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RESUME 
The practice of planning continues to face criticismfarits lack 
of relevance and its unwillingness to cammit to challenging 
new imperatives. Such criticism is .frequently justified But 
planning is mare camplex than many critics realize ar are 
willing to acknawledge. 

L 'urbanisme continue d susciter des critiques d cause de son 
peu de pertinence et son manque de wlonte a relever de 
nouveaux defis. Ces critiques sont souvent justifiees. fur 
contre, l'urbanisme est beaucoup plus camplexe que certains 
critiques le realisent ou qu'ils veulent le croire. 

What are the requirementsjbr a re-invigorated profession? 
What is needed to re-instil a cammitment to the roots of the 
profession? 

De quoi a-t-on besoin pourrevigarer la profession et pourque 
les urbanistes s'engagent davantage? 

This article examples those issues, and attempts to place the 
practice of planning within its organizational and societal 
context. The role of pawer, arganizational structural require
ments and ethics are explared Suggested roles Jar new alli
ances are examined, including the need to mare firmly link 
practice and teaching - Jar their mutual benefit. A profes
sional code of ethics is proposed to assist in the development qf 
a re-cammitment to the profession. 

Get article parte sur ces enjeux et tente de situer l 'urbanisme 
dans son conte:ml<Yrganisationnel et social. L 'auteur examine 
le rOle j~ par le pouwir, les contraintes assocwes aux struc
tures organisationnelles de meme que des questions ethiques. 
Il suggere de nouvelles alliances, par exemple un lien plus 
etroit entre la pratique et l 'enseignement. lequel serait benefique 
d taus deux. Il propose un code de deontologie, lequel en· 
couragerait un nouvel engagement envers la profession 

Napoleon went forth to seek Virtue, 
but, since she was not to be found, he 
got Power. 

- Goethe 

Planners have faced a variety of chal
lenges, from the earliest days of the pro
fession when Thomas Adams began to 
explore Canadian urban and rural health 
and environmental issues, to the current 
debates about social equity. Some sug
gest that planning has failed to address 
the raison d'etre of the profession (Ger
ecke, 1987 and Mathur, 1988); that it has 
entered a crisis. A review of Logan and 
Molotch (1987) and Forester (1989) sug
gests that there is a firm basis for this 
skepticism; a skepticism rooted in the 
issue of the power of politics. Logan and 
Molotch purported that the interests of 
rentiers (i.e., the owners of urban land 
and urban development) have held sway 
in planning decisions. Forester believed 
that the power of politics interferes sig
nificantly in the ability of the planner to be 
a "progressive planner"; someone who 
"approaches information as a source of 

power because it can enable the parti
cipation of citizens," (p. 31 ). 

While each of these views contributes 
to our understanding of the significant 
influence power, information, and misin
formation play in decision-making in 
general and planning in particular, neither 
addresses, in the writer's opinion, the ful l 
reality of private and public practice in 
Canada. Although many decisions are 
made for reasons of rentiers' influence 
and abuse of information - by planner 
and politician alike - it is this writer's 
view that much of the limitations of Cana
dian planning occur within frameworks 
that have been structured and legitimized 
by others. Therefore, it may be unfair -
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and unrealistic - to expect planners to 
be at the forefront of structured change 
which will lead to a significant rethinking 
of community. Instead, planners need to 
be encouraged to harness appropriate 
tools and resources which are within 
their purview and at their disposal (such 
as information), so that planning deci
sions are better rooted in a composite 
vision of the profession of planning and 
community and the political, social, eco
nomic and ecological parameters that 
encompass both. Through such action, 
planners will be able to contribute to the 
redefinition of community as one of 
many voices reshaping community 
structures and, with it, the practice of 
planning. 

This paper explores one practitioner's 
view of these issues, and attempts to 
identify requirements for a reinvigorated 
view of Canadian planning. 

Who are these planners? 
Complexity of issues, diversity of inter

ests and segmentation of authority, over
laying the politics of power and political 
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formal and informal structure, create the 
agenda which drives most public and 
private planning organizations. As a re
sult, planners have developed a number 
of survival skills that have permitted cop
ing in this challenging environment. The 
question which needs to be asked is: 
Have planners focused upon survival to 
the exclusion of the broader social equity 
agenda? 

