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ABSTRACT RESUME 

As community planning in Canada enters its secand century, 
many past challenges ( e.g., affordable housing, citizen partici
pation and environment.al pollution) still await resolution. 
New challenges through the aging of the population and its 
growing multicultural complexUy are emerging that will also 
test planners' will and skills. Whether planning practice is 
suJ)icient to meet these challenges will depend upon planners 
(a) opening up the present bureaucratic process; (b) sharing 
power with citizen participants; ( c) taking a stand on under
lying moral questions; and ( d) being able to serve legitimately 
other constituencies than the land development sector. 

La planification locale entame son deuxi.eme centenaire et 
plusieurs c:Mfis du passe ( par exemple, l 'accessibilite aux loge
ments, la participation des citoyens et la pollution de l'envi
ronnement) demeurent sans solution. De nouveaux d4fis, dus 
au vieillissement de la population et a la complexUe multi
culturelle croissante,font surface et c:Mfi,ent lavolonte et l 'habi
lete des urbanistes. Ceux-ci doivent relever ces c:Mfis, (a) en 
rendant le systeme bureaucratique actuel plus accessible, (b) 
en partageant lepuvoir a:vec les citoyens, (c) en prenant 
position sur les ~stions morales sous-jacentes et (d) en 
ouvrant l'urbanisme sur des preoccupations mares que le 
developpement et l 'amenagement du sol 

.. . In the large-scale task of putting 
cities together in which we all live and 
work, we have not yet stretched our 
abilities. 

Humphrey Carver, 1955 

A Future of Challenges* 
As we move into the second century of 
public planning of Canadian communi
ties, Humphrey Carver's challenge, some
what sadly, still stands. Of course, there 
have been many achievements in Cana
dian planning in the past 35 years since 
Carver issued it. From Market Square in 
Saint John to High River in Alberta and 
False Creek in Vancouver important 
initiatives have been taken in "putting 
cities (and towns) together." And plan
ning process, too, has benefitted from 
the experiences of Saskatoon and Sud
bury, of Winnipeg and White Rock. 

Yet perennial planning problems con
tinue to plague Canadian communities. 
Housing is in short supply for the poor 
and the elderly, not to mention the home
less. "Gridlock," the name for today's 
traffic congestion, now harasses the 
suburbs. Disposal of human and indus
trial wastes is intensified by a deluge of 
highly toxic materials and the lack of 

landfill sites. Planning performance in 
many communities thus has not matched 
the promise of early advocates on even 
these basic issues. What can one say 
about the prospects for more recent is
sues surrounding planning? What about 
access to the process by ordinary peo
ple? The co-optation of the process by 
politicians? The self-centredness of 
some neighbourhoods? The lack of con
sultation by the provinces? And the envi
ronmental stress affecting all of us? 
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Perhaps it is self-evident, but it is true 
that community planning is a large-scale 
task, as Carver noted. It takes time, re
sources, and patience. New problems 
arise, along with new versions of old prob
lems. And old objectives and principles 
may not suit new conditions, as for exam
ple, when local resources decline or 
water and air pollution increase. These 
are, after all, the "turbulent" times the 
futurists of the 1960s were fond of fore
casting (Trist, 1970). Canadian communi
ties in the 1990s and beyond wil l be 
buffeted by this turbulence, as will com
munity planning as it guides them through 
these uncertain times. 

Continuing Dilemmas 
NIMBY and LULU 
A not untypical public meeting in Van
couver early in 1990 heard objections 
from residents of the city's East End on 
city council's plans to locate a plant for 
recovering recyclable materials from the 
city garbage in their neighbourhood. 
Sceptics at city hall, and in other neigh
bourh9ods too, probably classed this as 
just another case of NIMBY - Not-In
My-Backyard. This kind of knee-jerk 
reaction to planning decisions is fre-
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quently heard nowadays. However, 
NIMBY is not new. It was documented in 
the early 1950s by Meyerson and Ban
field (1985) in their pathbreaking study of 
planning for public housing in Chicago. 
They found that Chicagoans, in general, 
favoured housing projects for low-in
come people. But the Housing Authority 
was rebuffed by many neighbourhoods 
in its search for actual sites. NIMBY is 
thus a new name for one of the basic 
tensions that has always been in the 
planning process- between neighbour
hood and city values. ., . 

