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| Critical about Criticality

Bish Sanyal

I have been thinking of writing this paper since 1982, when I was a student at the Graduate School of
Architecture and Urban Planning (GSAUP) at UCLA, and attended a meeting of doctoral students and faculty
with the then dean Harvey S. Petloff. The governance sttucture of GSAUD, created under the leadership of
John Friedmann, required regular meetings of this kind.! These informal seminars, led by the faculty, provided
unique opportunities for the doctoral students to learn about a wide range of issues related to planning
programs, from curriculum to governance. Petloff did not always attend these meetings, perhaps because
of multiple demands on his time; but I remember his presence on one occasion, when he led the discussion
by asking what advice the students and faculty would give to planners in a city facing economic hatd times
because of an exodus of manufactuting industties.

There was no immediate response to Harvey’s pragmatic question. After an uncomfortable silence, a senior
faculty member asked Perloff whether he was concerned about the part of the city that was wealthy, or the
patt that was poot? Perloff replied that we could consider whichever parts of the city we cared to, but what
would be our advice to the planners? A longer silence followed Petloff’s question this time; it was ultimately
broken by a somewhat halting response from a young lecturer who suggested that the planners might be able
to learn from the experiences of other cities with a similar economic base that had been relatively successful
in restructuring their economies. Petloff showed his appreciation for this response with his hallmark polite
smile, but the exchange triggered in my mind a question I have grappled with many times since then—namely:
why the long silence and hesitation to answer such a straightforward question posed to faculty and students
in what then was considered a leading critical planning program in the nation? -

In this special issue of Critical Planning, celebrating fifteen years of publication, I want to finally address
this nagging question with the aim to explore the limits of a particular type of criticality that had deeply
influenced planning education at GSAUP during the 1970s. That ctiticality, as I desctibe later in the paper,
was the product of a specific historical moment in North Ametican planning education, and it had a major
impact in cultivating a particular strand of planning scholarship whose benefits continue to enrich planning
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academia and practices. Yet the conceptual limits of
this particular type of criticality were already visible
by the early 1980s when Perloff posed his question to
test if criticality of the kind cultivated then at GSAUP
could pragmatically address the urban problems
resulting from the “deindusttialization” of America.>
My purpose in probing the limits of that particular
criticality now is not to diminish its significant contri-
bution to planning education, but to energize a new
conversation on criticality. In other words, my goal is
to learn from GSAUP’s experience of the 1970s, not
to tarnish its eatly normative longings. The ultimate
goal is to sharpen the conceptual underpinnings of
ctiticality so contemporary planning education can
help cultivate a new critical sensibility which would
empower planners to act, not tie theit hands with
multiple knots of “dilemmas,” “dialectics,” and
“divided allegiances.”

I am aware that the social construction of a new
form of ctiticality in planning education is not waiting
to be started with this paper. Since I graduated from
GSAUP in 1984, the planning program has evolved
in multiple ways with new faculty, new program
initiatives, and a new institutional arrangement; the

- Urban Planning Department separated from Archi-
tecture in 1994 to join the School of Public Policy
and Social Reseatch, recently renamed the School of
Public Affairs. While I did not witness such changes
fitsthand, and my knowledge of them is limited, I
know the program continues to retain its reputation
as an outstanding critical planning program vis-a-vis
mainstream planning schools. What type of ctiticality
is being cultivated now; and how such criticality differs
from what I learned as a stﬁdent, I cannot answer as
confidently as I can recount the intellectual flavor of
the 1970s at GSAUP. It is my hope that this paper,
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by offering a snapshot of the very beginning of the
program, will encourage a dialogue about the past,
in order to think about the future of critical planning
education. I find it instructive to reflect on how “the
ideas in good currency” evolved at UCLA, what kind
of conceptual obstacles hindered their evolution,
what facilitated them, what if anything remains of the
old normative longings and conceptual framework,
and the major turning points in the overall conceptual
trajectory that is by now almost 40 years old. It will
be instructive to leara whether the lessons I draw
from “early GSAUP” resonate in any way with those
who have experienced, firsthand, the “late GSAUP,”
and the ways in which notions of “criticality” have
shifted since then.

In this paper, I begin by describing three key
elements of the critical mode of thinking which
characterized GSAUP’s conceptual approach during
the 1970s when its reputation as a ctitical planning
program was being established. Then, I discuss why
that particular form of criticality could not address
the kind of question Perloff posed to the faculty and
students. In the third section of the paper I desctibe
my personal intellectual journey from the days of
“eatly GSAUP” to now. It is plausible that similar les-
sons, or other even mote insightful ones, have already
been incorporated by UCLA’s planning program ovet
the last twenty-five years. An anonymous teviewer
of this paper drew my attention to a range of new
initiatives that have reformed the planning program
since I graduated. I am proud that the program has
evolved over the years, still retaining its reputation
as a critical planning school. What is intriguing
for me—and why I wrote this article—is to better
understand how to cultivate a critical mindset now
that can indeed “translate knowledge into action,” as _
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John Friedmann asked of planners. I do not think we
know the answer to this central challenge in critical
planning education and I hope that this article will
add to a continuing discussion of that question by
reflecting on a period of recent history that I was
fortunate to be patt of?

