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INTRODUCTION: 
Planning without Walls 

You cannot step twice into the same river. 

- Heraclitus, 513 B.C.  

Though most of us w i l l  not admi t  it, as p lanners we tend to l i ke 
wal l s-wa l l s  specif ica l ly in the sense of boundaries. We are very ac­
customed to them. If we take a look around, we see them everywhere. 
I doubt i f  our profess ion cou ld l ast long without them . There are pol it i­
cal boundaries, areas defi ned by zon i ng, general plans, neighborhood 
boundaries, census tracts, j ust to name a few. In our l ives as practi t io­
ners we struggle to keep everyth ing w ith i n  these l i nes, to f ind ways to 
defi ne what is ins ide and outside of these city and commun ity •wa l l s . "  
We are constantly faced wi th  the  need to  understand a bounded area 
and what do with the problems in and around it . N IMBY-ism (not-i n­
my-backyard) ,  as an example, refers to a phenomenon i n  which a 
group of cit izens are very aware of a smal ler boundary cond it ion 
(namely the i r  own lot l i nes), but are voca l about what happens around 
that boundary, part icular ly as it affects property val ues. 

Those of us entrenched in the academ ic l ife are no less accustomed 
to wal l s, though we prefer to ca l l  them parad igms. We spend a great 
deal of effort defi n ing  what our field is, and what our contr ibution can 
and should be. With a relatively short h i story (as a f ield of recogn ized 
academic pursu it, p lann ing has been around less than a hundred 
years), it may be necessary constantly to defi ne and speci fy the exact 
boundaries of p lann i ng thought. Even the process we use to frame and 
analyze p lann i ng problems has been given a more contai ned exis­
tence, with one of the more appreciated and cited works proposing  a 
"bounded rationa l i ty" (S imon 1 976 [ 1 945]) . In a world of turf ism, not 
understand ing the boundaries may mean los ing ground, s imply be­
cause one doesn't know when it happens. In some un ivers it ies, the i n­
abi l i ty to defi ne and defend the field has meant the reduction of plan­
n i ng department resources, and i n  some cases e i ther the d i sband ing or 
reorgan iz ing of the department., 

The true i rony i s  that wh i le  the field and profess ion are so preoccu­
pied with boundaries, the world around us i s  becoming harder and 
harder to defi ne eas i ly with a simple l i ne or two. We l ive i n  a society 
that is beg inn ing  to d i ssolve trad it ional wal l s .  The topic is one that has 
been broached by journal ed itors in the past. Ruth Ste iner, in her i n­
troduction to Volume 7, describes the art ic les that year as being i l l us­
trative of the • . . .  broad and 'wal l-less' boundaries of the p lan n i ng pro­
fess ion" (Ste iner 1 992 :  3 ) .  H i lda B lanco, ed itor of the fi rst two journals, 
describes the debate among p lann i ng academics and whether or not 
p lann ing has been successfu l in its efforts to defi ne itself  as a separate 
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profess ion .  She goes on to say, "There is someth ing i nherent in plan­
n ing that doesn't love a wal l "  (B lanco 1 985 :  2 ) .  

From the parad igm perspective, th is  boundary debate is fam i l iar to 
most students of plann i ng, start ing perhaps with Wi ldavsky's invective 
and chal lenge to the profession in "If P lann ing is Everyth ing, then 
Maybe It's Noth i ng• (Wi ldavsky 1 973) .  Rational decis ionmaking and 
comprehens ive p lann i ng came under d i rect f ire. Theorists retreated 
from the neatness of S imon's bounded rational i ty, and began to d i scuss 
p lann ing issues in terms of "disjoi nted incremental ism• or being i l l­
structured (Mitroff 1 974) . Prob lems qu ickly lost the i r  solvab i l ity, be- . 
com ing squ ishy (Strauch 1 976), messy (Ackoff 1 974), lumpy ( H i l l  
1 986), and f ina l ly took a s in i ster turn. Accord i ng t o  Rittel and Webber 
the problems were, in fact, "wicked" (Ritte l and Webber 1 973) .  The 
planner was told the best he cou ld do was •muddle th rough" 
(L i ndblom 1 973 [1 959]). 