NIMBY, and its sister-reaction LULU 
(Locally Unacceptable Land Use), are 
blarned for costly delays in formulating 
plans and by-laws and for holding up 
construction projects. Yet, the proof of 
these complaints lies in the eye of the 
beholder. NIMBY is also more prominent 
today, because the planning process 
has become more open. Remember, 
before the late 1960s, public participa
tion was extremely limited in planning 
matters. That neighbourhood groups 
have taken to it with such alacrity and 
become so adept at it suggests several 
things. First, citizens strongly desire to be 
partners in making planning decisions 
affecting their "turf." Second, the process 
as it now operates is conducive to being 
stymied. And third, the process does not 
enable neighbourhood/ city value con
flicts to be resolved. 

If citizens were to be partners in plan
ning decisions, it would mean sharing 
planning power with them. That's not 
what happens now. Citizens are rarely 
allowed higher than the middle rung of 
Arnstein's "ladder of participation" -
they are only consulted. Thus, many 
NIMBY protests result in an aborted plan
ning process: politicians may make no 
decision or make hasty decisions (some
times favouring the neighbourhood and 
sometimes not). Or a new round or meet
ings are planned which further protracts 
the process. This is one of the major 
outcomes of a planning process that still 
accords citizens only a token role. 

Why NIMBY? At its simplest, NIMBY 
is the desire to get the attention of plan
ners and politicians about local concerns 
and to bring local knowledge (that is 
often invaluable) into the process. There 
are other occasions where NIMBY is a 

reaction of a neighbourhood or a com
munity to not having been informed, or 
only at the last minute, about a planning 
decisions affecting it. Yet another NIMBY 
message urges politicians to stick to the 
official community plan, and not to revise 
it in light of each new development 
proposal. 

Planner Peter Hall (1989) also sug
gests that NIM BY is often a deep-seated 
reaction of people, in all walks of life, to 
endless growth and the spread of devel
opment. This form of NIMBY challenges 
planners and politicians to answer a fun
damental question: Why is more growth 
needed? The motivations are diverse, 
sometimes altruistic ( e.g., about the envi
ronment) and sometimes selfish (e.g., 
about lifestyle). This is a basic question 
that communities have a right to expect 
planners, politicians, and developers to 
debate. 

And NIMBY reactions are not always 
informed or generous. Citizens have be
come adept at using the planners' lexi
con, especially about density and traffic 
congestion, in ways that are frequently 
facile and misleading. Housing projects 
for senior citizens are opposed on the 
spurious grounds of increased density 
and traffic in the neighbourhood. And the 
situation faced by a Manitoba clergyman 
who tried for four years to find a site for a 
seminary to train Native people, while 
urban and rural municipalities alike re
fused the necessary land use permis
sion, is not an isolated case (Globe and 
Mail, 1990). 

Here we are, of course, into the area of 
individual and public morals. Community 
planners have no mandate here, but they 
do have a heritage of social conscious
ness. Two of planning's most important 
voices, who died recently - Hans Blu
menfeld and Lewis Mumford - would 
not have hesitated to become involved in 
the sometimes mean side of NIMBY. 
This is one of three major challenges for 
Canadian planners: 

1. to establish and maintain sensitive 
and consistent public participation 
processes. 

2. to provide intellectual clarity in the 
debate about the need for growth as 
well as viable alternatives for commu
nity development; and not least 
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3. to join the moral debates that fre
quently arise in NIMBY cases. 