In writing this paper I have drawn largely on my
expetience as a doctoral student at GSAUP from 1976
to 1978, and again from 1981 to 1984 after returning
from a three-year assignment with the World Bank
in South Central Africa. At GSAUP, I worked closely
with Harvey Petloff as a Research Assistant on a col-
lection of his important essays, which would become
his last book.* This reseatch assignment provided me
with ample opportunities to ask Petloff questions
related to planning education, because he had written
on that topic as early as 1957° In addition to Petloff,
I'was fortunate to work closely with John Friedmann,
Peter Marris, and Leland Butns who, along with Ed
Soja, Martin Wachs, Dolores Hayden, Allen Heskin,
David Conn, Donald Shoup, and othets, constituted
GSAUP’s core faculty at that time.®* My impressions
of GSAUP are somewhat biased by my close associa-
tion with the field of international development and
regional planning, and the faculty associated with it.
International development was one of the prominent
areas at GSAUP then, and the team of faculty who
led the area strongly influenced the overall intellectual
tone of the planning program.” My close interaction
with these faculty members as well as my familiarity
with their published work provides some of the
matetial for the writing of this paper. I have deep
affection and gratitude for the education I received
at GSAUP, and what I learned as a doctoral student
continues to provide me intellectual nourishment
even after twenty-five years. This paper is a labor of
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love and admiration for the idea of critical planning
which this journal has nurtured for the last fifteen
years—an accomplishment 1 celebrate by writing

this papet.

PART I: The Conceptual Roots of Early
GSAUP’s Criticality

By the time Dean Harvey Perloff appointed John
Friedmann to be the chait of the newly established
Graduate Program in Urban Planning at UCLA
in 1969, mainstream-planning ideas were already
being challenged. The first serious criticism of
planning, as it was conceived after World War II,
was launched by Herbert Gans in 1962, when he
argued that the architectural roots of planning needed
to be replaced by an understanding of behavioral
sciences, particulatly that of urban sociology.?® By
1965 Alan Altshuler had demonstrated that the
so-called rational-comprehensive plans wete neither
rational nor comprehensive, contrary to how they had
been portrayed. Politically powerful groups deeply
influenced city plans to suit their specific interests,
which deviated from the general public irterest
of utban residents.” The widespread resistance to
urban renewal plans had also shaken the profession
of planning. Jane Jacobs’ landmark book, The Death
and Life of Great Amserican Citzes (1961), had already
gone through two printings by the time UCLA’s
planning program was formally launched.” By 1969,
criticism of mainstream planning was the norm, not
the exception, as the civil rights movement, women’s
movement, and environmental movement swept
across the nation. The damages inflicted by the urban
tiots in the Watts neighborhood of Los Angeles

145



were still visible in 1969, and a sense of professional
ctisis in planning was widely acknowledged. Even
mainstream planning educators, including Harvey
Petloff, agteed that there was a need for a new type
~ of planning education relevant for the moment."!

John Friedmann was an excellent choice to head
the new planning program. Perloff was familiar
with Priedmann’s passion for planning from the
time Friedmann was his student at the University
of Chicago (1949-1955); Perloff also appreciated
the international planning experience Friedmann ac-
cumulated since his graduation.'? Petloff had advised
President KKennedy in formulating a plan for Centtal
and South America in the aftermath of the Cuban
revolution; and Friedmann had wotked as a planner
in Chile and Venezuela, and was generally knowledge-
able about Mexico and other Latin American nations.
Friedmann’s doctoral dissertation on the Tennessee
Valley Authority also overlapped with Petloff’s inter-
est in regional planning, Academically, Friedmann, a
graduate from the U}ﬁversity of Chicago, had excel-
lent credentials, having taught at the Massachusetts
Institute of Technology as an Assistant Professor
before traveling to South America. By 1969,
Friedmann’s writings already reflected his frustration
with traditional technocratic planning paradigms.
His yearning for an unorthodox and more politically
inspired education that would meet domestic and
international planning challenges was evident by the
beginning of 1970s."

With regard to intellectual inspiration, Fried-
mann’s guiding lights were Karl Mannheim and
Hannah Atrendt."* Mannheim’s influence is visible in
the broad way Friedmann conceptualized planning as
a form of societal gnidance, not limited to traditional
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master planning. Arendt influenced Friedmann’s
normative approach to planning, inspiring him to be
critical of modernism and instrumental reason of the
kind which had led to the rise of Nazism, Fascism,
and ultimately World War II, which had ended with
the use of the nuclear bomb. By the early 1970s, when
Friedmann was assembling a team of faculty to create
a critical planning school, the ctitique of moderniza-
tion took a distinct turn."”” The eatly enthusiasm for
rapid economic, political, and social developments of
newly decolonized nations had not only subsided by
the 1970s, but seemed exhausted by the real economic
and political difficulties these nations faced.'® Cities
in developing nations were expetiencing incteasing
unemployment and housing shortages. Urban poverty
was increasing with time, discrediting dominant devel-
opment and planning paradigms that had predicted
a gradual decrease in poverty with increases in levels
of income and consumption by the end of the first
decade of development.'” The need for new norma-
tive thinking, which valued equity. over economic
growth, seemed essential at that moment. The view
that such a redirection would require a new type of
societal guidance, unlike old technocratic planning,
was widely shated among development scholars.'®