From much of what is written, it is 
apparent that planners have been often 
criticized for "missing the mark." But 
what is the "mark"? Who identifies it? 
And, more importantly, who decids the 
target and choice of weapon? 

Planners have been held accountable 
for a variety and number of resource, 
rural and urban problems ranging from 
over-allocation of resource harvesting 
quotas, excessive compromise in na
tional and provincial park development; 
promotion of narrowly defined rural de
velopment and inattention to environ
mental planning principles in rural set
tings; and excessive urban density on 
the one hand and excessive suburban 
development on the other. In brief, plan
ners in all areas of practice face a con
stant criticism. 

Whether as advocates for developers 
or as regulators and proponents in the 
public domain, planners are often quick
ly labeled as reactionary, self-serving, 
insensitive and/ or dictatorial, working 
from hidden agendas, compromised by 
the need for fees (private sector) and 
power (public sector). Schon (1983) ex
plored the "crisis of confidence in the 
professions" and noted that there was a 
"growing skepticism about professional 
effectiveness . . and contribution to 
society's well-being" (p. 13). Planners 
were included in that assessment. 

While all professions are undergoing 
such scrutiny, planners need to pay spe
cial attention to the debate. Planners by 
their very nature are susceptible to criti
cism from a number of sources. Planners 
are explected to work in the arena of 
politics without succumbing to its siren 
call; to effectively, as Forester wrote, "in a 
world of intensely conflicting interests 
and great inequalities of status and re
sources, plan in the face of power (which) 
is at once a daily necessity and a con
stant ethical challenge;" (p. 3) and to 

play what Schon called "the intermediary 
role" (p. 234). Yet, as Schon also noted: 

the institutionalized context of plan
ning practice is notoriously unstable 
and there are many contending views 
of the profession, each of which car
ries a different image of the planning 
role and a different picture of the body 
of useful knowledge (p. 204). 

He continued by writing: 

the history of the evolution of planning 
roles can be understood as a global 
conversation between the planning 
profession and its situation (p. 205). 

Schon described that situation as one 
in which planners have moved from "visi
bility, power and professional status" 
through a "centralist planning" model 
where "there is a working consensus 
about the context of the public interest . . . 
and, there is a system of knowledge 
adequate for the conduct of central plan
ning" to an "intermediary role" which en
compasses a diversity of interests, regu
latory systems, and structures (p. 206). 
He confirmed that role as one in which 
conflict is bound to be at the centre. 
More importantly, Schon was contending 
that the practice of planning has entered 
a phase where common understanding 
of the expectations and roles of the 
planner have become blurred for the 
plqnner, the citizen and politician. 

! Others have attempted to address the 
question of the changing planning envi
ronment. Gunton (1985) suggested that 
planning practice was susceptible to a 
cycle of heightened planning activity in 
times of crisis or development pressures 
followed by disinterest in planning during 
periods of recession. This on-again off
again planning status, interest and moti
vation impacts the practitioner's role or 
perception of role and the expectations 
of politician anq public alike. These 
changing roles and loss of status and 
influence have very likely had a deleterious 
effect upon both public and private plan
ner. The confusion, and the constant 
requirement to adapt to changing politi
cal agendas and climates needs further 
attention. It suggests the importance of 
better understanding the organizational 
milieu that encompasses planning prac
tice, as well as the emerging techniques 
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that are essential in order to address 
constantly evolving community agendas. 

If that is the case - if planners have 
inherited a role which requires not only 
new techniques and methods but also a 
touchstone to the roots of the past, an 
understanding of the frameworks within 
which planners find themselves, and, as 
Forester emphasizes, new ways of com
municating - then, attention should be 
paid to the emerging requirements of 
that changing planning profession. 

At the same time, too little attention 
has been paid to the question: Who are 
these planners? 

Within the organizational world of most 
offices, committees, governments and 
communities, rules and codified action 
set out expected procedure. Such ex
pectations are no less relevant to the 
actions of planners who find themselves 
in structures that have been established 
by others who have set the processes 
and codified the procedures for decision
making. Given this often-overlooked real
ity, several questions must be posed to 
those who advocate significant change. 

Those questions could include the 
following: 

How much control do planners really 
have over their environments of practice? 

