REPLACING THE DINOSAUR:

CHANGING ROLES FOR PLANNERS IN SOUTH AFRICA

Planning theory and practice reflect
the cultural and political context in
which planning occurs. The purpose of
this article is to examine the variety of
planning contexts which have been
described in the literature and to apply

“Planning . . . could be a truly innova-
tive field in our epoch of crisis . . . The
current process of social change forces
planning itself to change, if we want

INTRODUCTION

As South Africa undergoes processes
of change in the 1990s, new challenges
are likely to face planners and new
contexts of planning will emerge.
While the contexts in which planning
takes place are often beyond their
influence, planners themselves can and
must respond to changing circumstan-
ces if they are to remain useful and
effective (Alexander, 1979). Alexander
has in mind the social or organisa-
tional contexts in which planning
occurs, and examines in particular the
role of planners as they work in
bureaucracies, communities and or-
ganisations. Dykman (1978), on the
other hand, observes that the political
or ideological environment of the
bureaucracy has a strong influence on
the planner. The purpose of this article
is to examine the changing contexts of
planning in South Africa, and to
construct a framework for the consid-
eration of the roles which planners can
adopt.

Hartman (1978) claims that since plan-
ning performs the classic task of polit-
ics when it decides who gets what,
when, where and how, all planning is
in fact inherently and deeply political.
Many other authors have examined
the way in which planners’ roles are
fashioned by the institutions in which
they work, and it is common cause that
political climate and context influence
planning procedures and decisions. As
Forester (1989:3) states, “planners do
not work on a neutral stage, an ideally
liberal setting in which all affected
interests have voice; they work within
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these to South Africa. For this pur-
pose, five categories or perspectives
were used, namely, technocratic, de-
mocratic, reformist, radical and lib-
eral. As reform in South Africa is set
to continue and to gather momentum

our discipline to be a guide for action
instead of becoming an outdated
bureaucratic routine” (Castells 1982:3).

political institutions, on political is-
sues. . .”. More recently, Baum’s con-
tribution to the literature on this sub-
ject examines what he calls the techni-
cal-political debate in planning, and
his conclusion is that only by accepting
the political world as our planning
context can we as planners have a
reasonable chance of “helping to create
a diverse but more peaceful and fulfil-
ling society” (Baum, 1990:66). In
South Africa, this kind of chance
presents itself to our profession in the
1990s.

Since the kinds of contexts in which
planning occurs parallel closely and in
fact reflect their corresponding politi-
cal environments, it will be useful to
examine the broad political perspec-
tives in which planning occurs, and
then to place within these perspectives
or contexts, the appropriate role for
planners. A number of authors have
developed categories which can be
used for this purpose. These include
Fainstein and Fainstein (1971), Kirk
(1980), Faludi (1982) and McCarthy
and Smit (1984). The Fainsteins use
the headings of Technocratic, Demo-
cratic, Socialist and Liberal political
perspectives. Kirk uses as her catego-
ries, Bureaucratic, Pluralist, Reformist
and Marxist, while McCarthy and
Smit vary these slightly with their
Managerialist, Pluralist, Advocacy
and Radical perspectives. Faludi takes
a different approach in his use of
object-centred, decision-centred and
control-centred categories, which cor-
respond to technocratic planning,

in the next few years, these categories
provide a useful framework for the
analysis of the possible nature of
change, and for consideration of pos-
sible roles which South African plan-
ners can adopt in changing contexts.

choice and control in planning respec-
tively.

These categories have been drawn
upon in the examination which fol-
lows, and five will be used to assess the
planning environment in South Africa.
This is done bearing in mind that “such
labelling may give the impression that
they apply to distinct, clearly articu-
lated bodies of theory, though this is
not the case in any strict sense. The
purpose of the headings is merely to
impose some structure within which
different contributions can be dis-
cussed ... Between the various ap-
proaches there are areas of overlap and
areas of divergence ...” (Kirk, 1980:
56)

THE TECHNOCRATIC
PERSPECTIVE

Technocratic political theory arose out
of the perceived need to address the
social problems which had resulted
from the rapid, haphazard urbanisa-
tion accompanying the industrial revo-
lution (Fainstein and Fainstein, 1971).
The emphasis was on the utilitarian,
sometimes utopian, establishment or
re-establishment of social order in the
context of capitalist technological pro-
gress. Indeed, the technocrats. sought
to harness the power of technology,
reason and science to create a new
society. According to Jakobson (1970),
three types of planner fall into the
technocratic category: utopian
planners who aim to create their ideal
society, scientific planners who seek a



predictable society; bureaucratic plan-
ners who hope to create an orderly
society. This technocratic political
culture presupposes an autocratic in-
stitutional style in which the state,
controlled by the scientific and indus-
trial classes, regulates the economy and
engineers social change in what it
holds to be the public interest. Social
change, it is believed, is for the benefit
of the whole society but needs to be
initiated paternalistically by the upper
or dominant classes.