The faculty Friedmann assembled at GSAUP
contributed in their own way to this larger intellectual
project of “alternative development” and planning,
drawing on both North American and international
experiences. The idea of modernization was focus of
criticism, and also the first key element of criticality
taught at early GSAUP. Friedmann directed his cri-
tique at industrialization and the putsuit of economic
growth.'” Ed Soja, a geographet with reseatch expeti-
ence in Bast Africa, critiqued the conventional theories
of geography of modernization and explained the
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patterns of urban growth as resulting from a globally
integrated capitalist accumulation process.?’ Peter
Marris criticized social modernization for ignoting
the social and psychological costs of change and
introduced a strand of social thought from Durkheim
to the interdisciplinary mode of ctitical thinking at
GSAUP? Dolotes Hayden ctitiqued the anti-women
practices of post-World War IT Ametican suburbia.?
Leland Burns critiqued modernization of housing
delivery in developing nations for not meeting
the needs of the utban poor.? Collectively, these
- criticisms tarnished the belief that modernization was
the only paradigm of development, and cultivated
in the students a deep dislike for traditional notions
of progtess, as advocated by Walter Rostow,* which
required industrialization, urbanization, increased
global trade, and consumption.

At the heart of these criticistms was a view of the
world as composed of a small core of few industrial-
ized nations and a vast petiphery of poot nations
who aspired to industrialize but could never do so
under the prevailing patterns of international trade
and the flow of capital. The neo-Marxist critique
of the global capitalist system provided much of
the intellectual ammunition behind these criticisms,
and made core-periphery issues a starting point for
all discussions.” This form of conceptualization
emphasized inequalities of all kinds, among nations,
classes, and regions, and cultivated a deep awareness
among the students that economic, political, and
social inequalities were interconnected, and that such
inequalities were being exacerbated by increasing
global interconnectedness which manifested itself
differently in the core and petipheral city regions.”
This core-petiphery analogy provided the conceptual
backdrop to the critique of a range of issues in both
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North America and developing nations. For example,
international trade was criticized for facilitating “un-
equal exchange.” Conspicuous consumption in cote
regions was criticized for surplus extraction from the

‘periphery. Global movement of capital was ctiticized

for deindustrialization at the core. The rise of the
urban informal economy was blamed on “uneven
capitalism.” Undetlying such criticisms wete ctitiques
of modernization, capitalism; and developmentalism,
as well as a fundamental ctitique of the notion of
progress that had inspired planning practice for the
last one hundred yeats.

The second element of GSAUP’s approach to
criticality, reflected in a sequence of three coutses
under the title of Planning Theoty, was ditected
at traditional planning practices. It was as pointed
and well formulated as the critique of moderniza-
tion theoties. Friedmann led the charge against
traditional planning practices, among which wete
included rational-comprehensive models, vatious
methodologies of “instrumental reason” such as cost-
benefit analysis, and old planning institutions such
as city planning bureaucracies and national planning
boards.?” 'The fallacies of top-down planning wete
exposed with examples from both the United States
and developing nations. In particular, incrementalism
as a method of risk-aversive planning was dismissed
as being inadequate for the United States (which had
experienced major urban problems in the 1960s) and
inappropriate for developing nations, which required-
mote than tinkering at the edge to get out of the
shackles of under-development.

I remember taking a course on planning theoty

from Barclay Hudson in my first semester at GSAUP
when Friedmann was on sabbatical leave. This coutse,
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required for all students in both the master’s and
doctoral programs, provided an overview of multiple
planning theories which Hudson had arranged in a
sequence to match the word SITAR: S for synoptic
or.rational planning, I for incremental planning, T for
transactive planning, A for advocacy planning, and
R for radical planning®® Hudson discussed radical
planning at much length, drawing on the work of
Mao Tse-tung, written during the Cultural Revolution
as a ctitique of established buteaucratic practices.”’
This was followed by a few sessions with Professor
Alan Heskin, who had co-authored the first paper in
planning theory with the words “Radical Planning”
in the title.’® Heskin was eclectic and engaging, as
was Hudson, but the real guru of planning theotry
was John Friedmann.

Friedmann had just published Rezracking America:
A Theory of Transactive Planning (1973) and used it as
a text for a doctoral seminar on planning theory. It
is noteworthy that he begins Refracking America by
describing a boat journey with his students in notth-
eastern Brazil, and draws on his planning expetiences
in Brazil, Venezuela, the Tennessee Valley Authority,
and other places around the world. Friedmann made
it clear that his message about the dysfunctionality
of old planning styles applied to both developed
and developing nations, and that a new form of
innovative planning was necessaty to get out of the
ctisis the old paradigm had caused. The replacement
Friedmann offered was transactive planning, a new
term he had coined and included in the subtitle of
his book Retracking America.