How much criticism will (read: can) a 
planner take before "throwing in the 
towel," "throwing up her hands" or "switch
ing careers"?* 

How much singular' leadership will a 
planner be able to show in the face of 
structures which may not endorse such 
action? 

Why do we expect planners to be dif
ferent from others when breaking the 
unwritten rules of the day may mean 
losing a job, status or influence? 

These questions are basic realities of 
professional life. They are not necessarily 
questions of ethics or morality where the 
answer might be clearer. Instead, these 
questions relate to rules which have 
been accepted by the larger institution 

*A recent Government of Canada career 
booklet, published to assist high school stu
dents in selecting a university study pro
gramme, indicated that, of a survey of major 
careers, practising planners had one of the 
highest dissatisfaction rates with their career 
choice. 

where the planner may reside. Too often, 
the uncharted shoals of real-world is
sues are left for the planner to face 
and discover somewhere in the future 
without any appropriate guideposts. 
That view is simply not good enough. 
Planners need to be better prepared to 
deal with the very political nature of the 
practice, and the requirem_ents that are 
necessary not only to survive In the en
vironment of planning, but also to prosper 
and flourish. 

What are the requirements for realistic, 
healthy planning change? 

This writer believes that ethics of prac
tice holds much of the answer. The study 
of ethics is frequently divided into distinct 
components: "codes of conducf' and 
"codes of ethics." Beavis has provided a 
sound description of the two (p. 9). She 
wrote: 

"A code of conduct can be defined as 
a detailed set of enforceable rules 
designed to cover all situations where 
improper actions might occur ... A 
code of ethics, on the other hand, can 
be defined as a statement of broad, 
general principles expressing the 
moral commitment of an md1V1dual or 
group. " 

Hendler (1990) wrote that professional 
codes had potential as a bridge between 
planning and ethics. She discussed "two 
distinct entities: a code of ethics and a 
code of conduct." (p. 22) She continued 
by writing: 

"the former is an idealistic set of moral 
ideas which may contribute to the 
conceptual formation of a profession. 
The latter is a more practical state
ment focused on day-to-day beha
viour . . . codes ought to play the role 
of providing general, philosophical 
principles which define and direct the 
moral scope of a profession. A code 
may be regarded as a source of inspi
ration and vision for professionals . .. 

Codes of conduct, on the other 
hand, are to contain pragmatic guide
lines for professionals. This type of 
code must be enforceable and com
prehensive. The code will be in the 
form of a set of normative principles 
which should be, in a general sense, 
consistent with its accompanying 
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code of ethics, yet contains more spe
cific notions of context." (p. 23). 

Hendler went on to state that "articu-
lated codes may enable universal char
acterization of the expectations of a 
given profession and establish its ethical 
mandate" (p. 23). Forester (1986) consid
ered the question of ethics and practice 
and concluded that "a long overdue re
examination of ethics" and a "practical 
ethics in planning" was required (p. 226). 
This writer believes that, given the mynad 
of political and community-driven issues 
which face a planner on a continual ba
sis emphasis upon codes of ethics and 
co~duct could serve as an important 
touchstone for the stormy seas that con
stantly threaten the environment of 

planning. . . 
Let there be no mistake. Planning hes 

in the midst of considerable resolkce 
allocation debate. As a result, it is prone 
to distribution and redistribution questions 
and issues. This writer has experienced 
distributional questions of considerable 
ethical dimensions during 20+ years of 
public and private practice. Many of 
those issues had attached f1nanc1al impli
cations. These were not issues of "back 
alley deals." They were instances about 
advocating certain types of development, 
about recommending action that would 
effect client financial reward and have 
potential detrimental consequences for 
others, about working with others who 
had previously veered into unethical 
waters, about participating in _negotia
tions that had questionable social equity 
benefit, and about subtle bribery. Th~se 
issues will always face planners dealing 
with distribution. At the end of the day, 
however, the planner must be prepared 
for self-examination. A code of ethics 
would help in that appraisal. 