"Think Globally, Act Locally" 
The second century of Canadian plan
ning is beginning with the natural physi
cal environment being a major issue, just 
as it was when public planning was 
ushered in 1 00 years ago. Then it was 
called "conservation," but there's no 
mistaking those same concerns. In this 
realm, the public is far ahead of planners 
(and politicians). For, despite a flurry of 
articles and educational initiatives in the 
1970s, few planners today promote envi
ronmental matters. The reasons are di
verse: knowledge in this area is highly 
technical and most planners are not 
apprised of it, ecological systems seldom 
conform to the boundaries of local gov
ernments, and control over the degrada
tion of soil, water, air and biological re
sources is highly charged politically and 
economically. Nevertheless, environ
mental planning is the "weak link" in land
use planning today (Jennings, 1989). 

Rigour and commitment are required. 
The planners of the District of North 
Vancouver showed this in their award
winning Alpine Area Official Community 
Plan designed to accommodate 50,000 
people (Smith, 1989). They undertook a 
considerable program of education of 
the public and politicians. Significantly, 
they addressed at the outset, the funda
mental issue of "protecting the natural 
environment vs land development." Here, 
again, is a variation on the "why growth" 
cited above. It is no less imperative that 
planners join this debate. 

The primary concern that planners 
should address if they intend truly to 
pursue environmental planning is the 
rela tion between economic growth and 
environmental quality (Friedmann, 1989). 
With economic growth comes capital 
accumulation and the use of resources 
in the natural environment to attain capi
tal assets. The most familiar form in 
which this is presented to planners is in 
the addition of new houses, commercial 
buildings, roads, schools, etc., to a city or 
town (i.e., capital accumulation). 

A plan that promotes an increase in a 
community's density or otherwise ex
pands its physical environment is a 

forecast for use of natural resources to 
achieve economic development. Some 
claim validlv that this form of economic 
growt'h "doe~ not improve the state of the 
environment ... it is inherently destruc
tive" (Warren, 1990). There are, of course, 
environmental trade-offs in this equation. 
Growth in one area may require less 
commuting, for example, less use of 
petroleum products and, thereby, use/ 
destroy fewer air resources. But expan
sion of a community's physical environ
ment never requires zero resources. 
Even environmental improvements such 
as rapid transit that reduces automobile 
use of a new sewage treatment system 
that reduces water pollution involve capi
tal accumulation. 

Community planning functions at a 
strategic point in the economic devel
opment process, and, therefore, also in 
the process of environmental conserva
tion and protection. This means that com
munity planners are in a position to make 
significant decisions about the quality 
of the environment. Take, for example, 
the modish style of very large houses 
("big houses," "monster houses") that 
are beginning to replace much more 
modest 1950s dwellings in many com
munities. By comparison, the new large 
houses require two to three times the 
materials of the homes they are replac
ing. Yet these new dwellings perform the 
same residential function as before, not 
to mention often housing fewer people. 

Environmental planning issues are in
herently very political. As Friedmann 
(1989) points out, they involve "ques
tions not only of the physical environ
ment but also of investment and produc
tion, quality of life, and the distribution of 
costs and benefits among different sec
tors of the population." Planners are 
likely to "antagonize important segments 
of the population," whichever position 
they take on environmental issues. (Not 
infrequently, it is lower income segments 
that must bear the burden of reducing 
capital accumulation.) The fundamental 
question in all planning endeavours -
who benefits and who pays? - seems 
even more complex when it comes to 
the environment. This question has its 
political and moral aspects as well as 
matters of power and equity. It all comes 
down to how we live wth one another 
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and with our local environment and, ulti
mately, with that of our globe. Distress
ingly, this message is not much different 
from the apprehensions voiced by those 
at Canada's Commission on Conserva
tion eighty years ago! 

Housing Thafs Affordable 
Also one of the long-lived urban prob
lems, providing affordable housing for 
people of lesser means continues to 
plague planners and city councils. Slums, 
and what to do about them, was one of 
the prime planning issues of the turn of 
the century and of the post-World War II 
period. Besides the persistence of this 
problem in inner city areas, today one 
finds versions of it in the suburbs and 
even in older affluent neighbourhoods. 

