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INTRODUCTION

The idea of formulating planning theory through the use of
ngystematic conceptual frameworks" has been proposed by several
planning theorists in their works’s However, the meaning of "sys-
tematic conceptual frameworks" as revealed in their writings is
apparently far from clear. And its value for planning theory is,
consequently, still up to further investigation. With this under-
standing, the main effort of this paper is thus directed toward a
methodological clarification of the meaning of "systematic con-
ceptual frameworks” and a proper evaluation of such a concept for
the prospect of planning theory. This study is divided into three
related approaches:

a. To point out the implied but vague conceptions of "sys-
tematic frameworks" in various works on planning.

b, To clarify the meaning of "systematic frameworks" in
terms of logical components and functions.,

c. To investigate the significance of "systematic frame-
works," after clarification, for the prospect of planning
theory as a body of theoretical knowledge which undergoes
different stages and levels of development.

The body of this paper falls into five chapters. The first
chapter describes the situation planning theory is facing today
and explains briefly why a methodological approach to the concep-
tual phase of planning theory is needed. The second chapter is
devoted to identifying the tendency towards a systematic formula-
tion of theories in the growing literature on plénning. The third

chapter is an analysis of component elements and logical functions



of conceptual frameworks, The fourth chapter takes up the problem
of the clarification of the meaning of systematic frameworks at the
present stage of planning theory. Finally, the fifth chapter is a
full evaluation of the significance of systematic frameworks for
planning theory as a developing method for gaining relevant theo-
retical knowledge, The scope of this study is confined to the coﬁ—
ceptual aspect of those theoretical works, articles or books, in-
tended as positive (not prescriptive or a rational model) approaches
to the study and analysis of practical planning behavior. Speci-
fically, relative emphasis is on the work of three authors, J.
Friedmann, R. Bolan and Y. Dror. The primary method used is a theo-
retical analysis of methodological implications in works or studies

relevant to this study.



CHAPTER I, PLANNING THEORY AND ITS CONCEPTUAL PHASE

Lixe so many words that are bandied about, the word theory
threatens to become meaningless, Because references to theory are
diverse--including everything from minor working hypotheses, through
comprehensive but vague and unordered speculations, to axiomatic
system of cbncepts--use of the word often obscures rather than
facilitates understanding.

As has been pointed out by J. Keller, the situation in the
planning field is no better:

Planning theory is cluttered with references to models
but they have often misled us, either to equate models
of rationality and learning with the planning process
or to substitute models of client behavior and problems
for models of planning behavior. Planning theory remains
impractical partially, and perhaps primarily, due to an
inadequate notion of theory to which it might aspire and
respond%

and:

Much of what is called planning theory should not be
called planning theory. That is not to say that those
areas are unimportant but that they are better described

as either philosophy and history or programs and pfactice%

Throughout this paper, the term planning theory will be used to
refer to the use of intermediate endeavors ;hich are consciously
directed toward the description of how planning as individual or
institutional behavior, takes place in the actual world. Planning
theory proper, as defined above, should be distinguished from other
theoretical efforts such as planning models, predictive models,

normative theories, working programs or simulation models.,



As B, Harris has observed:

Theory may deal to some extent with technology and con-
crete things on the one hand, and on the other hand with
mental constructs which are seldom or never encountered
in the physical world outside of men's minds until they
have been written down. The real world of mental cons-
tructs is a éery important one, and in the end has many
practical applications.3

In this understanding, any scientific theory can be analytical-
ly approached from two different sides that are actually inseparabie
in the formal steps of scientific inquiry:s

a. conceptual side
b. empirical side

This paper will confine its concern to only one of these analy-
tical phases--the conceptual side--of planning theory as it has been
presented to date. In other words, planning theory in its conceptual
phase will be assumed as a specific and autonomous area for acade-
mic study. With respect to the conceptual phase of theory, B.
Harris writes:

A theoretical statement about the real world may not be,
to the layman at least, a recognizable mapping of the real
world, and the nature of the correspondence between the
theory and the world and the consequences of the theory
may not be readily expressible in everyday language. This
sometimes makes it difficult for the layman to conclude
at first glance that the theory is in any sense realistic
or has any practical consequences.4

In this sense, a specialized way of thinking is needed to deal
with the problems relating to the functions and structure of the
conceptual phase of theory. This area of academic study in which

a specialized way of thinking is called for, is commonly referred



to as methodology.