There are parallels between the techno-
cratic culture and that prevailing in
South Africa for much of this century.
The Grand Apartheid ideology was for
some, a utopian ideal, implemented
and executed with bureaucratic effi-
ciency. However, the interests served
have not been those of the general
public, but rather those of the white
group only. “For more than three
decades the policy of apartheid has
inverted a fundamental theoretical
principle by promulgating and prom-
oting a process in which planning for
the disadvantaged black population is
pursued on the basis of the protection
of the interests of the white commun-
ity”. (Muller, 1983:18).

Another example is that of the system
of migratory labour which has been
autocratically and paternalistically im-
posed by the dominant class on the
black community, depriving them of
choice. While the utopian Apartheid
Plan is currently under review and is
_sét to change in the next decade, much
remains in the present general form of
the technocratic perspective, with the
empbhasis still on what Dykman (1978)
calls bureaucracy and efficiency, which
necessitate and emphasis'c formal, or
procedural rationality. |

The characteristic style of lplanning ina
technocratic context is described by
Fainstein and Fainstein (1971) as
traditional, blueprint or physical plan-
ning. This style of planning had its
origins in the early decades of this
century, and focuses on physical or
land use planning. The dominant
model of planning in both Britain and
the United States of America in the
1950s and 1960s, rational comprehen-
sive planning, was also based on the
“technocratic ideology (Alexander
1979:121). This model assumes that the
planner knows or can discern the
public’s needs (and therefore that there

is an homogeneous public). It also
assumes that the goal of “orderly
development is in the general public
interest and that planners are in the
best position of any group to deter-
mine (the) plan’s ... goals” (Catanese
1984:59).

Fainstein and Fainstein however criti-
cize the public interest assumption by
stating that planners adopting the
technocratic role fail to see that the so-
called apolitical planning process
which they follow actually embodies
values of the upper-middle class.
South African planners have tradition-
ally been white, male and from this
social and economic class. Most have
found employment in state or local
government planning agencies, and the
kind of planning which they have
tended to engage in therefore has been
largely in the interests of the state, and
by extension, the dominant class of
which they are part:

“The interface between the predom-
inantly white planning fraternity and
the black communities in South
Africa has been distant and devoid of
mutual discovery; it has been one of
minimal contact and hence little
reciprocal understanding. That plans
for black communities have been
produced, implemented and imposed
under these circumstances is not only
a consequence of the apartheid doc-
trine, but it is also an indictment of
the planning discipline: (Muller 1982:
254).

This kind of planning is able to take
place in the technocratic environment
where the planner’s role is that of
technician-administrator. The planner
is regarded and regards himself as a
technical expert at the service of elect-
ed officials of the public institution.
Indeed, Catanese is of the opinion that
apolitical-technician planners actually
try to avoid political involvement and
attempt to perform technical functions
“without invoking their political and
social values” (Catanese 1984:59).

In theory, technician (or?by McCarthy
and Smit’s (1984) definition, manage-
rialist) planners can exercise a great
deal of power, if the organisational
context in which they work accords
them enough autonomy to make plan-
ning decisions, or if the decision-
makers are dependent on the technical

expertise of the planners. In practise,
however, and in particular in this
country, the constraints placed on
planners by central government
through legislation, and the subordi-
nate position of local authorities in
relation to regional and central govern-
ment, have severely restricted the in-
dependence of the planner in decision
making:

“Urban planners at the local level in
South Africa ... are constrained to
work within the physical design pro-
visions of the Group Areas Act,
irrespective of their own feelings on
apartheid. In other words, they do
not have the power not to design
urban areas in accordance with the
Group Areas Act provisions which
include the buffer zones, design of
transport networks to minimize con-
tact between races, and the sectorial
organisation of race-specified areas
...” (McCarthy and Smit 1984:129).

Beauregard (1978) criticises the accep-
tance by technocratic planners of this
kind of state intervention, as well as
the orientation of such planners to-
ward the preservation of the status quo
of middle-class power and privilege.
Kirk (1980) finds that the pre-occu-
pation in the technocratic planning
context is on competition for scarce re-
sources: that rather than the emphasis
being on choice - for both individuals
and society as a whole - it is on
constraint; the subtle constraining of

those who do not have access to re-

sources, thereby ensuring the mainte-
nance of the status quo.