Even in its earliest versions, making 
affordable housing available was mQre 
than a physical problem of constructing 
dwellings. It has both social and eco
nomic components integral to the 
physical problem. Not least, it is involved 
with people who are the most vulnerable 
economically and socially in our society 
- the poor, recent immigrants, the elder
ly, the disabled. Thus, when we try to 
ameliorate their housing needs we per
ceive, before long, poverty, discrimina
tion, and an unresponsive economic 
marketplace. The problem presents it
self in many different ways as a c ity 
grows. The economic marketplace 
doesn't require such a reckoning and so 
it usually isn't done. The political arena is 
obliged to listen, but not required to act to 
redistribute the costs of displacement 
(and is not likely to be given the domi
nance of corporate interests). Moreover, 
the social and human consequences 
are often not evident until the new devel
opment thrust is a fait accompli. 

A lot of the consequences of city 
change cannot be anticipated, but plan
ners can predict these kinds of displace
ment with little difficulty. Why then don't 
we plan for them? Even so, the crucial 
question is: Where does the planner 
stand on the issue? Wil l he/ she help 
enact land use regulations to mitigate 
the social consequences of proposals 
that affect affordable housing? That the 
problem will appear and reappear in the 
future one can predict with certainty. 

Impending Challenges 
As well as learning to deal with those 
issues persisting from the past, there are 
new issues that will have to be dealt with. 
Some of these arise from changes in 
society as a whole, contextual changes, 
such as those with the rapid aging of the 
population or its increasing multicultural 
texture. Communities u9Ually have no 
control over these sorts of trends, but 
must respond to them when they occur. 
There are also new issues for community 
planning that arise from societal predis
positions to change, or consensual 
change. Thus, communities or regions 
may agree that living environments would 
benefit by preserving heritage buildings 
or by being designed to provide greater 
personal safety. The consensus currently 
building in Canada for the concept of 
sustainable development and Aboriginal 
rights, will, for example, pose major chal
lenges for community planners. 

It is not possible to discuss, much less 
predict, all the changes that will occur. 
But two seem destined to demand re
sponses from community planners in 
most cities and towns: (1 ) the increasing 
numbers of elderly; and (2) the increas-

-ing multicultural diversity of the popula
tion. These will suffice to show the ways 
in which community planning can be 
affected. Both, it should be noted, chal
lenge planners to consider the nature of 
the community. Both provide an oppor
tunity for planners to tackle the "unfin
ished task of community planning" that 
Kent Gerecke (1988) rightly admonishes 
them for abandoning. 

The Seniors' Surge. The rapid growth 
in the number of elderly people in cities 
and towns is well known to most Cana
dians. However, these trends and their 
implications have received little attention 
in the planning literature despite the fact 
that those aged 65 and older are the 
fastest growing age group in our society. 
In 1986, there were just over 2.7 million 
persons 65+ in Canada; it is expected 
that the 1991 census will show this total 
to have grown by a further 600,000 (Stone 
and Fletcher, 1986). And, as substantial 
as the Seniors' Surge has been in recent 
decades, it will be even greater in the 
future. When the Baby Boom generation 
of the 1945-1965 period reaches ",senior 
citizen" status in about 2010, the number 
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of elderly will grow even more spectacu
larly, and it will be the suburbs that bear 
the brunt. 

But numbers alone are not what make 
the surge in seniors' population relevant 
for planners. Just like the booming popu
lation of children three and four decades 
ago, elderly people have special needs 
regarding city and town environments. 
Studies have shown for some time that 
the major needs of the elderly that im
pinge on the domain of the planner are 
(a) housing, (b) transportation, and (c) 
community support services (Yeates, 
1978). Indeed, this is a planning agenda 
that planners from the 1960s will re
member only too well. But now, it is quite 
a different age group that demands 
attention. 

