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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

In recent years, "planning" has been criticized as being unresponsive
to community needs and as showing too few tangible results compared to the
effort spent in developing plans. Much of the blame is aimed at the plan-
ners--contending that:

"the plans they prepare are tedious, mediocre, and unimaginative;

that.with too few exceptiong they fail to.inspire the social

commitment required for their implementation."
On the other hand, planners complain that their plans end up on shelves
and are not implemented. Why does this happen?

Although the planner has some flexibility over the role he plays, he
does not have complete control. Other factors found to be highly important
include the planner's personal limitations, the expectations of leading
actors in the governmental arena, and the attitudes of community groups
toward community problems. Some reflections of these variables can be
gained by comparing different perceptions of the role of the planner.2

Planners need to be aware not only of the needs of the community,
but what is acceptable to the community. To make planning more accep-
table, the planner should be aware of how planning is perceived by
the community and those with control or power to implement the plans.
Plans are usually drawn up based on goals assumed to be in the "public

3 This requires an awareness

interest" and to have widespread commitment.
of community attitudes, as acceptance by the community is necessary for
commitment. Acceptance or support for planning tends to increase to the

degree that planning activity is considered "useful" by those in policy
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making.  However, a Pennsylvania study found a lack of legitimacy

for the planner as indexed by the 1imited support for his work on the

5 One reason

part of established community leaders and organizations.
for this lack of support could be caused by the planner misjudging the
community's attitudes and commitment to the plan. The planner may
also overestimate community Teaders' capacity to influence community
decisions and alter community behavior. ®
The planner must be accepted as a significant part of the gov-
ernmental machine if planning goals are to be achieved. The planner
must Tocate allies and enemies and must understand forces that shape

7

policies in his community.” If a plan is to have an impact on a

system, either for purposes of adaptation or change, it must deal

8 To achieve

with the mechanism which holds the system together.
desired goals, the planner must deal with the contributing elements
involved in the planning process and learn how to improve his rela-
tionship (and thus confidence in planning) with those elements in
order to develop support and implementation of his plans. Several
elements having input or influence on the planning process besides
the planner include local elected officials, planning commissioners,
citizens and State and Federal government. The planner's relation-
ship with these individuals can act as either resources or barriers

to the achievement of planning goa]s.9

Further support for this
contention was voiced by Joiner:

"Institutionalization of interactions and expectations of

members with other structuggs in the subsystem greatly

influences relationships.”

Another study found that major "obstacles" to successful problem-
solving and planning were observable in the relationship of the planner

2



(or expert) with the Board. By understanding existing relationships,
some analysis is possible of how to formalize good aspects of this

1 Understanding these factors can facilitate the ability

relationship.
of the planner to obtain community goals and objectives. Thus, it is
crucial for the planner to be aware of how his or her role and that of
planning is perceived. The way in which planning is perceived affects
the planner's relationship to others involved in the planning process
and hence, acceptance and implementation of his plans.

While other factors can affect the planning process (such as
citizen input and governmental legislation), the two major elements
were felt to be the planners and the planning commissioners and/or
local elected officials. (While citizens can affect planning deci-
sions, their involvement tends to be limited to controversial issues
or issues which affect them personally.) However, a Wisconsin study
on regional planning found 1ittle communication occurring between
planners and local officials. The study also discovered discrepancies
between planners and commissioners as to what they felt were the goals
and services of the commission.12 Do such discrepancies affect the
planning process? Little research has been done in this area; the
only study found was in Pennsylvania. It compared the attitudes of
local public officials with the attitudes of city planners in the
smaller cities in Pennsylvania. Differences in attitudes were not
only found, but were felt to have an effect on the performance of

13 Planning performance may, to some extent, reflect the

planning.
relationship between the planning commissioners' views of planning

and those of the planners. This contention will be examined in this
paper by comparing the perceptions of planning held by major persons

3



involved in the planning process (directors and commissioners) to
planning outputs.

As stated above, 1ittle research has been done in this area.