Planning in this kind of political con-
text is therefore typically of a con-
servative nature. Indeed Marris (1982)
writes of it as a reproducing or rein-
forcing social process, which has often
contributed to the reinforcement of
dominant ideologies. This has certainly
occurred for much of the history of
South African planning during the
twentie/th century.

THE DEMOCRATIC
PERSPECTIVE

“Democracy means that citizens have
a significant influence over what hap-
pens, have equitable rights to exercise
influence, and are entitled to know
why policies have been adopted and
that action is taken in line with these
policies” (Healey 1990:14).
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In contrast to the adherents of the
technocratic perspective, democrats
favour the retention of as much power
as possible in the hands of the public
by maintaining that society should
control decision making, and therefore
that political decision makers should
be accountable to the public. The
public interest thus generally becomes
equated with the interests of the major-
ity of the public and the function of the
state is to ensure that democratic pro-
cesses and principles are adhered to,
thereby creating or contributing to
what Jakobson (1970) calls the “better
society”.

Kirk finds, in her pluralist approach,
an assumption that power is widely
distributed and ultimately lies with ‘the
people’, who should be allowed “to
organise themselves to present their
views, ideas and protests to govern-
ment, which responds to the pressure
brought to bear on it in this way”.
(Kirk 1980:55) In other words, there is
implicit in this approach the idea of
choice and egalitarianism, with a stress
on the right and ability of people to
organise themselves around issues that
concern them. The increase in pressure
group activity in the United Kingdom
since the mid-1960s (including the rise
of influential trade unions), is cited by
Kirk as an example of this right.

In South Africa, while community
based organisations serving the black
majority have historically been ex-
cluded from decision-making, they are
increasing in number and membership
as people become aware of what de-
mocracy may be able to offer. How-
ever, very few planners and planning
organisations are exploring more de-
mocratic planning approaches for this
country.

For example, a study carried out joint-
ly by the author and colleagues from
the Department of Town and Regional
Planning of the University of the
Witwatersrand has shown that of the
respondents to a questionnaire ex-
ploringinter alia the kinds of organisa-
tions employing town planning gradu-
ates, and the roles being played by
planners in those organisations, 16%
are employed in organisations such as
the Urban Foundation, The South
African Housing Trust and the Devel-
opment Bank of Southern Africa.
These organisations generally
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direct their efforts towards housing
and development for disadvantaged
groups within this country, but the
kind of work being carried out by the
respondents was more of a coordina-
tion and project management nature
than community organisation and
social or user-oriented planning. This
is probably less a consequence of the
attitude of the planners themselves
than the general orientation of South
African planning which is still gener-
ated and initiated by the privileged
classes.

For the Fainsteins, the democratic
political ideology is reflected in what
they term ‘user-oriented’ planning.
This term was coined by Gans, and is
used to describe planning which takes
as its goals the desires of the clients for
whom planning is undertaken. Once
the planner has discovered what the
community’s needs and desires are, it is
his duty to “implement them in rela-
tion to the available resources” (Gans
1968:102). The democratic or user-
oriented planner therefore relies on the
public as his ultimate authority in the
formulation of plans. “The planner
does not recognise the interests or
values of one particular segment of
society as more important than any
other, and he attempts to attain the
general welfare through satisfying the
individual needs of as many people as
possible” (Fainstein and Fainstein
1971:344).

‘Social planning’ has also been located
in a democratic political environment.
It evolved in the 1960s, when plan-
ning’s emphasis shifted from the phys-
ical environment to the social. Plan-
ning took on more of a social orien-
tation than had been the case in the
earlier technocratic period, when there
had been an implicit assumption that
social change could be induced by
controlling the physical environment.
Social planning is therefore a reaction
to the functional and efficiency orien-
tation of technocratic planning, and
emphasises the needs and preferences
of the consumer population (Burchell
and Hughes 1978).