The main challenge for community 
planners is to design (or more likely, 
redesign) communities amenable to the 
needs of seniors (Wilson, 1982). Plan
ners will need to think, again, about the 
meaning of community for older people, 
as a prescient Ontario (1983) report 
noted nearly a decade ago. No little 
concern will also have to be given to land 
use regulations. A planning report for the 
Vancouver area (Geller et al., 1989) 
observes, for example, that zoning has 
not responded to needed innovations in 
seniors' housing densities, parking, and 
on-site services. Next to health care pro
fessionals, planners probably have the 
most to offer seniors in maintaining their 
independence. 

Multlcu/tu,a/ Diversity 
Hardly a community in Canada is not 
seeing its cultural identity being reshaped 
by new immigrants to this country. This 
is also a phenomenon that communities 
have faced more than once in the past. 
The difference this time is the scale and 
the diversity of immigrants, not to mention 
their diffusion throughout the country. 
This raises new challenges for planners 
to broaden their own social perceptions, 
and of those whom they are advising. 

The issues that emerge with expand
ing cultural diversity cover the spectrum 
from housing and transportation to em
ployment and community services. A 
sensitive review of the topic by a Toronto 
planner notes: "A parking problem can 
become a race relations problem if the 

opponents on the issue are members of 
different racial groups and mediation 
has been mishandled" (Miller, 1988). In 
other words, the content of the planning 
agenda is much the same as for other 
members of the community. What differs 
is the need for planners to be able to 
cross cultural boundaries in seeking to 
understand ethnic community concerns, 
and, as well, their expectations of the 
planning process. 

Of course, planners can't do this alone, 
and that provides ·an opportunity to 
broaden planning processes as well as 
planners' cultural sensitivity. Information 
can be translated into the language of 
the neighbourhood, as is already done in 
several cities. But translation will un
doubtedly raise questions of interpreta
tion of planning concepts and procedures 
that will help the planner better under
stand his / her tools and position. Planning 
staffs probably should be augmented 
with people who understand ethnic com
munity concerns. And the mode of public 
consultation may have to be adapted to 
the means of communication with which 
the community is most able to articulate 
its aspirations. The challenge is to con
tinue to innovate in the style of planning. 

Responding to New Challenges 
Because the future is never fully known, 
even the challenges we've noted will 
impinge in different ways in different com
munities. Other challenges may appear 
on the scene rather abruptly, as the 
energy crisis did in the early 1980s, and 
add new elements to the picture. What 
impact will Free Trade with the U.S. have 
on resource communities? Or the effect 
of reducing the coverage of VIA Rail on 
small towns? Or the consequences of 
Indian Land Claims on various regions? 
Yet other alterations in plans may be 
necessary as a result of changes in local 
preferences for pollution controls, den
sities, or safety. 

In short, some changes can be antici
pated, but not their final effect, while 
others cannot be anticipated in either 
timing or effect. Moreover, there are out
comes from plans that may be both unin
tended and unanticipated. These conun
drums are illustrated in the classic plan
ning paradigms: 
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Intended 

Unintended 

The Consequences of Planning Action 

It is not possible always for the planner 
to function in the mode of Box 1 , but it is 
important to try and avoid Box 4. To do 
this requires a strategy for confronting 
change, the guidelines of which might go 
like this: 
1 . Expect that some change will occur 

in the planning period; 
2. Be aware of broad societal tendencies 

as they emerge and estimate their 
possible impacts on the community; 