The 1imited research which has been done indicated the importance

of perceptions and relationships in determining the role of planning.
These studies have influenced the selection of this topic and will

be reviewed in Chapter II.

Regional planning commissions in Kansas will be used to examine
the relationship between attitudes and outputs. Chapter III will
compare the attitudes of selected regional planning commissioners
in Kansas toward regional planning to the attitudes of their directors.
Their perceptions will then be compared to the actual outputs of their
agency. All twelve regional planning commissions in Kansas will be
analyzed individually in Chapter III.

The Commissioners' views toward planning were obtained from data
gathered by the Kansas State University's (KSU's) Department of Regional
and Community Planning for their research, "A Study to Implement Know-
ledge Transfer of Experienced Regional Planning Commissioners in Kansas."
(See Appendix A for the Research Proposal and Methodology utilized in
this study.) In this study, three to five commissioners from each regional
planning commission in Kansas were interviewed, including each planning
commission chairperson. A total of fifty commissioners were interviewed.
Those interviewed were selected through the recommendations of:

1) each regional planning director

2) each regional planning commission chairperson

3) staff of the Division of State Planning and Research

4) others, such as the Kansas Department of Economic Devel-
opment



The study focused on three general topics:

1) activities identified by the commissioners as significant

2) projects and activities the commissioners thought their

commission should or could undertake

3) the benefits of regional planning to their regions and

communities--as perceived by these commissioners.

An open-ended approach was used in the interviews--allowing the
commissioners to respond to any other issues they felt were significant.
Although they were not asked specifically their views of regional plan-
ning, most commissioners responded to this subject, at least indirectly.
Through his or her comments, each commissioner's attitude toward regional
planning was extracted. (Appendix B contains the survey instrument
utilized in the interviews with the commissioners.)

The directors of each regional planning commission were also
interviewed by KSU's Department of Regional and Community Planning.
However, these interviews were conducted independent of the pre-
viously mentioned research "A Study to Implement Knowledge Transfer
of Experienced Regional Planning Commissioners in Kansas." The
data gathered in these interviews is the basis for comparing the
director's views to his commissioners and determining agency outputs.

A more formal approach was utilized in the directors' interviews.
The directors were asked specific questions on the functioning of his
agency. (See Appendix C for survey form used in these interviews.)

Most of the data obtained was descriptive rather than value-oriented.
The exception was the question soliciting the director's concept of
planning. These responses were utilized in the comparison of attitudes.

Each director is compared to his own planning commissioners to determine

the similarity of views.



The outputs of each regional planning commission are viewed in
terms of:

1) the kinds of activities the agency is involved in

2; the amount of staff time spent on various activities

3 the level of funding
This information was derived primarily from the directors' interviews.

It was checked against the Work Program of each agency for accuracy.

Any significant similarities and differences found among the regions
will be noted in Chapter IV. Regional planning commissions with convergent
views between commissioners and directors will be compared to those with
divergent views. Differences in outputs/activities between the two will
be examined to determine if any correlation could exist. A comparison of
metropolitan to nonmetropolitan regions will also be made for the following
reasons:

1) to determine if perceptions regarding the role of

regional planning vary from rural to urban regions

2) to determine if differences in views between commis-

sioners and directors are greater in metropolitan or
nonmetropolitan regions

3) to isolate any differences in perceptions which might

exist because of an urban or rural orientation.
A greater divergence of views between commissioners and directors is
expected in the nonmetropolitan regional planning commissions.

As this research is exploratory in nature, final conclusions
cannot be made. However, implications can be drawn as well as indi-

cate the need for further research. Chapter V summarizes the findings

and recommends areas needing further study.
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CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Most of the literature on regional planning has been written from
the professional planners point of view--on what they feel regional
planning is or should be. While it is not the purpose of this paper
to address this topic, a few definitions are in order. Regional plan-
ning invoives two or more units of government performing planning and
development activities on problems which extend across jurisdictional
boundaries. There are several types of regional organizations which
have been established to perform regional planning activities: Regional
Planning Commissions, Councils of Governments, and Development Districts.
The most common in Kansas are regional planning commissions.
A regional planning commission has been defined as:
"a coming together of local governments on a voluntary basis.
It is an intergovernmental agency, created and controlled by
local govgrnmen} officials to serve a number of sponsoring
organizations."
According to the Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations (ACIR),
the Board consists of citizens appointed by the State or localities involved.
However, in Kansas, the Board consists of both citizens and local elected
officials. The ACIR states the primary functions of these organizations as

comprehensive planning, with an emphasis on land use planning and the coordi-

nation of local plans.