Beyond the academic debate, there are three add it ional ways in 
which society i s  breaking down trad it ional boundaries: through tech­
nology, econom ics, and perspective. Technology is perhaps doing the 
most to encourage •wal l-less• plann i ng. Telecommuting, for example, 
has the potential to a lter commuting patterns. The "I nternet• and 
ubiqu itous •e-ma i l "  have created opportun ities for interchange and 
contact with people al l over the globe, and can be done from one's 
own home. The i ntegration of fax technology and modem capabi l ities 
have made the old trad it ional letter a lmost obso lete. In a. typical home 
sess ion on my computer last week, I commun icated with col leagues i n  
three countries b y  e-ma i l ,  and sent a fax from m y  computer t o  some­
one in another state. As mu lti-med ia  takes a fi rmer grasp of the market, 
the range of capabi l it ies w i l l  seem l im itless. AT&T, in recent televis ion 
commercia ls ,  depicts an executive on the beach participat ing in  a con­
ference cal l ,  and send ing an important fax from a pen-based computer 
pad . Whether th is  is feas ib le as means for a l l  of us to do busi ness is 
doubtfu l (beaches w i l l  get awfu l ly crowded).  The role of the 
" information h ighway• as promoted by the C l i nton Adm in i stration, 
however, w i l l  offer a number of opportunit ies to do th ings i n  non-trad i­
tional ways, and certa i n ly ways that are no longer constra ined by spa­
t ia l  locat ion or geograph ic d i stances . 

The globa l i zation of the world econom ies is a second ind ication that 
we are moving toward fuzz ier defi n it ions of markets, and push ing 
down the tradit ional wa l l s  of trade. The movement to a common cur­
rency in the European Commun i ty and the recent passage of the North 
American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) both suggest to the fact that 
our boundaries are expand i ng, or at least being rad ica l ly redefined .  To 
speak of isolat ionism seems quai nt, but now very naive, as we qu ickly 
move toward more i ntegrated markets and l i nked econom ies. 
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I n  add it ion, we are i ncreas ingly becom ing a regional  society. Wh i le 
we may have wel l-defi ned city and county boundaries, we are a l so be­
g inn ing to acknowledge that our act ivities and the impacts transcend 
those boundaries. For example, we know from experience and re­
search that the impacts of a large deve lopment project ignore project 
boundaries, potent ia l ly  affecting a whole region in terms of pol l ut ion, 
traffic congestion, and use of resources. This regiona l ization of per­
spective has shown itself  in many areas as states have passed legis la­
tion for state land use and growth management measures. Last, and 
perhaps most important, we have a new adm in i strat ion with the elec­
tion of President C l i nton . The change i n  federa l perspective cou ld  be 
sign i ficant, as C l i nton has shown support for at least two of the bound­
ary-break ing e lements I mention (the i nformation h i ghway and 
NAFTA) . 

B ut what do wal l s, boundaries, and perspective have to do with th i s  
edit ion of the journal? N ot surpris i ngly, everyth i ng. The art ic les th i s  
year offer a r ich  array of  perspectives on p lann ing and p lann ing_i .ssues, 
each dea l i ng  with boundary condit ions in i ts own way. I rene Tinker 
describes the Street Food Project in M in ia, Egypt, wh ich offers some 
interest ing research resu lts, forc ing local offic ia ls  to reth ink  the manner 
i n  wh ich they regulate and i nteract with th is  sector of the economy. 
The impact of the automobi le  on trad it ional market h ierarchies is  ana­
lyzed by Susan Handy, who finds that a vic ious cycle of dependence 
has been created. In terms of boundaries, she notes that trad it ional 