A central element of planning theoty as taught in

eatly GSAUP was a staunch critique of bureaucratic
planning led by state actors. In both developed and
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developing nations, governments wete consideted
a part of the problem, not a part of the solution.
The criticism of governments—ot to use a mote
theoretical term, “the state”—came in many forms:
governments pursue modernization at the expense of
everything else; governments and national elites work
together to maintain a system of unequal exchange
between the core and the periphery, within nations
and among nations; government bureaucracies are
inefficient, inflexible, unaccountable, and do not
care about equitable outcomes; governments ate not
representative of the people, and that is why many
prefer to join social movements than work through
established political parties who run governments;
government planning is top-down and relies on sta-
tistical information which inaccurately aggregates the
varying needs of the poor; government programs ate
generally costly and ineffective; and finally, govern-
ments do not represent the public interest.

These criticisms borrowed their conceptual
tationale and empitrical evidence from both the
left and the right of the ideological spectrum. The
neo-classical economists provided the conceptual
foundation for the notion of the “rent seeking state”;
the neo-Marxists attacked the legitimacy of the state
as a neutral actor and underscored the close class
linkages between state actors and owners of latge
private firms. Together, these criticisms reinforced
the need for alternative institutions, located closet to
the people, that are not engaged in regulations but
in facilitation, and are not driven by a central urge
to either enforce social control or engage in profit
making. As a result, non-governmental organizations
(NGOs) and community-based organizations (CBOs)
wete considered prefetable to government agencies
as institutions appropriate for initiating development
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from below.* The NGOs and CBOs wete assumed to
have characteristics opposite of the state: they were
more efficient, equitable, accountable, and flexible
than governments; and their planning style was the
opposite of the rational-comprehensive method.
NGOs and CBOs patticipate in face-to-face dialogic
relationships, learn from the people rather than direct
them, and ultimately empower the people instead
of treating them either as welfare recipients or as
consumers.

The third element of criticality in eatly GSAUP
was the aversion to traditional architects and urban
designers. Even though institutionally the plan-
ning program was located within the same school
as the architecture program, and the first faculty
appointment in the planning department was that
of a physical planner,” thete was very little respect
for what physical planning of the kind exemplified
by old master plans could contribute to alternative
thinking, True, within the planning program there
was a sub-specialization in urban design and built
form, but it was one of the weakest areas within the
planning program—though Dolores Hayden, and
later Jackie Leavitt, provided inspiration for many
students. In line with the dominant intellectual mood
of the program, Hayden’s research also was critical
of traditional urban design from a feminist perspec-
tive, and her conceptual approach drew more from
behavioral sciences than from architectural theoties.”
Overall, as with their view of the state, critical thinkets
regarded physical planning by architects and urban
designers as part of the problem, not part of the
solution. First, it was apolitical, unlike radical plan-
ning which placed politics at the centet of all efforts.
Second, urban design lacked setious analysis of the
kind which rigorous social sciences were built upon.
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And third, urban designers never realized the illogic
of reverse causality—as Peter Martis once pointed
out, just because social and econpmic forces influence
the built form that does not mean that such forces
can be influenced by rearranging the built form. It
is my hunch that Petloff shared some of the same
sentiments because he was ttained as an economist,
but he was also aware of planning’s traditional ties to
architecture, and generally favored keeping architec-
ture and urban planning together in one school even
though there was very little intellectua] interaction
between the two departments.

The faculty members in the Department of
Urban Planning were more frank in their criticism

.of physical planning. Master planning was totally

dismissed as wishful thinking and pretty coloring of

maps by planners detached from the social wrmoil
brewing in the cities. Physical planning in general
was shunned for lacking a critical voice and for em-
phasizing visual aesthetics over social equality. Cities
came to be portrayed as parasitic and providing the
physical setting for global capitalism to anchor itself.
Rural development and “agropolitan development”
became the buzzwords. For a time, the term “urban”
in urban planning came under attack, and there was
a discussion about whether it should be removed
from the name of the program, leaving only the
word “planning” in the title. Some even went further,
and recommended that the word “planning” itself
signified a type of analytic approach and power
hierarchy that did not reflect well the world-view of
the program’s faculty. One suggestion was to name
the program “The Program on Social Change”—
because social change was the ultimate goal of the
faculty and students at early GSAUP. Though not
taken up seriously, this suggestion did create some
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conversation among the students about what their
degree would be titled: Master’s in Utban Planning,
ot Mastet’s in Social Change? Ultimately, the proposal
to rename the program was dropped, but what never
changed—and, in fact, steadily detetiotated—was the
relationship between the departments of Architecture
and Urban Planning. Underlying the strained relation-
ship were different assumptions about what was to be
considered useful knowledge. To the urban planning
faculty who dismissed mastet plans, deploted utban
renewal, and were very critical of suburbs, useful
knowledge meant socio-economic and political aware-
ness of capitalism as a system which could not be
changed through design but, instead, requited social
movements from below, not only in the United States
but wotldwide.