Today, much of the pressing debate 
seems to focus upon the importance of 
several other items, particularly planning 
techniques such as mediation/ negotia
tion and urban design. This discussion, 
and that of the need for an ethical base, 
is not new ( see: Witty 1986). While a 
review of the raison d'etre of the profes
sion remains in question, the practice of 
resource planning, recreation and tour
ism planning, community planning, rural 
planning and other areas of the profes-

sion still retain their commonalities of 
techniques - "their bag of tricks." As 
westhues wrote in 1985, "agreement 
has been reached on this point." But she 
cautioned, "no such accord exists with 
regard to which model, or approach to 
planning, one should adopt." She con
tinued by noting that "efforts to develop a 
positive theory of planning have,, so far 
been limited to conceptual work. While 
the environment of each area of plan
ning may differ, it is the tools of the trade, 
the profession's theoretical roots and the 
ski lls of applying the social policy of 
everyday life through listening (Forester), 
that all planners can begin to respond to 
the requirements of their intermediary 
role (Schon). 

Most importantly, planners must r~c
ognize the evolution of the profession, 
the need to change with the times, and 
practice "current planning" while remain
ing rooted in the theory of Geddes, Mum
ford and Blumenfeld. This shifting of the 
culture of the practice may seem unset
tl ing to many planners who would prefer 
a long-lasting set of standard s1tuatIons. 
Yet the ever changing environment of 
pla~ning is at the heart of the profess_ion 
and, in fact, causes much of the excite
ment for remaining in active practice. 

Like other professionals and special
ists who need to apply new techniques 
and redefine their practice to meet 
changing conditions, new discoveries, 
new materials and new regulations, so 
too must planners reshape their methods 
of practice. But, unlike most other profes
sions, the nature of planning is such that 
those changes are usually not manda
tory. Instead, they are related to the 
changing views in society of needs, 
equity and quality of life. Herein hes 
much of the challenge. For, while these 
topics are at the core of planning theory, 
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and new coalitions are emerging, particu
larly on the environmental front (Logan 
and Molotch), resistance continues in 
many planning offices to adaptation to 
those new requirements. Why? 

Perhaps, resistance is in place be
cause planners do not see themselves 
as the professionals that have been em
bodied in theory; or because the power 
of politics has altered their view of the 
role of planning; or because movement 
towards Forester's "progressive planner" 
threatens the "traditionalist" or "techni
cian" function and hence the comfortable 
role of planner as part of the system of 
power; or because the constraints of the 
institutionalized organization, where the 
planner resides, has codified the appro
priate acceptable role to that of a narrow
ly defined "structuralist." Whatever the 
reason, planners - like many other pro
fessionals - can become accustomed 
to certain ways of doing things. This 
"profession of habit" is not unique to plan
ners. If planners can be judged by what 
they do, then many planners do partici
pate in routinized environments far from 
the world described in classes of theory 
and studios of applied teaching. This de
sire to establish common ways of doing 
things is only natural, especially when 
the organizational framework and the 
politics of planning encourages known, 
unthreatening product. Martin (1988) 
touched on this in his review of planning 
literature when he found considerable 
lack of practitioner familiarity with current 
planning publications. 

Yet, opportunity abounds for planners 
to move away from these chains of habit. 
For instance, the Healthy Communities 
initiative and sustainable development 
debates offer potential to expand plan
ning practice into socially and politically 
accepted activities that begin to address 
the issues of soc ial equity and environ
mental quality. Planners need to spend 
more time exploring the advantages of 
such new thought, and the attendent re
quirements for structural and role chang
es, so that the profession can remain 
relevant and competent. 

These are not radical requirements. 
They are basic, non-threatening needs. 
Planners do not undergo metamorphosis 
from idealistic, challenging students to 
arrogant, self-serving, power-hungry pro-

fessionals (as some would have us be
lieve). They do, however, undergo a 
transition, as Forester noted, to planning 
in the face of power, planning in the midst 
of muddling through, planning from within 
~tructured organizations, planning in the 
face of conflict and planning with, and 
listening to, a myriad of interests. It is no 
wonder that over time, planners learn to 
survive in such a transition. But survival 
is not enough. 

It is clear that current practitioners will 
have varying degrees of receptivity to 
required change and reinvigoration of 
the profession in general and themselves 
if'f particular. What is required? 