· commerc ia l  busi ness d i strict (CB D) shopping has greatly d im i n ished as 
the car has pushed shopping to the regional ma l l s  of the suburbs. Pat 
McGovern exam ines a boundary cond it ion that has become a popu lar  
description of larger suburban centers, cal led •edge cit ies." Water is  
perhaps one of the e lements that most res ists boundaries, and as such 
requ i res considerable innovation to regu late and d i stribute. Tim Stro­
shane d i scusses the problems of water markets in Ca l i forn ia, and offers 
some analys is  of what works and doesn't for th is  s l i ppery issue. 

On a m icro-boundary sca le, the journal is  p leased to offer the 
pri nted form of a lecture series on housing held in Apri l of this year. 
Three prom i nent authorities on US  hous ing pol icy offer thei r  perspec­
tives on, in th is  case, the need for wal l s  (and roofs) .  Peter Dreier, Marc 
Weiss, and Peter Salins each present the i r  perspective on the need for 
housing reform, wh ich in some cases delves deeper i nto the underly­
ing causes of inadequate housing opportun ities for low- and moderate­
i ncome fam i l ies. 

I n  a cont inu ing  section we cal l  Current Debates, we focus on the 
boundaries of p lann i ng theory, with th ree i ns ightfu l essays on current 
theory i ssues. Edmund (Ted) Egan examines the basi s  for industr ia l  lo­
cation theory, Rolf Pendall clar ifies our understanding of the research 
on •progress ive• cit ies and the ro le of critical p lann i ng practice i n  

v 



Berkeley Planning Journal 

those cit ies, and Lisa Servon cal l s  attention to the important contribu­
t ions to p lann ing of both crit ical theory and fem in ist theory. F ina l ly, i n  
o u r  trad it ional ly l ight-hearted glance a t  l i fe on the "U rban Fr inge: 
Allan Jacobs reveals  two of h i s  favorite World Truths, wh ich I leave to 
your d iscovery. 

To close, I w i l l  reveal a bit of my own bias. I f  a planner's world 
were a coloring book, I fear that a lmost every picture would be col­
ored neatly with i n  the l i nes. We m ust be w i l l ing to res i st the some­
times overpowering temptation to place boundaries around every 
problem and phenomenon. As a profession, we must keep an open 
m ind about what is poss ible, and not whether someth ing did or did 
not work i n  the past. To borrow from the h ippest of computer phrases, 
p lann ing m ust be able to •morph" along with our changing society. 
Our profession is perhaps most qua l i fied to both adapt to and to fac i l i­
tate change. We m ust therefore be prepared to wear the mantle of 
"po l icy entrepreneurs• (Ki ngdon 1 984) and step i nto the leadersh ip 
posit ion when the opportunity arises. 

In the trad it ion of most i ntroductions, I would l i ke to take a moment 
to thank those who rea l ly made this volume poss ib le .  F i rst and fore­
most I wish to thank Rolf Penda l l  who, a lthough h i s  t it le is assi stant 
ed itor, performed more as co-ed itor and made the enti re process eas ier 
and at t imes even fun .  Thanks also must go to our Editoria l  Col lective, 
who th is year, as in years past, made the rea l ly tough decis ions regard­
ing the screening of artic les for the journal. The Inst itute of U rban and 
Regional Development ( IU RD) provided funding, and a lso as i n  years 
past, the va l uable staff ass i stance of David Van Arnam . The interaction 
and col laborat ive processes that went i nto the production of th is vol­
ume represents some of the very best aspects of p lann ing, and itse lf  is 
an example of what i s  poss ible, rather than what i s  expected. 

-Dave S impson, Editor 

NOTE 

1 At the time of writing, UCLA's planning program is under cons ideration for 
rad ical restructuring, and rumors abound regarding the pending dissolution of 
the planning program at the Un iversity of Pennsylvan ia. 
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