PART II: Criticality and the Education of
Planners

It is true that the education of progtessive plan-
ners requires that they develop a critical sensibility
tegarding the status quo, patticularly if current social
conditions are not conducive for the full development
of human capabilities of disadvantaged groups.’
In that sense, GSAUP setved an important role in
Planning education, sensitizing its students to issues
.Of inequality and social injustice in an increasingly
Interconnected world. It is also true that every aspect
of professional planning cannot be taught in only two
yeats in a university environment. Graduates shatpen
theit professional judgment through practice, a form
of learning by doing, for which planning programs
€an prepare them only to a certain extent. Neverthe-
less, it is important to deliberate why the kind of

150

critical thinking cultivated at eatly GSAUP might have
inadvertently held back the students and faculty from
responding boldly to the type of question Perloff
raised in 1982.

The critique of modernization and developmen-
talism cultivated in eatly GSAUP did raise awateness
regarding inequalities, but this awareness was rooted
in a particular structural model of economic relation-
ships between “the core” and “the periphery,” which
did not leave much room for any positive ot surprising
outcomes. Consequently, short of delinking from
the system, the model did not encourage any public
policies as appropriate for peripheral regions, which
were assumed to be linked to the core through an
exploitative relationship of unequal exchange. In that
sense, the model was deterministic. Even though it
explained the historical development of the unequal
relationship over time, which included periods of
colonialism, it never cared to explain whether and
why some lagging regions ot nations were relatively
successful in restructuting such relationships to their
own benefits. I do not recall any discussion about such
successes. Examples such as South Korea, Taiwan,
Singapore, or Japan were dismissed as exceptional
either because they were city-states or because they
wete totally dependent on North American invest-
ments. As a result, the students developed a sense that
the structural relationships of inequality needed to be
snapped rather than altered. There was some discus-
sion of “selective closures” by peripheral regions and
nations, and an emphasis on inward-looking policies,
which channeled resources towards the fulfillment of
basic needs of the people.’®

This emphasis on the basic needs of the people
was portrayed as a contrast to the goal of rapid
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industrialization and economic modernization. To
be sure, by the 1970s there was much to be critical
-about the process as well as the outcomes of indus-
trialization through induced rural-urban migration,
but such criticisms were used to tarnish the very
notion of modetrnization. As a tresult, industtializa-
tion was viewed as the wrong objective to pursue.”
This precluded any discussions about why some
regions or nations were able to industtialize and, at
the same time, meet the basic needs of the people. In
other words, meeting the basic needs of the people
and modernization through industrialization were
portrayed as an either/or proposition, leaving no
room for inquity into vatiations in the outcome of
modernization strategies.

One reason such variations in public policies were
not scrutinized is because government in general was
seen as part of the problem. This bias against govern-
ment and “the state apparatus,” as it was sometimes
referred to, deflected the focus invariably towards
either CBOs or NGOs as institutions appropriate
for meeting the basic needs of the people. When
questions were raised about how these relatively weak
institutions with limited organizational infrastructure
and financial resoutces could adequately respond to
the enormous challenges of underdevelopment, the
discussions would end, usually with comments about
the emerging role of new grassroots-based social
movements which were different from the kind of
class-based struggles IKarl Marx had anticipated. We
learnt that territorially based social movements which
emerged out of socio-spatial dialectical processes had
not been anticipated by Marx, and that undetstanding
such processes was necessary for initiating social
change.
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The three courses on planning theory required of
all doctoral students reinforced the anti-government
bias, foreclosing any option that public policies of the
old kind and style could be utilized in any way to facili-
tate progressive social change. Among the traditional
planning practices, the two planning styles that wete
held in most contempt were rational comprehensive
planning and incremental planning. The former
was rejected because of the notion of rationality it
professed, and also for its political naivety; the latter
was rejected as an apology for tinkering at the margin
when the situation called for major transformation,
Both styles were associated with government, which,
as I mentioned eatlier, was viewed as an institution
that could not be relied upon to facilitate social
transformation until it was transformed itself. The
hopeful part of planning theory, as it was taught
then, was Friedmann’s work on transactive planning
and dialogic relationships between planners and
citizens in search of innovative solutions to social
problems. The open-endedness of 'this approach,
which drew its inspiration from ongoing research
on social learning, provided some room for creative
thinking on how to address social problems.”® Latet,
this strand of thinking led to a new consensus among
planning theorists, that “collaborative planning” and
open-ended negotiations among various stakeholders
is a real alternative to both rational-comprehensive
planning and incrementalism.** GSAUP undet the
leadership of John Friedmann played a key role in ini-
tating this new trend and generally making planning
theory a legitimate and interesting area of research,
despite initial criticisms from some well established
planning schools, MIT included, that there are no
general theoties of planning to be taught.*
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In crafting eatly GSAUP’s approach to planning
theoty, Friedmann and others drew from a range
of interesting sources, starting with Plato’s Repubii,
and then covering books by Martin Buber, Peter
Kropotkin and the Frankfurt School as well as Mao
Tse-tung,*' One common thread that ran through this
vatied set of writings was a disttust of buteauctacy
and the state. All anarchist writings are, of coutse,
against the state. The Frankfurt School’s criticism
was also directed at state-sponsored capitalism; and
during the Cultural Revolution, Mao’s writing was
clearly against old established bureaucratic practices,
which he wanted to change to make “the great leap
forward.” Collectively, such writing foreclosed any
discussion regarding how the state could be used
for initiating progressive social changes. One reason
fot this bias against government was a widesptread
disillusionment with formal political processes—i.e.
elections in democtratic societies—that provided
political leadership for bureaucratic institutions. Two
factots had conttibuted to this disillusionment. In the
United States, the Watergate scandal and the Vietnam
War had deeply hutt government’s legitimacy. In the
developing world, by the mid 1970s, many nations
were being ruled by armies along with authotitar-
ian governments.” The historical context, howevet,
only partially accounted for the anti-government
bias within GSAUP at that time. In general, critical
thinking that drew its strength from the Frankfurt
School and neo-Marxism did not generate much
curiosity about good performance by government
bureaucracies and, consequently, did not cultivate any
appreciation for how the state structure was being
used effectively in some nations, regions, and even