3. Be aware of changes in local prefer
ences about the quality of the environ
ment; and 

4. Develop mechanisms for the regular 
review of plans that involve the entire 
community in the process. 
Planners have, for some time, per

ceived that planning problems follow a 
cyclical pattern: problems emerge, pres
sures grow to have then solved, solutions 
are formulated , policies and programs 
are adopted, and / or the problems wane. 
American planner Bernard Frieden (1977) 
cites the case of housing crises to which 
planners (and politicians) tend to respond 
at their height when shortages and in
flated prices are already set in place. 
Knowing the cyclical nature of housing 
demand, it would be much better to anti
cipate these problems and plan for them 
in the "troughs" of the cycle. Canadian 
planners often do not get involved until 
too late in a planning problem, by which 
time the need for planning has begun to 
recede (Gunton, 1983). Gunton urges 
planners to "begin their analysis as soon 
as the problem emerges instead of wait
ing for a formal request from politicians." 
In this way, their planning capability is 
strongest when the need for planning is 
strongest. 

The Sufficiency of Practice 
Community planning has established it
self as a part of the social and political 
fabric in most parts of this country. And, 
although planners usually demur regard
ing their power, they are part of institu
tional structures and thereby enjoy the 
power of being an official. Still , it appears, 

planning will need to adapt itself further 
to be able to respond effectively to the 
issues of its second century. Moreover, 
given the degree of institutionalization of 
planning practice, any changes will have 
to be adaptations of structures and styles 
that currently exist. It behooves us, there
fore, to understand the underlying dimen
sions of planning practice in Canada 
and the facets of these dimensions that 
need to be changed. 

The Roots of Practice 1 

Community planning, like most Canadian 
institutions, derives in considerable mea
sure from both British and American 
influences.2 It is also true, as with other 
institutions, that it is a unique amalgam 
adapted to Canadian cultural and consti
tutional circumstances. Zoning, the im
portant handmaiden of planning in the 
U S., is used throughout Canada, but so 
is development control , a British tool. But 
one must go beyond the tools to deter
mine the essential elements of Canadian 
practice. 

Henry Thoreau (1892), on a visit to 
Canada a century ago, observed an ele
ment vital to the development planning 
practice: " . . . in Canada you are re
minded of the government every day. It 
parades itself before you. It is not content 
to be the servant, but will be the master ... " 
He sensed a quality of Canada that is 
pervasive, that informs the life and times 
of the country. Instead of referring to this 
as a "government" orientation it is more 
aptly called a "corporate" orientation to 
Canadian institutions. For, historically, it 
was the fur trading companies, churches, 
railroads, and mining and forestry com
panies, as much as government that set 
the modes of development. Municipali
ties, too, when they were established, 
became corporations rather than govern
ments (Kaplan, 1982). This corporate 
orientation did not so much affect the 
content of Canadian planning solutions 
- the problems of cities were much the 
same as elsewhere - as it affected the 
style of practice and the decision en
vironment. 

Local planners ply a process that, es
sentially, it not a public process. The 
development permit system ( adopted 
from Britain) that is used so widely in 
Canadian planning, can be characterized 
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as a system of "contracts" between de
velopers and the municipal corporation. 
They are formulated by officials and their 
bases are legal, not planning, institutions. 
Public scrutiny and debate are very con
strained in this stage of the planning pro
cess. A concomitant effect of this discre
tionary system is that the Canadian plan
ner spends considerable time at the 
"operating" end of the planning process 
rather than in goal setting, plan making, 
and other means of learning public views. 

As Canadian planning has unfolded, 
one cannot help but be struck by its 
pervasive bureaucratic orientation and 
the much greater acceptance of govern
ment involvement (Goldberg and Mercer, 
1986). There has not been any notice
able concern among professionals with 
the plan-versus-process debate, as 
among U.S. practitioners, or with public 
participation. The emphasis has beeli' on 
accomplishment, not theory. Practice 
has meant planners finding technical 
and administrative solutions to urban 
problems. In short, one should be aware 
that this is where Canadian planners will 
be "coming from" regarding new chal
lenges. 