Some authors suggest mass surgery. 
Others imply that the profession needs 
fine-tuning. This writer believes that 
change is brought about when the bene
fits of change are readily understood 
and the structural conditions exist to en
courage, if not permit, change. That no
tion implies a concerted effort at profes
sional education and the sanctioning of 
change within accepted existing deci
sion-making structures. While some will 
call for wholesale radicalization, reality 
suggests otherwise. This does not ipso 
facto imply that major change is not pos
sible; but it does suggest that there are a 
variety of factors which effect profes
sional motivation and desire to alter 
methods of practice, especially in any 
rapid fashion. These factors, which fre
quently lie outside of the control of plan
ners, often decide the focus, intensity, 
target and choice of weapon mentioned 
earlier. As a result, the planner must deal 
with organizational agenda, muddling 
through processes and power elites. As 
well, planners are asked to deal with 
issues that are often not quantifiable or 
easily analyzed. Even so, decision
makers require that the planner provide 
clear advice, usually unencumbered with 
the realities of sQcial equity. To be pre
cise, political masters often demand either 
simple solutions to complex problems or 
acquiescence to politically driven debate. 
Many "good" planners have succumbed 
to the constant barrage of such diver
sionary factors, especially in .the larger 
bureaucracies of government and pri
vate practice. 

It is obvious, through a review of the 
literature and this issue of Plan Canada, 
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that planners have been constrained by 
more than structural limitations. In fact, 
much of the apparent inertia of planning 
is related to the relationship of planning 
to the real ities of our capitalist system 
and the associated perceptions of devel
opment, its importance to community 
well-being, and expectations that citizens 
and politicians place upon increasing 
the value of property. Reid (1 989) ad
dressed that issue when he wrote: 

a new common ground of mutual 
self-interest has been created, where 
once opposing parties now dance a 
perverse political duet in their new 
reconstruction of the corporate city. 
(p. 17). 

As Logan and Molotch pointed out, 
any property interests, no matter how 
small, have a vested stake in maintaining 
or increasing real property value or 
amenities. For instance, while many com
munity members feel compelled to decry 
the lack of affordable housing, they and 
others enjoy the satisfaction of increased 
real value to property that comes with 
growth and demand for land. It is no 
wonder that the planner faces turmoil 
when not only the "dance" steps but also 
the "dance" partners change frequently. 
Throughout, it is the structural mecha
nisms of the system which "play the 
music" that continue to drive much of 
current Canadian planning. 

Knowing the illness (i.e., the over
whelming formal and informal rules and 
codes and organizational limits), one 
would like to suppose that a remedy can 
be easily identified. This is just not the 
case. For all of the frustration that the 
public and others may display toward 
government institutions and the planning 
arms of such organizations, long-term 
structures are simply very difficult to 
change. Yet, given the role planners play 
in the public forum, whatever its char
acter, it is reasonable to expect that the 
planner can shape better balanced deci
sions. While it can be argued that the 
planner should lead by example, it is 
unrealistic to expect that individual plan
ners will somehow "strike out on their 
own" and possibly put job and security at 
risk in order to advocate a new paradigm. 
That is not to say that individuals cannot 
practice what they preach by consciously 

changing lifestyle to fit the real ities of the 
'90s. But to expect individual significant 
action without broader structural changes 
and underlying broad professional sup
port is simply asking too much. 

The key is to provide planners with an 
umbrella of practice - an articulated 
environment for planning - that is based 
in a code of practical ethics, and to con
vince bureaucracies and planners of the 
benefits of balanced decisions and the 
required structural changes necessary 
to facilitate those decisions. Without em
phasis upon the organizational side of 
the equation, those calling for significant 
change in planning practice are only put
ting the planner in an untenable position 
(i.e., it is a lot easier to preach to others 
on the point of principle than it is actually 
to take an action of principle), especially 
when the planner may lack any control 
over the mechanisms of change. 

In order to instill increased apprecia
tion for change and enhanced recogni
tion of the need to address longstanding 
and emerging issues, every effort should 
be made by planners to develop coali
tions around key issues. Logan and Mol
otch spoke to this when they wrote: 

The ability of the environmental 
movements to break the unanimity of 
groups ordinarily in strong support of 
exchange values is one of their key 
strengths . . . The strength of environ
mentalism clearly lies in the structural 
conditions that give strong cross-class 
appeal (p. 223). 