cities, to not only reinvigorate economic growth, but -

‘also redistribute income.®
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The deep dislike of physical planning in general
and master planning in particular added yet another
layer of discomfort in thinking about solutions to
planning problems. Traditional physical planning was
viewed as a totally useless tool, similar in its denial
of social conflict to an ostrich digging its head in the
sand to avoid an impending attack. Itis true that the
traditional physical planners did not have an adequate
response to the structural crisis of capitalism, which
by the mid 1970s had led to the “de-industrialization
of the core.” Cities and regions devastated by the
exodus of capital and employment could not be reas-
sured that they could regenerate growth through any
form of physical planning, let alone master planning
of the old kind.

The discrediting of master plans had raised the
fundamental question whether any document could
really reflect the general public interest—the taison
d’etre for planning until then. Since critical thinking
sensitized the students to differences among social
groups stratified by income, race and other factots,
little effort was made to think about policies that
would serve “the general public interest.” This is not
to say that old master plans accurately represented
the general public interest; but they did provide a
forum for discussion of issues related to public
interest, and mote importantly, they pushed plannets
to think about solutions that had to evoke the notion
of public interest. This discipline to think in terms
of solutions, even if not fully developed and tested,
is crucial for the legitimacy of professional planners.
In that regard planners and architects, despite their
many differences, still have something in common.
Both are ultimately asked to provide solutions, not just
criticism. Critical thinking, if it is to become central
to planning education, must appreciate this need for
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problem solving.* One cannot bypass this require-
ment by arguing that planners are only responsible
for setting up processes out of which solutions would
eventually emerge in time through deliberations, and
that the tempo of such deliberations can be hurt by
planners advocating particular solutions that they
personally prefer. Planners are expected to assist with
problem solving, and to do so they have to go one
step beyond social ctiticism and commit themselves,
in the form of maps or repotts, to propose policies
that would address issues of general public interest.

PART Ill: Criticality Now

I have so far argued that the way criticality was
cultivated at early GSAUP—during the first ten
yeats or so of its operation—was an expression of
a particular historical moment and the result of a
patticular constellation of multidisciplinaty scholars
who were generally critical of the modernization
paradigm of development.” They were equally ctitical
of the role of conventional public planning, as they
were skeptical of the general role of government
in initiating progressive social change. In particular,
they perceived conventional physical planning of the
kind practiced by architect-planners as useless. This
particular type of criticality did launch GSAUP as a
leading interdisciplinary planning school of alterna-
tive and critical thinking during the 1970s, but it also
inadvertently cultivated a mindset which hesitated
when faced with the kind of pragmatic que'stion
Harvey Petloff had posed in 1982.

This is not to say that answering the type of ques-
tions Perloff had raised is the litmus test of a good
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planning education. As Susan Fainstein and others
have proposed, good planning education tequites
sensitizing the awareness of students to how cities
function, how planning institutions work, and who
gets what, why, and how** How planners think about
such issues ultimately informs how they respond to
urban problems. The direction of thinking, however,
could work the other way as well. If asked for profes-

“sional advice on how to best address an urban prob-

lem, a planner needs to think about such a problem
in a somewhat different way than if he ot she were
a social scientist interested only to understand the
problem. I acknowledge that this dichotomy between
solving a problem and understanding a problem can
be questioned. For example, one can ask, what is a
problem? Why is it called a problem? Who calls it a
problem? Likewise, what does a solution to a planning
problem look like? How long will it work? And so on.
Asking such fundamental questions was patt of the
education at early GSAUP and still remains central
to any critical education. Yet, a practicing planner has
to ultimately go beyond such questions and respond
to the rather pragmatic question which Petloff had
raised: What is to be done?