Wither Planners and Planning? 
The various challenges posed above 
make demands on both the substance 
and style of planning practice. A host of 
new external factors will expand the 
milieu planners face. Many of these will 
demand a more fine-grained approach 
of customer-made plans for particular 
neighbourhoods, locales, and projects if 
they are to be successful. And, in turn, 
they will demand that more participants 
be actively involved in planning solutions, 
not least those citizens directly affected 
by the planning. 

This agenda alone will require trans
formations in planners' styles and plan
ning agency relations: to open up the 
planning process; to share power with 
citizen participants; to take a stand on 
moral questions as these arise in such 
issues as urban growth, housing afford
ability, the seniors' surge, women and 
the city, multiculturalism; pollution, and 
land claims. 

Yet there are many gulfs between the 
public's perceptions of community plan
ning and those of most planners. Plan-

ning and politics are inextricably linked. 
People know this, even though planners 
are often reluctant to acknowledge it. 
Planners have power, which is some
thing people also know, but planners 
often demur. Planning has come to serve 
private interests, primarily commercial 
and corporate, while planners say they 
defend the public interest. Planning in
volves moral questions of social equity, 
among others, which is something too 
few planners are willing to concede, 
much less act upon. 

Community planning as we have come 
to know it must change, it it is not to 
become mired in cynicism or rancour or 
both. But given the bureaucratic position 
planning has achieved, can one be san
guine about achieving such change? 
Planners have become part of the gov
ernment that " is all around" in Canada, 
just as Thoreau observed a century ago. 
This gives them a legitimacy as well as 
access to power and an ability to exer
cise control, albeit largely in the interests 
of developers and corporations ( Chorney, 
1990). It has also given them personal 
security and professional status that 
may further constrain change. What op
tions are open to attract planners to take 
moral stances and assume greater so
cial responsibility?3 

There are no panaceas for this dilem
ma of planning. But, perhaps, "the irre
pressible desire of human community," 
as Chorney (1990) terms it, could be 
invoked to seek solutions. Many NIMBY 
disruptions, for example, are expressions 
of different conceptions of community 
from those held by the political elite and 
their planners (Gereck, 1988). The 
emerging issues around age and cultural 
differences bring to the fore yet other 
concepts of community. Why not make it 
possible to array different concepts of 
the community reflecting a wider array of 
interests? Why not afford planners the 
opportunity to learn of other visions which 
they can legitimately advocate? 

The consensual community land as
sembled from the planner's idea of avail
able alternatives is no longer viable, if it 
ever was. For, as Davidoff (1965) revealed 
long ago, it is virtually impossible for any 
planner to advocate sincerely more than 
one alternative plan at a time; all others 
become shams. At a minimum, institu-
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tional change must occur that will allow 
planners to serve legitimately other con
stituencies than the land development 
sectors and their handmaidens, the mu
nicipal land regulators. The variety of 
mechanisms needed for this will vary 
with the situation and the imagination of 
those involved. But they might include 
planners working directly for local plan
ning councils, business area associa
tions, community development corpora
tions, land trusts, and project working 
committees. And, one should add, not as 
consultants but as seconded staff with 
the job security to enable them to learn 
and advocate opinions contrary to those 
at the centre. 
· How will these various viewpoints be 

reconciled, one may ask? It will, or 
course, be a difficult task. But if we 
remember that community is, after all, an 
ecological concept, final closure around 

. all notions of community is probably not 
necessary or desirable. There simply 
needs to be some planners who tend 
"the forest" while others tend "the trees." 
The whole community is nothing more 
than the aggregate of the interactions of 
its parts with the whole, something cur
rent official community plans appear 
unable to grasp, if they ever can. New 
and rewarding vistas await planners. 

Notes 
1 . This section is adapted from Gerald Hodge, 
"The Roots of Canadian Planning," Journal of 

the American Planning Association, 51 (Win
ter): 8-22. 
2. Although there were extensive French in
fluences in developing settlements in Canada, 
Anglo-American tendencies have dominated 
planning institutions and practice. 
3. I am indebted to Beth Moore Milroy for 
raising this compelling question. 
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