Another type of regional organization-Council of Governments-is defined
as "multi-functional voluntary regional association of elected local officials
or of local governments represented by their elected local officials.“3 A
Council of Governments (COGs) provides the mechanism to bring Tocal governments

8



within a region together to discuss common problems, exchange information,

4 These organizations

and develop consensus on issues of a regional nature.
are strictly voluntary and have no enforcement powers.

Development Districts are another type of regional planning agency
which developed out of the Appalachian Regional Development and the
Public Works and Economic Development Acts of 1964. They have assumed
many of the characteristics of regional planning commissions and COGs.
These terms are often used TnterchangeabTe.5

Although voluntary in nature, these organizations are quasi-
compulsory in terms of State and Federal areawide planning and clear-
inghouse requirements. Participation is required for some Federal
grants. Negative clearinghouse review could result in denial of local
project app]ications.6 These agencies also provide grantsmanship ability
otherwise not available to these communities.

According to a study conducted by the ACIR and the International City
Managers' Association of Regional Council Directors, the greatest portion
of their time was devoted to program coordination and administration, seeking

7 The

Federal and State financial assistance, and developing regional plans.
director felt the most important role of the Board was leadership and policy
making.8 A strong tendency of board members to avoid controversy was also
noted.g
Little research is available comparing attitudes of board members and

their directors and examining its effect on the performance of the planning
agency. However, the studies which have been done indicate the importance
attitudes have on the relationship between planners and local elected offi-

cials, and hence, the planning process. One study in the smaller cities of

9



Pennsylvania compared the attitudes of local public officials, as exempli-
fied by mayors and planning commission chairmen, with the attitudes of city
planners. This study focused on the extent to which planners and planning
were viewed as innovative and an intrusion into community life. According
to the authors,

"Planning is innovative to the extent that it is defined as

a departure from traditional modes of dealing with development

issues and problems. It is an intrusion when it js seen as a 4,

challenge, and possibly a threat, to these established modes.”

The mayors and chairmen saw planning as a "method of containment of
community problems rather than as a means toward developmental ends."11
Goals that were expressed emphasized improving the inadequacies of exis-
ting municipal utilities and services, maintaining streets and sidewalks,

iz Although planning and development were

and upgrading police protection.
discussed, the programs implemented were usually traditional and short-
range in scope--treating "brush-fire" type problems. Planning was not
viewed as new ways to organize to work toward long-range goa]s.13
Officials supported traditional attitudes of preserving local auto-
nomy in working out community problems or goa1s.14 Local officials were
reluctant to commit themselves on any issue until there was an emerging
consensus. As a consequence, communities seemed to "drift toward policies
by default" and plans were developed to rationalize the final consensus.15
Planning was further deemed by the authors as an intrusion into these
communities since it was not initiated at the local level, but by the State
and Federal government--as a prerequisite for their aid. Thus, the planning
which was underway in these communities appeared to be a reaction to Federal
assistance programs and attempts to capitalize on available State and Federal
funds.16

10



Planners were faced with the problem of combining professional
objectives with local values. The innovative proposals of the planners,
such as land use controls, transportation plans, pollution controls,
capital improvements, and budgeting programs, were met with resistance
by officials, who had the power to veto such proposals. The limited
support for his work on the part of the local officials and the com-
munity was one of the major obstacles confronting the professional
planner. As a result, in addition to technical planning, a large
portion of the planners' time was allocated to education and public
re'lations.l7