Is Petloff’s question still relevant after twenty-five
years? The current faculty and students in UCLA’s
Depattment of Urban Planning, which is now
institutionally as well as physically separate from the
Department of Atchitecture, within the School of
Public Affairs, are probably the most knowledgeable
to answet that question. Anonymous reviewers of
this papet reminded me that there is a vast difference
between eatly and late GSAUP. The core-petiphery
model has been discarded and replaced by “new
tegionalism and community based regionalism.”
The attitudes towards government and NGOs have
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changed as well, with relatively more focus on public
policies, particulatly at the city and county level, and
with an emphasis on the “labor-community nexus.”
New initiatives, such as the Community Scholars
Program, have cultivated deeper links with practitio-
ners and activists in the southern California region.
A new concentration on physical planning and urban
design now offers the option for students to integrate
physical planning with public policies. These are all
significant achievements that have helped retain the
reputation of UCLA’s planning program as one of the
leading programs in the nation. Whether such changes
have created a new ctitical sensibility will be of im-
mense interest to many. While I am vety proud of the
intellectual resilience of UCLA’s planning program
and its capacity to reform itself from within, I am not
the best person to reflect on such changes.

What I can write about instead, and will do so very
btiefly in this last section of the papet, ate the kinds of
intellectual influences that helped me to transcend the
three conceptual constraints I outlined in earlier sec-
tions. The education I received at early GSAUP was
broad and multidisciplinary, as well as critical. This
prepared me well to appreciate that all knowledge is
socially constructed, and hence, nothing is etched
in stone. This sensibility is conducive for learning,
which is a life-long process. The formal education
we teceive in schools and universities should be as-
sessed not for the content of the courses, which can
become obsolete rathet quickly, but fot whether such
coutses cultivate an ability for continuous learning on
the topic area. In that sense, the education offered
by eatly GSAUP temains crucial for my cutrent
thinking about development planning even though
in this paper 1 discuss the conceptual constraints I
expetienced as a doctoral student as T struggled to
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construct a planner’s wotld view about international
development and regional planning,

The first book that helped me transcend the
mental block about the structural dependency of “the
periphery” on “the core” was Peter Evans’ Dependent
Development (1979).4 As is well known by now, Evans
was the first revisionist scholar in development theory
to demonstrate that foreign direct investment and
international trade did not always result in “under-
development.” Evans demonstrated this surprising
outcome by focusing on the particular economic
relationships between Brazil and developed nations,
and documented how such relationships had led to
capital accuamulation, technology transfet, increase in
wages and so on in Brazil. This discussion of a case
of relative success opened up for me the deterministic
conceptual framework of the core-periphery model,
even though I still remember how some scholars
continued to use the core-periphery model by refer-
ring to Brazil as a case of a “semi-periphery.”*

The second book that opened up the stale
discussion on the perils of industrialization and
de-industrialization was by Michael Piore and
Chatles Sabel, The Second Industrial Divide (1984),”
which documented how the old Fordist model of
industrial production was being revised by flexible
and specialized production processes in northern
Italy. This book altered the tone of the ongoing
discussion from gloom and pessimism to one that
provided planners with some hope that pethaps the
course of industrialization could be revised to create
employment and generate income. It is not fair to
reduce the complexity of Piore and Sabel’s argu-
ment to this simple conclusion, but for the purpose
of this paper, this brief description should serve as
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an example of the kind of research which does not
paralyze the planner, but instead opens up multiple
possibilities as deterministic conceptual frameworks
give away to a new type of theory building which
celebrates surprises.

The third body of work that rescued me from
my pessimism about “the state” is exemplified by
two books: one by Michael Lipsky, titled S#rees Leve/
Bureancracy (1983),% and the other an edited volume
by Evans, Rueschemeyer, and Skocpol, titled Bringing
the State Back In (1985).>' Lipsky’s book demonstrated
how much there was to learn by going beyond the
mega theoties about “the capitalist state” which had
dominated planning discussions in the 1970s, and by
focusing at the micro level where state actors interact
with ordinary citizens using their discretionary power
to deliver goods and services that citizens expect the
state to provide. Such detailed micro-level studies
helped unpack the fear of the state as a mechanism
for social control, and, again, opened up the field of
inquiry without a predetermined view that the state
- 'was always a part of the problem. The edited volume,
Bringing the State Back In, has become a classic, and
does not need an elaboration about how it challenged
“state bashing” by both the right and the left in the
ideological spectrum. Drawing on historical accounts
of “the Capitalist state,” in both developed and
developing nations, the conttibutors to this volume
initiated a new body of literature that documented
good performance by states but was not naive about
the power of states. It demonstrated how state power
has been and could be used for progtessive changes.
The reseatch for the edited volume did not rely on
deductive and holistic theories, but instead provided
detailed and nuanced accounts of vatious state intet-
ventions in developed as well as developing nations
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which at particular historical moments decisively
influenced the development ttajectories of nations
and regions.

