question To distinguish questions
and Command vs market | Examples of specific questions| in planning literature in
Hopkins Social choice/collective | Examples of responses to light of explanations and
action specific questions justifications
(Donaghy | Process, procedures
& Hopkins,
2006)
Hopkins Agenda Definition, To explain how plans
Policy Examples, affect abilityto act and
(Hopkins, | Vision Works by, patterns of action
2001) Design Works if,
Strategy Measures of effectiveness

Cases

S a g €200 )glistinctions are on a differerthough perhaps not orthogonal, dimension.

Synoptic is equivalent to comprehensive from the perspective of a single actor. Incremental acknowledges

the difficulties of planningit anyscope, but without directly introducing multiple agents. Advocacy

connotes competing interests over one plan; that is some advocate wins the competition to establish the

plan Or, more realisticallyadvocates differentially influence the one chosen plan. Critical

communicative planning acknowledges power and suggests tlatreepshould intentionally increase
the capabilities for communicative practices of those with less power and decrease or hamper the
(2000) =statement oh FonesdEr9@9)is presemtesl im fesns of
political transaction costs a way of thinkingl@out how to advantage those initially less advantaged in

capabilities

of

political competition



The question Susskin@usskind et al., 200@ddresses under the label of planning is how to
decide what to do among a group of constituents or organizations: by technocratic expertise, competition
among advocates, or facilitat edpemmglyia&thnooratc a mong s
planner resolving issues through one plan and implementing it, a competition among advocacy plans to
yield a winner to be enacted, or a mediation about a cluster of issues to gain agreement for action. The
idea of consensus on awmevarching plan is frequently associated with these approastiescacy
planning(Davidoff, 1965; Davidoff, Davidoff, & Gold, 197@pcuses on a competition among interests
to determine the agreed outcome. It is thus a direct substitute for mediation or technocratic planning if we
assumeha thetask isto achieve collective agreement about what to do.

These first four typologieis Table 1sidestep the specific functions of plans in the narrow sense
being used in this paper. They focusmeamsdor ead on m
collective decision making. Regulation that sets the assignment of rights is one way to change expected
actions. Committing, as a member of a group, to advocate for a particular joint action, to take a particular
joint action, or to take partitar individual actions is another way to change expected actions. Plans,
however, work in yet other ways.

Donaghy and Hopkin€006)distinguish among plans as statements of intent about related
actions, regulation as an arbiter of markets versus command and control, collectigeaoddis basis in
and for collective action, and the micro political processes through \whimbleshape deliberation,
beliefs, and attitudes. All of these phenomena are important in understanding and influencing urban
development. Relationships amongrthmatter. We cannot investigate these phenomena or their
relationships effectivelyhoweverwithout acknowledging that they are indeed distinct concepts.

Hopkins(2001)identifies fve ways in which plans can affect what people do, none of which are
through enforceable regulation or collective choice. We cannot fully understand what is going on in urban
development without understandinggbases of plans, as well as the use of rigions, collective
choice, and politically savvy communication. None of what is argued here inherently contradicts
arguments about the other questions; we are simply addressing a different set of questions. In other words,
interacting plans occur regardieof the particular property rights regime and regulati@gmrdless of
the processes abllective choice, and regardless of specificdaltberative democracy or critical
communicative practice. Some property rights regime must exist and might cBange processes of
deliberation and collective choice must exist and might change.

Acting under the Influence of Plans: An Interacting Plans Perspective

The major inadequacy of the typologies in Table 1 is that they do not address the specific
possibilty of several organizations having plans at the sameamdeover a period of timend the way in
which issuesdecisions, and actiomsnong interacting organizationsghtthen play outThe distinction
between aonventionaplan perspectivand an iteracting plans perspectii@diagrammed in Figure 2.

As shown in Figure 2én the conventional perspectitlee agentagree firsin terms of a plajfrom

which actions in common derive and result in a pattern of land development and activities.dst casit

shown in Figure 2b, the interacting plans perspective assumes that each actor has a plan, acts in relation to
that plan and the actions of the various agents result in a development pattern. Note that the interacting
plans perspective is inhergntarger inanalyticalscope in that Figure 2b could contain instances of

Figure 2a, but not vice verskcluding an instance of the firist the secondequires onlythatagentscan

be organizations or coalitions of agents.
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Figure 2a Conventional planning perspective

—f
Ac:rau:“nzs
or] THE

l E[ﬂ‘!’ @Piﬁ%\} J’LW\ [ AASD
Il
W\ww@ o

Figure 2b Interacting plans perspective

The distinctions are further emphasized in Figure 3. The conventional perspective shown in 3a
focuses on the processes by which the agents agree on a plan, wideleésthe focus of much of the
planning theory literature. The circle representing this process could be any mechanism of collective
choice, including collaborative deliberation, mediation and consensus building as one particular form,
adversarial advocagygritical communication, or any other institutional or coercive process of collective
choice. Investigation of the effectiveness of such plans not surprisingly focuses on whether the actions
were taken and whether the expected patterns of developmesuttasity occurred.

The interacting plans perspective adds two additional questions: How can and should we plan
effectively knowing that others are also planning? How can and should we act effectively in light of our
own and others plans and actions® o longer possible to focus on the conventional questions of plan
consistency, plan quality, or plan implementation conformg@Baer, 1997)To reframemore precisely
guestionsappropriate to the interacting plans perspectiefirst consider a story of urban déepment
thatreversathe usual perspective of stories of planning: Rather than telling a story of how people came
together to make a plan and how they iempénted that plafe.g., Johnson, 1996; Talen, 1996, 1998)
tell a story of what development actions occurred and what plans influenced these actions
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Figure 3a Planmig as practice focusing on collective choice
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Figure 3b Planning as practice focusing on interacting plansctiods (simplified to represent influence
of other plans only on plans and actions of second agent)
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Urban Developmentin Urbana, Illinois

Under the influence of many plans, commercial and residential developm#rg east side of
Urbanahasbeenrestrudured over the lasg85 years, moving the edge of development a mile and a half to
the eastThe purposef thisstory is to consider how plamgere used and the implications for learning
how to use plans more effectivelbhis is but one story of changethre face of many plans for Urbana,
lllinois. Additional examples consistent with this perspective, but reportadlightly different way,
include Urbana downtown redevelopméanthe 1960§Hopkins, 2001, pp. 886) and uses of the 2005
Urbana Comprehensive Pl@dopkins, 2007)Development on the north has negotiated conféinieng
an expanding medicakater, neighborhood groups, commercial opportunities, and university student
housing demanfKnowlesYanez, 1997)Recently identified by the American Planning Association as
one ofTen Great Neighborhood§he West Urbana Neighborhobdtween the University of lllinois and
Downtown Urbana &s sustained through hard work its strong component of single family housing.

Figure 4 Urbana, lllinois development stories
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