In planning, as J. Keller has observed, "Much of the clutter of
planning theory could be ordered if the conceptual part of theory
was distinguished from the whole."5 A methodological exploration
of the conceptual phase of planning theory as it has been presented
to date, is needed for an orderly understanding of the clutter of
planning theory. And it is also needed for a meaningful evaluation
of planning theory's potential and prospect to be a scientifically
rigorous discipline.

This paper is intended to be a tentative effort at such an
exploration. Its relatively limited scope will be the unique
problem of the structure of the conceptual phase of planning theory.
It will not enter into other areas of methodology such as the
problem of what level of verification is proper for planning theorys
how the conceptual structure of planning theory is empirically fitted
to the empirical data in its available form; how to formulate a
prescriptive planning theory from the objective and descriptive
studies of planning behavior; or how to utilize theoretical finﬁings
at a practical level., Though these problems are equally significant
and, in a sense, closely related to the present topics, the struc-
tural survey of the conceptual phase of planning theory--its con-
ceptual framework--will be taken as a relatively independent and
analytically autonomous subject for study. The basis of this study
is mainly derived from the following observation.

Recently, many of the authors of planning theory, in descri-
bing the purpose of their theoretical inquiries, consider the for-
mulation of certain conceptual frameworks as a new direction toward

which theoretical efforts in planning should be oriented, This



orientation has been clearly stated by J. Friedmann in "A Con-
ceptual Model for the Analysis of Planning Behavior":

What has been lacking up to now is a preliminary
theoretical framework for ordering the available
data and for supplementing them with studies that
will ask theorétically relevant questions and begin
to test promising hypotheses.6

Other writers of planning theory such as R. Bolan and Y. Dror
also take this view point. But what exactly is the accurate
meaning of a "theoretical or conceptual framework?"

Moreover, for a better understanding of its outlook and nature,
the following questions must be raised:

1, 1Is it true that conceptual frameworks are nothing but stylized
formats for presenting certain general and vague subjects, employed
only as a_ rough classification tool for clarity of exposition and
expression? Or, rather is it a kind of specific methodological
device, thus having distinctive functions for the task of theore-
tical formulation?

2, Why are planning theorists now trying to shape their theore-
tical efforts under the concept of "conceptual framework?" What
are the intrinsic factors in the long-term development of planning

7to that of "dis-

theory, from the stage of "ideological polemics"
passionate analysis,“awhich make the present theoretical efforts
take the form of searching for "systematic frameworks?"

3. Will these efforts stand as intermediate endeavors which could
facilitate further development of planning theory? If the answer

is "yes", then, in what sense? In other words, what is the specific

significance of the concept of "systematic frameworks" for the



planning theory as a fledgling scientific study-of planning beha-
vior?

These questions constitute the core of present inquiry. They
will be dealt with step by step. The first question will be the
main concern of chapters three and four, "Logical Components and
Functions of Conceptual Frameworks" and "Clarification of the
Meaning of Systematic Frameworks at the Present Stage of Planning
Theory" respectively. The third question will be taken up in chap-
ter five, *Significance of Systematic Frameworks for Planning
Theory."

The second question will be pursued immediately --for it is the
leading one. The next chapter will be devoted to the second ques-
tion under the title, "Identification of the Tendency toward Sys-

tematic Formulation of Planning Theory.™



CHAPTER II. IDENTIFICATION OF THE TENDENCY TOWARD SYSTEMATIC

FORMUIATION OF PLANNING THEORY

The main objective of this chapter is to point out that there
is, in the growing views on planning in recent literature, a tacit
tendency toward the formulation of planning theory in terms of
rsystematic frameworks.”

The sign that planners are gradually changing their views on
planning and, most of all, the direction toward which these emerging
new conceptions of planning are moving, will be analyzed in light of
these two leading questions:

a. Why are planning theorists at present trying to éhape their

efforts under the concept of "systematic conceptual frameworks?"

b. What are the intrinsic factors in the long-term develop-

ment of planning theory which make present efforts take the

form of searching for "systematic frameworks?"

Apparently, change and convergence of views came about gradually
based on the experience of the last decade--a period in which many
cities for the first time undertook the preparation and implementa-
tion of comprehensive plans. The massive uncontrolled changes wrought
in the urban landscape with the intensification of urbanization, sub-
urbanization and unprecedented prosperity have induced a reexamina-
tion of the general assumptions and corresponding conceptual frame-
works implied in the previous planning approach.