Such coalitions or politics of conveni
ence are c learly not the radical ization of 
planning that some espouse. Even so, by 
forming alliances on common issues, 
the benefits of change become apparent 
to all participants, including planners and 
those who espouse the status quo. It is 
from such actions that broader, longer 
term initiatives may rise. 

The planning profession needs to be 
much more candid with itself in recog
nizing that planners frequently do fall vic
tim to the politics of power or the influ
ences of rentiers. The profession should 
hold up the mirror of practice to its 
members to reveal flaws and indicate 
alternatives. This could include the devel
opment of a practical code of ethics and 
code of conduct. Schon advocated "an 
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epistemology of practice based on the 
idea of reflection-in-action."* This is a 
very useful and easily implemented 
method of maintaining dialogue between 
practitioners, and practitioners and aca
demia. While planners have developed 
an abhorrence of self-analysis (navel
gazing to some), there is merit in reflec
tion upon practice, methods, tools, views, 
experiences and emerging initiatives. 
Not enough energy is currently devoted 
to that area. It is one which other pro
fessionals have identified, and pursue 
vigorously. Planners could learn from the 
experiences of those others. 

When Schon wrote that "planning 
practice is notoriously unstable" and that 
"there are many contending views of the 
profession," he acknowledged one of 
the key issues facing the profession: a 
sense of identity. This loss of identity has 
come about as much because the pr6-
fession has moved away from Schon's 
centralist planner with clear roles to one 
where the boundaries of the profession 
are much more blurred. Inasmuch as 
planners may be tired of the identity 
debate, identity tends to be set aside in 
the interests of "getting on" with practice. 
Yet, unless a common thread, a sense of 
who planners are, is agreed upon, the 
profession will continue to undergo a 
fragile view of itself, and will not be able 
properly to address the challenges and 
changes facing it. 

Certainly, one way of avoiding the de
bate is to focus in on practice. This can 
have both a positive and negative result; 
positive in that the planner attempts to 
accomplish meaningful work; negative 
in that the planner can be buried in rou
tine. Through a common understanding 
of what constitutes the profession, what 
are its accepted guiding princ iples, what 
it does and is expected to do, and how it 
can evolve and contribute to society in 
more than a "housekeeping" role, plan
ners wil l be better able to face the future 
and address social equity within struc
tures and institutions that have been de
signed by others. Such understanding 
wi ll come about by on-going discussions 
of the influence of new thought upon the 
structures of decision-making, and the 
linkages of planning to other professions. 
Those reflections should be undertaken 
in order to dismantle walls of discipline 

protection. That examination should pro
vide for a better understanding of poten
tial collaboration and sense of contribu
tion to community well-being. 

Since the comfort of a narrow field 
can translate into a static profession, the 
over specialization of many areas of plan
ning is another issue that affects the 
receptivity of planners to change. Many 
specialists maintain their turf by protect
ing it; turf-protection often results in in
formation control and subsuming pro
gressive planning to the whims of the 
politics of power. Much would be gained, 
in the writer's view, if planners could 
cross blurred subdiscipline boundaries, 
challenging themselves and their peers 
as they move into new areas. Planning 
offices should encourage team projects 
and cross assignments or secondments 
within or between offices. Herein lies 
much of the value of consulting as a 
place to experience continual reinvigora
tion as the consulting planner crosses 
into new areas - presumably areas of 
competence. 

A Prescription for Change 
The illness is a malady common to many 
professions: time and situation place 
severe limits on the ability to fulfill the 
idealized role. to overcome that limita
tion, planners must be given: 1. the sup
port base to advocate change without 
threat of reprisal; 2. the tools to monitor 
changing theory, c ircumstance, and 
methods; 3. encouragement to challenge 
existing systems by forming coalitions 
with others on matters of common inter
est, a form of politics of convenience if 
necessary; 4. the means and desire to 
assume an intermediary role (Schon) in 
planning matters; 5. recognition of the 
fine line that exists between their role as 
advocates and the process of govern
ment; 6. an education rooted in the real i
ties of practice in general and ethics in 
particular; and 7. a recognized ethical 
base and code of conduct. 

There is a role for the planning schools 
and the Canadian Institute of Planners to 

*Reflection-in-action is described by Schon 
as modeling "unfamiliar problems on familiar 
ones and building new theory by reflecting 
on perceived but as yet unarticu lated simi
larities." (p. 203). 