Social planning in the United States
and elsewhere has developed within a
democratic political environment in
which people demand a role in deci-
sion-making. In response, planners
have tried to define ways in which groups

and individuals can participate in
planning. Davidoff and Reiner’s (1962)
“Choice Theory of Planning” was
formulated at this time. They define
planning as a process for determining
appropriate future actions through a
sequence of choices, with the ultimate
objective of widening both the individ-
ual choice and the efficiency of the
urban system. But ‘choice’ implies that
what is desired is in adequate supply
and within reach financially. This
clearly does not apply to the disadvan-
taged majority in this country. “‘Cho-
ice’ is only meaningful provided one
can afford more than one type of
housing, or if there are several equally
convenient neighbourhoods to live in,
and so on ... This is patently not the
case for very many people” (Kirk
1980:142).

In a democratic planning context, the
kinds of roles which planners can
adopt vary widely. Kaufman’s (1978)
boundary spanner tries to reduce dis-
tances between conflicting parties.
Berry (1978) talks of a change agent,
while Catanese (1984) describes an
overt activist as one who is convinced
that planning requires political affilia-
tion and action. As a mediator (Alex-
ander, 1979, Roweis, 1983, Susskind
and Ozawa, 1984, Forester 1987), the
planner attempts to win acceptance of
solutions from conflicting parties. The
mediator tries to ensure that the inter-
ests of all parties are taken into ac-
count from the beginning of the plan-
ning process. One of his major roles is
also to provide information - the
planner is a communicator (Susskind
and Ozawa 1984), who also requires
negotiation skills. Kraushaar and
Gardels (1982) propose that the plan-
ner adopts a role of facilitator of
change - trying to develop a demo-
cratic-consensus mode of planning.

However, McCarthy and Smit have
stated that “perhaps the most impor-
tant contribution of the pluralist per-
spective is its recognition that urban
planning is not necessarily a consen-
sual process but that plans are often
the outcome of conflict between com-
peting groups with different interests in
the built environment” (McCarthy and
Smit 1984:134). It is extremely difficult
for the planning process to be demo-
cratic: the costs in time and effort to
individuals who become involved in
the process could outweigh any vested



personal benefits. Most people do not
participate, and the democratic plan-
ner usually has only a small minority
to work with. “Democratic planning
under these circumstances either be-
comes impossible, or the planner must
take upon himself the task of divining
the will of the majority, in which case
the planning process can hardly be
called democratic” (Fainstein and
Fainstein 1971:353).

THE REFORMIST PERSPECTIVE

The reformist perspective is charac-
terised by humanitarian, egalitarian
aims, and its strength, according to
Kirk (1980) lies in its recognition of the
basic structural inequalities of power,
influence, income and wealth in so-
ciety, and of the need to reform these
persistent inequalities. It focuses on ex-
planations of how the inequalities have
arisen and how they are perpetuated
within existing institutions in society.

Numerous writers have expressed con-
cern with inequalities in urban areas,
particularly under capitalism. One
planning approach which would be
appropriate for this perspective is
compensatory planning. As stated
earlier, Marris (1982) found that while
traditionally planning had a reproduc-
ing or reinforcing function, it could, in
other circumstances, be an influential
means of counteracting or compensat-
ing for the negative effects. of power. It
has the potential for a reforming func-
tion if it can help people to “articulate
and assert their own meanings” (Mar-
ris 1982:54), and it can help to resolve
those meanings into a collective stra-
tegy of action to imposé more con-
straints on the powerful. "

The issue of power and its distribution
in society is also taken up by those
favouring the advocacy approach.
Many have expanded on the ideas first
proposed by Davidoff (1959, 1965). At
the centre of this approach is the per-
ception of a skewed distribution of
power, and that even in a society with
universal franchise, the political pro-
cess does not necessarily lead to a
democratic solution.

“Advocate planners accept the plural-
ist viewpoint that society is made up
of many interest groups and that
these interests are not always com-
patible. Conflict, then becomes very

important in resolving these incom-
patibilities. But whereas the pluralists
assert that the outcome of competi-
tion and conflict between groups is
one which ultimately represents a fair
balance between the groups and is
hence the optimal or most demo-
cratic solution, advocate planners are
most sceptical of the optimality of the
siatus quo. For Advocate planners
the ‘equilibrium’ of politics in capital-
ist society yields winners and losers
... Thus (they) see a land-use plan as
the embodiment of particular group
interests - interests which are usually
those of the most powerful and artic-
ulate groups”. (McCarthy and Smit
1984:134).