A mumber of recent theoretical efforts probes into the nature
of the urban phenomena as the subject matter of planning concern,
and of the planning process as an institutional function, They



suggest a new understanding of the total process of social and
economic changé and its structural constituents involved in the
planning perspective, And they show a new approach to the very
nature of theoretical frameworks used in the systematic analysis
of those process,

For example, R, Bolan's approach to set forth a conceptual
framework for a better understanding of the relationships between

lL. Haworth's

the planning process and community decision-making}
excellent analysis of the close relationships between these concepts
in planning perspective such as "institutions","urban actions®,

"embodiment of patterns of action", and "ordered opportunity;“2
J. Friedmann's behavioral model of varying planning styleé asso-
ciated with comparative policy-making environments;3 a number of
studies to relate the "social system analysis" to cities and com-

4 All of them indicate a convergence of thought

munities phenomena.
which points to, contrary to the classical simplistic approach, a
realistic understanding of the complex and highly interrelated
phenomena that define the environments and actions of planning.
Naturally, this new theoretical orientation will call for a
more sophisticated and formalized framework to conceptualize the

totally different landscape which has been opened little by little.

A. Analysis of the Changing Views on the Subject Matter

of Planning

Traditionally, the subject matter of planning was the physical

features of the human dwelling place. The unique function of the
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planner was to design a physical framework for the growth and de-
velopment of urbanized areas--a framework which specified the type
distribution of related public facilities, and the type and inten-
sity of land use. Only in recent years has the inevitable need
been increasingly recognized to extend the subject matter of the
planning field to include within its consideration all the social
and economic factors underlying the urban process. In this regard
P. Davidoff writes:

'The view that equates physical planning with city
planning is myopic. It may have had some historic
justification, but it is clearly out of place at

a time when it is necessary to integrate knowledge
and techniques in order to wrestle effectively with
the myriad of problems afflicting urban populations.5

The inadequacy of planning's historic concern with the physical
environment and its conceptual approach was demonstrated in experi-
ences of the last decade. The inability to guide private develop-
ment and social change by regulating land use and planning public
facilities was also evident,

This tendency provides greater understanding of the specific
material peculiar to the planning field. It has been recognized
generally that the spatial or physical characteristics of urban
activities--physical infrastructure and the movements of people and
goods--are expressions of the interplay of powerful social and eco-
nomic forces.

Within any city, growth and development are the result of an
interaction of public-private, national-local, social, political

and economic factors whose precise relationships are as yet
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undetermined. The economic, social, political and environmental
process are, obviously, inextricably interwoven. None of these
aspects is an autonomous empirical system, Rather, they are merely
several analytical phases of an organic whole.

Assuredly, it is this total process of complex, dynamic and
highly interrelated phenomena--cultural, social, political, econo-
mic and spatial--that has been recognized gradually as the proper
subject matter for planning efforts. In this complex process; there
is no simple, one-to-one, cause-and-effect relationships for the
understanding and tackling of most urban problems. Also, there is
no single treatment that will work alone.

However, the complexity of the process does not inherently
exclude the possibility to understand and to study it in an orderly
manner., Rather, it calls for such an approach. Coming to an
orderly understanding of the process of highly interrelated pﬁencmena
requires a set of interrelated concepts, unified through several |
specialized disciplines, that are comprehensive enough to make over=-
all understanding possible, yet penetrating enough to include in tis
perspective the depth of the dynamic process,

A typical point of view, within this approach, was highlighted
by L. Haworth in "An Institutional Theory of The City and Planning."
He says:

To "think the city as a whole" is to think a set of
interrelated concepts. As interrelated they form a
system, and it is the possibility of formulating such

a set of concepts which justifies the assumption that
the city is a whole. Accordingly, an inquiry into the
nature of the city which concentrates on the fundamental
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concepts which permit a synoptic view of the city
seems called for,

Haworth then goes on to introduce a set of fundamental conceﬁts
such as "institution", "articulation" and "embodiment of patterns of
action.,” In terms of these concepts, he tries to set forth a pre-
liminary step toward the task of offering "an orderly way to under-
stand the urban process." As to the general characteristics, he

concludess

The urban institution is articulated, and its articu-
lations are institutions....It is rather a structural
plurality, or a differentiated structure. Its differen-
tiations are all institutionalized, and it is an insti-
tutionalization of those differentiations.7

Apparently such an inquiry would be a kind of philosophical
venture, One resulting characteristics is that its way of thinking
is so general that no specificity can be derived from it. Though
such general theoretical outlooks might have some broad practical
implications, they constitute only the point of departure for the
planning theorists. It is the task for further efforts in the
planning field to develop specific, interrelated hypotheses by re-
formulating empirical generalizations and practical insights in the
light of these generic orientations. The struggle for such a spe-
cific formulation is the continuing struggle of present theoretical

efforts in the planning field.
B. Analysis of the Changing Views on Planning Process

In contrast to the realistic understanding of planning subject
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matter, there is a growing tendency to define the planning process’
in terms of its immediate decision-making environment and larger
social context; Until a few years ago, discussions of planning
pProcess were largely restricted to a consideration of an abstract
model of perfect rationallty in the process of social action.8
Now, it has been widely recognized that this rational model turned
out to be unsatisfactory in use and that there existed a wide dis-
parity between ﬁhe traditional notions of planning process anﬁ the
actual social, economic and political process by which policies
are actually chosen and consequences result.g The belief that a
single static model of planning procedure can be imposgd upon di-
verse concrete circumstances has been recognized as naive and prac-
tically irrelevant.