PLAN CANADA, 31:6/ NOVEMBER/ NOVEMBRE 1991 93 



REFEREED ARTICLE/ARTICLE SOUMIS A DES ARBITRES 

address these issues. The following brief 
discussion considers several possible 
areas. 

In most professions, there is a balance 
between those who teach and research 
and those who teach and practice. Prac
tice forces planners to work in, and ap
preciate, Schon's "situations" and to 

· understand Schon's "reflection-in-ac
tion." Practitioners are able to analyze for 
context and effect upon process, meth
ods, ethics and theory. It is those real 
situations which will one day face the 
student. Through better understanding 
of the practice of planning and transla
tion of actual experience into seminar 
format, those that teach will better equip 
students with the skills to accommodate 
change and understand contextual situa
tions. Such understanding should permit 
emerging practitioners to be more alert to 
roles, responsibilities and agendas; in 
Forester's words, "to focus on what 
counts: planning and design as practical 
communicative action;" and in Schon's 
words to be the "reflective practitioner." 
Education that prepares emerging prac
titioners with solid understanding of the 
power of politics and the changing and 
constant expectations placed upon the 
planner will help those practitioners to 
adopt to the dynamics of the environ
ment of planning. 

But more importantly, the practitioner 
is able to convey descriptions of the key 
issue that drives the profession: ethics. 
Ethics is the fulcrum of the profession. It 
sets out, more than anything else, the 
parameters for the planner to remain 
alert, to listen, to mediate and to change 
according to emerging needs. Through 
an effective ethical foundation, students 
will be able to enter the world of planning 
prepared to face the constant urgings of 
power. While the role of the practitioner 
in planning schools seems reasonable, 
the rules of university are such that more 
and more require attention to academic 
requirements than practical experience. 
Planning schools need to continue to 
attempt to balance the university's re
quirements with those of the profession. 
As budgets come under greater scru
tiny, this issue will continue to arise as 
schools are unable to retain formal posi
tions for part-time practitioners who 
come to teach. Perhaps greater dialogue 

between practitioners and the schools 
could ensure ongoing access to practi
tioner input during times of restraint. 
Such joint effort is in the profession's 
interests. 

At the same time, practising planners 
should encourage planning schools to 
engage in practical research and estab
lish formal research arms where contri
butions to planning thought will stimulate 
the practice of planning. Practicing plan
ners should not fear potential loss of 
contract work to such research groups. 
The Centre for Human Settlements at 
the University of British Columbia and The 
University of Winnipeg's Institute of Ur
ban Studies are two examples of re
search arms which are stimulating inter
est in the profession of planning, and, 
with that, an associated broad benefit for 
all practising planners. 

Concomitantly, practitioners must rec
ognize the important role played by aca
demia in shaping planning thought, chal
lenging planning practice, monitoring 
new concepts and advocating new dic
ta. Practitioners and teachers need each 
other. 

In concert with the foregoing, there is 
a major role for the profession to under
take several initiatives. These include 
the continued review of the relationship 
of planning to other disciplines, the en
couragement of planners to change, be 
aware of change and recognize emerg
ing needs. In particular, the profession, 
through CIP and its affiliates, should re
examine and formalize a practical code 
of ethics and code of conduct. This will 
provide the practitioner with a much
needed sense of identity and framework 
within which the planner can challenge 
and change without fear of reprisal. As 
well, it should attempt to balance the 
needs of serving practitioners with 
emerging thought and trends with 
"hands-on" information which helps 
planners cope within the environment of 
planning. CIP provides an important for
um for the discussion of matters of inter
est to planners. Through the encourage
ment of debate CIP could assist in 
formulating positions that may help shape 
the evolution of community, community 
structures, and in turn, help evolve con
tinued relevant planning practice. As 
well, CIP should take more responsibility 
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for building the potential for community 
coalitions by continually seeking coali
tions at the national level, such as the 
healthy communities coalition of planners, 
politicians and public health workers. In 
short, CIP and its affiliates should ensure 
that it is an advocate for planning, that it 
takes firm positions on national, regional 
and local issues, and that the structures 
which surround planning do not stifle 
practitioners. Further, at the affiliate level, 
CIP should be actively involved in the 
development of planning legislation, 
changes to approval processes and 
community-based progressive planning. 
Most importantly, CIP must undertake a 
very active intervention role and financial 
commitment to important initiatives and 
emerging needs, such as the sustainable 
development debate and social equity 
agenda. CIP must assume a leadership 
role in such planning matters. 