In the context of advocacy, Fainstein
and Fainstein (1971) discuss a brand of
socialism which is concerned entirely
with the acquisition of power for the
poor within the context of capitalism.
The fundamental starting point for this
socialism is from a conflict perspective
of society, in which control over socie-
ty’s limited resources is held by a
minority, capitalist elite. The advance-
ment of the ‘public interest’ in this
context becomes identified as the
advancement of the deprived classes.
In advocacy planning, the particular
(disadvantaged) client group deter-
mines the goals of the plan, and in
principle, the planner remains subser-
vient to that particular group, rather
than to the majority of the citizens. In
other words, planning no longer needs
to be justified as being in the general
public interest, as is the case in a demo-
cratic planning context.

Using Kirk’s (1980) terms, the empha-
sis of this perspective would be on
choice in the planning environment, as
opposed to constraint. In her classifi-
cation, changes in the distribution of
power in a reformist environment, (as
opposed to revolutionary overthrow or
radical change), come about by politi-
cal activity on the part of disadvan-
taged groups, but are ultimately also
dependent on the government’s wil-
lingness to make changes.

Muller’s promotive planning accepts
“that planning has not in itself the
power to create human liberty and
dignity, but that it has the inherent
capability to promote the attainment
of these attributes of democracy by
means of goal-oriented guidance”
(Muller 1982:255). In South Africa,

this would require that planners reas-
sess their traditional technocratic
orientation, and direct themselves
instead towards enabling black com-
munities to gain access to the planning
processes from which they have tradi-
tionally been excluded. This would
give the promotive planner a role as
catalyst in the process of human devel-
opment. To do this, Muller proposes
that the “familiar proposition of public
participation in the planning process”
be changed to one of “planning partic-
ipation in the public process” (Muller
1983:22). He sees this not as a form of
advocacy planning, but rather as a
transactive process of mutual learning
on the one hand, and of progressive
advancement of disadvantaged groups
away from dependency on the other.

THE RADICAL PERSPECTIVE

The radical or Marxist perspective
stresses the interrelationship between
urban development and the workings
of the market economy. It takes into
account how power is exercised on a
daily basis within the capitalist econ-
omy and focuses on the-fundamental
structural contradictions in society:
those between capital and labour; and
those between the forces and relations
of production. Urban planning is seen
as representing a response to these
structural contradictions, since it is re-
garded as part of the process of capital
accumulation. Just as there are ten-
sions and contradictions inherent in
capitalism, there are similar tensions
and contradictions in the capitalist city
and land-use planning.

In particular, planning in capitalist
societies is perceived as being less the
pursuit of “some abstract image of the
good city” and more the “management
of the surface manifestation of deep-
seated contradictions within the social
formation” (McCarthy and Smit 1984:
144). In other words, the chief criticism
of traditional planning is that it has
been used as an instrument by the state
to stabilize the economy or diminish
social conflict in times of crises. In
capitalist economies, planning is seen
as a specific form of state intervention
which has as its purpose the managing
of land-use problems which result
from the above-mentioned structural
contradictions, and which receive
more attention in times of crisis than in
times of stability. Radical critics are
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sceptical of the success potential of
such planning: planning interventions
too often exacerbate the problems
which they aim to alleviate.

While South. Africa does not fit the
classic capitalist model (since much of
the intervention by the state is ideo-
logical), the principles of structural
contradictions and urban manageria-
lism may still apply, as does Beaure-
gard’s (1978: 249) radical critique that
“by perpetuating the existing class
structure through the application of
their technical expertise, planners are
implicated in the inequalities which
pervade ... society”. Among others
Morris (1981) has, for example, docu-
mented the many laws and regulations
which have governed housing for black
people in South Africa. This legislative
and administrative intervention by the
state has not only influenced the loca-
tion, size and residential mix of our
cities, but has also determined the
parameters of planning. That this
managerialism has not achieved the
ideological aim of creating utopian
separatist states is evident in the re-
forms now being instituted by the
Nationalist government and the repeal
of some discriminatory legislation.
Much which serves to constrain South
African planners remains, however. In
fact, radical planners in South Africa
would hold the view that apartheid
serves the interests of capital, and that
only by replacing capitalism with
socialism will it be possible to eradicate
apartheid (Tomlinson and Addelson,
1987).

The core function of the state in a
capitalist economy is the reproduction
and management of existing class
relationships through the various for-
mal institutions of society. In terms of
this perspective, therefore, South Afri-
can planners would be seen as state
agents, and planning decisions as
serving white capitalist interests since
these decisions would be a reflection of
the strength of the dominant force in
the class struggle. The state is seen as
the servant of capital and white inter-
ests, and repressive of working people
and their interests.