Reasons for the lack of support for professional planners is
examined by Pierre Clavel, who views planning as expert advice to
nonpartisan citizen boards. He observed major obstacles to success-
ful problem-solving and planning in the relationship of experts (or
planners) with citizen boards in a semi-rural setting. Clavel contends
that areas with scarce economic and administrative resources (as in most
rural areas) also lack experience in dealing with experts or specialists.
This results in a state of inequality which 1imits the acceptance of the
professional planner and his advice or proposals.18

Problems can arise from conflicts of interest within the board,
which may result in pressure on the planner to "take sides” on an issue.
Social differences between experts and boards, and even among board
members can also create obstacles to expert-board cooperation. Experts,
who usually have an "urban" orientation, may have difficulty communi-
cating with board members with rural backgrounds. However, according
to Clavel, the major factor limiting the extent to which experts are

utilized appears to be status inequalities. Board members begin equal

11



or superior in status to the planner, but the planners soon surpass
the board in technical expertise to solve problems. This can be
damaging to the board members' self-esteem and they often react by
rejecting the planner's advice and reaffirming the traditional rural
institutions.19
The degree of inequality seems to vary according to a number of
factors. Board members with a specialist background tend to be less
unequal to their experts than are generalists. This is particularly
true for board members with the same specialty as the expert. Another
factor is the technical difficulty of the issue. The more difficult
the problems is, the more obvious the inequalities become. Also, the
less time invested on an issue by the board members and experts, the
easier it is to admit inadequacy. Finally, the more important the
issue to the community, the greater the exposure of the board members
to the community. Thus, any inequalities which do exist will be more
apparent, possibly affecting the board's status in the community.20
The effect of status differentials on the relationship of board and
planners is further supported by Richard Bolan. He views board members
as the client group of planners, who must be motivated to "appropriately

respond to demands in the environment.“21

Then, as a team, they must
motivate the larger community decision network. Therefore, the planner's
primary relationship is with the client group. In performing his role,
the planner must recognize the client group's capability to influence
community decisions and behavior. However, too often planners propose
plans which extend beyond the client's abilities.22
The relationship between the planner and client group involves some
degree of instability. One cause for this is the limited commitment of

12



individual members of the client group, who have conflicting interests
or roTes.23 The planner should be aware of the client's commitment to
an issue. Issues of the client's own making will receive more support
and commitment than those imposed on the client group externally. Also,
the nature of the planner's role is in itself ambiguous. Different mem-
bers of the client group may have different perceptions or expectations
of the planner's role, and these may change over time.24

Another key factor affecting the client-planner relationship is the
perceived status differential between the two. The higher the status of
the client group, the less they will defer to the planner. Client groups'
with Tower status may place more dependence on the planner's skills and
advice.25 Differences in social and political backgrounds may also create
problems. A planner with a strongly 1iberal background may experience
conflict with an extremely conservative client group.26

Another study examined the attitudes of planning commissioners
and voters toward regional planning. The Southside Planning District
Commission (SPDC) in Virginia was selected for this research; the
Executive Secretary was also asked his perceptions on regional planning
and the functions of his agency. Although the SPDC was viewed as an
appropriate instrument for dealing with community problems and rendering
solutions, the attitudes of the planning commissioners basically supported
maintaining the status quo. Overall, a lack of interest and participation
characterized the planning commission. The author attributed this to the
following attitudes:

"1) regional planning ought to be pursued only to the point

where it will not undermine the existing administrative-

political economic-social arrangements; 2) regional plan-

ning is tolerable as long as funds are coming in from outside,

13



primarily from the Federal government; and 3) problems will

somehow solve themselves, as they a1w§¥s have in the past,

within the traditional arrangements."