But what of the larger and more basic 
question of the implications of structural 
limitation? 

Unless a broader will exists to change 
the methods of decision-making, any 
amount of surficial change will accom
plish very little. Therefore, it will be imper
ative to ensure that the structures which 
surround planning do not stifle practi
tioners. Planners can respond by forming 
coalitions - coalitions of convenience, if 
necessary; in the minds of some groups 
- to begin to change the methods, forms 
and process of current fai led urban, rural 
and resource allocation. Such effort must 
result in empowerment for those outside 
the mainstream of decision-making and 
property ownership. But, for that to hap
pen, planners will need to shed their too
often comfortable mantle and venture 
into the arena of life where much of the 
roots of planning began. Such action, of 
necessity, will create challenges and 
potentially uncomfortable associations, 
and the need to reject the power of poli
tics for the power of community-based 
action. CIP should monitor those struc
tures which have corralled much of cur
rent-day planning and intercede when 
they limit the role of planners and c itizens 
in the pursuit of social equity. 

In the end, however, the true test of the 
profession will ultimately fall to the prac
titioners. Planners must demonstrate an 
interest and commitment to change. 

Practitioners must awaken to the need to 
advocate change through examples of 
lifestyle - this does not mean rejection 
of all things modern but a realization that 
there is a finite limit to consumption -
and within the work environment by illu
minating clients on the alternative conse
quences of action, whether asked or not! 

In order to break away from the limita
tions of the culture of planning into a 
realigned environment of planning, it will 
be necessary for planning practitioners 
to respond to new opportunities and to 
seize upon new initiatives such as the 
healthy community movement. To date, 
at all levels of community and resource 
planning, Canadians have failed to grasp 
the healthy community initiative which 
has become a growing major worldwide 
movement - a movement with its roots 
in Canada and its history in the origins of 
the profession. There are no excuses for 
this lost opportunity. Practitioners must 
lead by example, be willing to gamble, 
work for change and encourage others 
in the common pursuit of a restructured 
system. Anything less will lead to a con
tinued sense of frustration in much of the 
profession and a deteriorating quality of 
life for all. 

Canadian planning should pause -
while it still forges ahead in a number 
of emerging initiatives - to reflect upon 
its history, its present and its future. 
Without a solid understanding of the 
situational context for planning, the pro
fession wil l lack focus and roots. It is in 
those areas that the profession requires 
contemplation. 
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A proposal for a code of ethics 
The following proposed code of ethics 
comes from the author's own views as 
reflected in the above article. The author 
also wishes to thank the other authors in 
this Plan Canada issue. Their thoughts 
and advice at a special forum session to 
review the articles was most helpful in 
articulating this proposal. 

"The Canadian Institute of Planners 
advocates planning practice which is 
sensitive to ecological, social and eco
nomic factors that shape healthy sustain
able communities. 

This requires: 
(a) a commitment to a community-based 

participatory process which deter
mines the public interest in commu-
nity development; .. 

(b) an understanding and/ or recognition 
of the ecological principles wh1c):l 
shape human and natural communi
ties and the linkages between natural 
systems and ecological sensitive 
planning; 

(c) professional conduct which reflects 
the public good; . . . 

(d) informing clients of the ram1f1cat1ons 
of decisions; 

( e) promotion of, and commitment to, 
the principles of social equity for all 
citizens; 

(f) recognition of the importanc_e of for
mal and experiential education; 

(g) professional conduct which takes 
into account colleague, employer 
and client values where such values 
do not conflict with other aspects of 
this code; 

(h) an understanding of, and sensitivity 
to, the cultural and social dimensions 
of resource allocation; 

(i) consideration of the unique sense of 
place embodied in the local commu
nity and its relationship to the pol1t1cal 
culture of its region; and 

(j) commitment to the examination of the 
implications of planning recommen
dations upon community and natural 
resource development, quality of life 
and social equity considerations." 
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