This simple formulation of the planning process is mostly an
analogous extension of the notion of the determination of appro-
priate future action by an individual actor. On the individual level
of action, with the proper assumptions of psychological integration
and motivation belonging to the human personality, "planning” could
be readily conceived as a process intended to determine procedural
steps for future action, or a consciocus realization of the goal-~
attaining process. That is, men adapt themselves to the conditions
in which they are placed and, moreover, adapt the available means
to their predetermined goals in such a way as to approach the most
efficient manner of achieving these goals,

But the central fact is that this rational model which may be

useful for the understanding and analysis of the individual action
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process, is obviously less appropriate when applied to a totally
different level of action--the organizational or institutional
level in which planning is underway--without any modifications.
Instead of being conceived as a rational procedure, planning
is now approached in the light of administrative science, and
considered as a process of social action and guarded social change

10 1n this regard, J.

within and through institutional systems.
Friedmann writes:

Planning will be considered as the guidance of change
within a social system. Specifically, this means a
process of self-guidance that may involve promoting
differential growth of subsystem components (sectors),
activating the transformation of system structures
(political, economic, social), and maintaining system
boundaries during the course of change.11

Viewing planning as the guidance of social change, the concepts
and effects of individual action are somewhat secondary or indirect
compared with the regulating action and function of institutions,

To develop valid explanations of the institutional process re-
quired in appropriate social guidance, the efforts of planning theory
have to center on the way institutions actually function and change,
rather than on the constructed rational model, As has been pointed
out by Y. Drors

It is very interesting to note that, despite the growing
number of articles and books dealing with "planning” on
one level or another, only a few efforts have been made
recently to develop a systematic approach to the study
of planning as an administrative process. Even authors
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well known for theilr original contributions to the
administrative sciences have often falled to deal ade-
quately with the planning phase of institutional
action.

Social change is capable of being intelligentiy directed, while
planning is such a means to direct institutional activities through
properly influencing the decision-making structures and processes,
Consequently, it is evident that the patterns and effects of insti-
tutional action must be taken into account to make planning a
process of bringing about the desirable social change. These patterns
and effects are subject to cumulative change through time. However
they exhibit some reqularities which can be formulated conceptually.

For planning purposes, all aspects of institutional process
must be analyzed with respect to evolutionary development, current
operations and future potential. And most of all, the controlling
effects and guidance capacities of institutions by which on-going
activities are to be regulated and directed intelligently should be
carefully studied in advance, Without the functioning of institu-
tional mechanisms in both controlling and guidance aspects, the idea
of planning is nothing but an idealistic vanity.

In this way, the concern of planning must include both the in-
dividual and the institutional action process. And its emphasis has
to be put on the understanding and explanation of the consequences,
intended (goal—éttaining) or unanticipated, of one institutional
area for another or for the individuals. In planning, as R, Merton

has suggested, institutional dynamics must be approached in terms
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of "latent (unintended) functions" as well as "manifest (intended)

functions,” sinces

To seek social change, without due recognition of the
manifest and functions performed by the social orga-
nization undergoing change, is to indulge in social
ritual than social engineering.

-By taking the process of institutional dynamics and its latent
functions into consideration, theoretical efforts in planning have
to minimize the role of the conception of intended (rational) action
in constructing relevant concepts for theory formulation. And also
they have to reexamine and broaden the previous conceptual frameworks,

With the reshaping and broadening of perspectives, specific way
of formulating institutional process becomes the major prerequisite
for mapping the planning process adequately. In this way, a more
sophisticated conceptual tool has to be called for at the present

stage of planning theory.
C. Recognition of the Need for Systematic Conceptual Frameworks

While the theoretical horizons of both the subject matter and
the process of planning activities have been greatly extended in
the last few years, the techniques for formulating these insights
into clear conceptions have not emerged with equal clarity. The
methodological devices and the analytical skills are still primi-
tive, -

New dimensions are approached only in partial manner, The