The planning commissioners were strongly opposed to the SPDC
becoming either another level of government or one that would replace
the existing ones in counties and cities. Any plan which appeared to
favor one jurisdiction over another, regardless of whether it conformed
to the overall comprehensive plan of the region, was also resisted.28
The need to give the SPDC enforcement powers to implement its plans was

29 (This position was reinforced by both the voters

similarly rejected.
and the Executive Secretary.) High priority was given by the commis-
sioners to projects providing employment opportunities, health services
and facilities, housing, and improvement of life style of the community
in general. Low priority was given to projects dealing with land use
planning and farming activities.30
The Executive Secretary was aware of the anti-regional and pro-
local orientation of his commissioners. His rejection of the need
to give the SPDC implementation powers was perhaps actually a result

31 Consequently, a considerable

of his understanding of "realities."
amount of the Commission's time went into providing a direct planning

assistance to local planning commissions on local rather than regional

matters.32
In the author's opinion, the relationship of the Executive Secretary
and the planning commissioners is of the utmost importance. The Executive
Secretary must establish a very close working relationship with the com-
missioners if the planning commission is to achieve any degree of success.33

Raymond states:

14



“In the final analysis, it is the executive secretary who

brings together the independent minds of the commissioners

to act on i§§ues many of which would not be acted upon

otherwise."
However, this requires continually educating the commissioners as to the
needs and methods of regional planning, while at the same time remaining

35 The day-to-day contacts the Executive Secretary has

non-partisan.
with the commissioners in rendering technical assistance is an important
aspect in the education process.

This study also found the overall knowledge of the SPDC among voters
to be very low. The percentage of voters with knowledge of the SPDC
tended to increase with income level. Regardless of the level of under-
standing, most expressed strong objections to granting it any enforcement
powers.36

The success of regional planning (in both rural and urban areas) was
believed to be dependent on broad grass roots support. Until the level of
awareness regarding regional planning increases, this support will remain
lacking. The Commission's reluctance to bring their activities into public
view and their avoidance of controversial issues was viewed as one cause
of this.%

This study noted some additional problems facing regional planning
in rural areas:

1) Tlack of trained professional planning personnel and a lack
of planning skills on the part of the planning commissioners;

2) need for a greater amount of planning services to local
governments as opposed to regional planning and intergovernmental
cooperation;

3) greater need for surveying, mapping, and zoning, since

15



this is relatively new to rural areas;

4) more time consumed in educating local officials and
citizens where the planning staff is most often trained on the job;

5) less pertinent data available in rural areas which would
aid in the planning process;

6) lack ties with educational institutions, which offer planning
programs or provide planning assistance; and

7) lack capital and local governmental ability to carry out
p]ans.38

Many of these problems have been previously mentioned in some
form in the other studies reviewed. Their applicability to regional
planning in Kansas will be examined in the following chapters. The

research available stressed the importance of the commissioner-

director relationship in performing planning activities.
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CHAPTER III
RESULTS OF INDIVIDUAL INTERVIEW FINDINGS

Regional planning in Kansas began during the late 1960s with a study
delineating homogeneous regions for use in planning and development. Then,
in 1968, the Intergovernmental Act of 1968 was passed enabling State governors
to designate substate regions within their State to encourage coordination
of Federal, State and local plans and projects. In 1971, Governor Docking
issued an executive order officially designating the substate regions in
K.ansas.1 However, these substate regions are not legally binding and some
agencies do not adhere to these boundar'ies.2

The purpose of regional planning commissions as stated in Kansas
Statutes Annotated 12-717 is:

"to make those studies and plans for the development of

the metropolitan area or region that will guide the uni-

fied development of the area, that will eliminate planning

duplication and promote economy and efficiency in the coordi-

nated dgve]opmgnt of the agea and the general welfare and

prosperity of its people.”
While a regional planning commission can make plans, the option of adopting
the plans is up to the local units of government. The Tegislation does not
give any implementation powers to the regional planning commissions. In fact,
the legislation specifically states that it is not its intent to remove or
1imit any local power or authority.4

At the time of this study in 1976, there were thirteen regional planning
commissions in Kansas, which covered 90 counties. Map I on the following page
shows the location and boundaries of the 13 regional planning commissions in
Kansas. These regions vary in size from three counties to 19 counties with

populations ranging from 81,597 to 481,765 (1976 figures). Only one of the
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