These multiple strands of trevisionist think-
ing about the planning capacity and intention of
capitalist states coalesced most cteatively and con-
vincingly when a senior colleague of mine at MIT,
Judith Tendler, inttoduced me to the astonishing
research insights of Albert Hirschman. It is not that
1 was totally unaware of Hitschman’s wotk ptior to
graduation. His classic book with Kermit Gordon,
Development Projects Observed (1967)% was included in
the reading list for the doctoral exam on international
development and regional planning; but Hirschman’s
approach to development was not considered critical
enough for deep reading at the time—unlike, say,
David Harvey’s wotk in Social Justice and the City
(1973).> In fact, Hirschman was referred to, if atall,
in passing as one whose reseatch was the opposite
of what “criticality” meant in eatly GSAUP. His
notions of “unbalanced growth” and “strategically
un-integrated planning” wete dismissed as ideologi-
cal cheerleading for a patadigm that had failed both
economically and politically. As Tread Hirschman’s .4
Bias for Hope (1971),>* I encountered a diffetent world
of how to conceptualize development problems. This
did not challenge the normative goals of development
I had nurtured at GSAUP; it offered a new way of
approaching old planning problems. It is not that
Hirschman does not care about inequality, ot that
he is always a strong advocate for state intervention.
Even now he remains very skeptical about large scale,
comptrehensive and integrated planning efforts by
government agencies. What his research offered is a
closer look at what was on the ground, an appreciation
for what has worked somewhat better that the rest,
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even though such cases may not be representative
samples. Most impottantly, for planners, he explains
how institutional constraints and “structural bartiers”
could be overcome through gradual incremental
changes, which are often dismissed as mere “Band-
Aids” covering deep wounds inflicted by unjust
economic and political systems. I could continue
to expand on how reading Hirschman challenged
my thinking, providing some light at the end of the
conceptual tunnel I was locked into,* but that would
deviate me from concluding this paper with a closing
thought on the third element of criticality regarding
at early GSAUP, the separation of physical planning
from social criticism.

The separation of physical planning from plan-
ning based on behavioral sciences, was not unique
to early GSAUP. As I mentioned earlier, Herbert
Gans had launched a staunch critique of physical
planning as far back as 1962, and since then, many
planning schools have grappled with this conceptual
battle in their own ways,® with Harvard University
marking this separation in the most pronounced way
by cteating a separate Graduate School of Design and
telocating policy and planning to the I{ennedy School
- of Government. This decision benefited neither the
designers, who now lack systematic social criticism
of design, not the policy planners at the IKennedy
School, who ate eclipsed by neo-classical economists
who care little about normative ideals and progressive
social change. This is not the case at UCLA: I was
informed by an anonymous reviewer of this paper
who pointed out that UCLA’s planning program now
- offers a concentration in urban design. Having such
a concentration is not a new trend. Many planning
programs, including MIT, offer such a concentration
or specialization. The intellectual challenge of how

i5¢

to synthesize the two conceptual frameworks—one
for urban design and the other for policy planning—
remains, however, largely unanswered. The designers
continue to rely heavily on visual expression, while
policy analysts prefer writing reports; the designers
do not draw on any well demarcated analytical frame-
work, while the policy planners prefer approaches
based on social science; and most importantly, urban
designers focus on large scale projects, while policy
planners seek better undetstanding of how the politi-
cal economy of public policies affect cities, regions,
nations, qu, even, the global economy.

Despite such inherent differences between physi-
cal planners and policy analysts, there are signs that
a convergence of interest on environmental issues
may bring them together. The term “environmental
sustainability” is now widely used by both groups; and
professional conversations on “green buildings” and
“deep ecology” indicate a common concern that has
the potential to bridge the two groups. Even though
no particular research comes to my mind as I search
for a model of such an intellectual synetgy, I think
that the return of landscape architecture and planning
with deep ecological concerns may eventually gener-
ate a new body of work that could combine normative
visions of good city forms with a multidisciplinary
understanding of social processes. This intellectual
longing is apparent in the designs and manifesto of
“New Utrbanism.”® Pethaps in the not so distant
future, designer-planners who are now being educated
at UCLA will revise the notion of new urbanism,
taking into account the social criticisms of this idea,
and thereby reinvigorate the historical conceptual link
between architecture and planning,
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Would such an intellectual breakt}udugh even-
tually relocate the planning program back to the
beautiful Petloff Hall where it used to be from
1969 to 1994? That may not be an important or
even a relevant question to the curtent students,
but to me it is; because my memory of the planning
program at UCLA is deeply linked to the beautiful
physical setting of the Perloff Hall, particularly to
its intimate courtyard where I sat many afternoons
discussing with my friends the intricacies of critical
theotry. A particular afternoon in Febtuary of 1978
comes to my mind when after a long conversation
on ctiticality as the setting sun cast deep shadows on
the quadrangle in front of the Petloff Hall, I had
shyly expressed my love to a fellow woman student
who I have been martried to for 26 yeats. How could
I not love GSAUP for the way it shaped both my
professional and personal lives!!

Bish Sanyal is Ford International Professor of Urban devel-
opment and Planning and the Chair of the faculty at MIT.
He graduated from UCL.A’s doctoral planning program in
1984, joined MIT the same year, and served as the Head of
the Department of Urban Studies and Planning from 1994
to 2002. He is currently working on a book on the history
of planning ideas.

Lead Photograph

UCLA Utban Planning students discuss projects
in a charrette. This photo was taken in 1978 when
the Urban Planning and Architecture Departments
were jointly: the Graduate School of Architecture
and Utban Planning (GSAUP). Photo courtesy of
UCLA Utban Planning,
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