The desire to transform society into
something other than what it is is
taken up by radical planners. Kraus-
haar (1988) distinguishes between
those who wish to transform society by
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using existing institutions, and those
who work “outside the whale” to
achieve more fundamental change. It is
only the latter whom he terms radical
planners (the former being called social
reformers). Progressive planners con-
stitute a particular class of radical
planners in that they confront the basic
structures of society and work towards
their transformation. According to
Kraushaar, among the choices they
have to make are whether to align
themselves with traditional capitalist
organisations or to occupy a more
marginal position. In the case of the
former, planning is then social reform
and is both legitimate and relevant to
the status quo. In the transformation
process, the challenge is to break down
the artificial barriers that distort socie-
ty’s perceptions of urban problems,
and which prevent people and com-
munities from working together to
resolve problems that they share.
Progressive planners, according to
Kraushaar, need to point out that the
causes of the problems are not acciden-
tal, but are systematically related to the
country’s economic and cultural sys-
tems.

Planners are in a good position to act
as links for various elements of the
wider community, and to form net-
works within the planning profession
to help overcome obstacles imposed by
the bureaucratic structure and political
ideology. “Progressive planners can no
longer be satisfied merely to create al-
ternative organisations, they must link
those organisations to other working
class institutions. The ultimate success
cannot be the reform of government
policies and programs, but the trans-
formation of government and eco-
nomic institutions”. (Kraushaar, 1988:
98).

Radical planners of the late 1960s and
1970s in the United States and Britain
were interested in the potential for
radical change in cities, and proposed
that planners become involved in
social change processes outside estab-
lished planning institutions and gov-
ernment agencies (Alexander 1986), or
that they become actively opposed to
planning as an instrument of regula-
tion. Guerrilla planners (Kirk 1980,
Alexander 1986), for example, work
within the state bureaucracy. As offi-
cials within the state system, they can
provide information that would other-

wise not be available to organisations
with which they sympathise, and which
are in conflict with that system.

One of the major contributions made
by radical planners has been their
critique of traditional planning, and
the attention they have drawn to
conflict and power within the planning
context of constraint. Radical planners
condemn both the reproducing and
reinforcing activities of traditional
planning (Marris, 1982), and instead
propose ways of disrupting the status
quo, i.e. traditional planning hierar-
chies and structures. This could argu-
ably be considered as unethical and
unprofessional, but as John Turner
aptly put it “what we see depends on
where we stand. One person’s problem
is another person’s solution”. (Turner,
1987:13).

THE LIBERAL PERSPECTIVE

The liberal perspective views men as
rational actors who alone are the best
judges of their own interests. The
public interest is regarded as resulting
from the “interplay of a multiplicity of
private interests within the confines of
the political marketplace” (Fainstein
and Fainstein 1971: 356). A liberal
government’s obligation is therefore to
guarantee choice and the rule of law,
and to act as umpire in the event of a
conflict of interests. In addition, em-
phasis is laid on the importance of the
diffusion of power - no group or
institution should be allowed to domi-
nate, but at the same time, groups
without political voice or power
should receive special treatment. So-
cial change, in terms of liberal theory,
results from a large number of deci-
sions, (only some of which are taken
by government), involving the rational
distribution or redistribution of politi-
cal and other benefits.

In this environment, planning is not
carried out by a single planning agen-
cy, nor in traditional or rational pro-
cesses of planning. Instead, the incre-
mental style of planning as formulated
by Lindblom (1959) would be most
appropriate. The incremental style .
arose in reaction to the rational com-
prehensive mode of planning, and is,
according to Alexander (1986), based
on a laissez-faire premise that people’s
decisions and behaviour will eventually
produce socially optimal solutions



with a minimum of regulation.

The incremental decision model pro-
poses therefore that policies should be
developed by trial and error, instead of
by deliberate planning. In incremental
planning, the planner makes his deci-
sion by examining and comparing a
limited number of alternatives, eva-
luating them not on the basis of for-
malized long-term objectives, but
rather on how small, short term and
marginal alterations to the current
situation can be made. Incrementalism
is therefore inherently conservative.
The incrementalist or liberal planner
recognises that there is a multitude of
interests to satisfy, and that these need
to be coordinated. Under these circum-
stances, “goal directed, logically-de-
ductive, comprehensive methodologies
are not rational ... because informa-
tion requirements cannot be met and
political circumstances will inhibit
them” (Healey McDougal and Tho-
mas 1982:8-. The incrementalist plan-
" ner tries to demonstrate that his plan-
ning is problem-oriented, realistic and
practical.

Healey et al (1982) note that incremen-
talism can be viewed as a development
from procedural planning theory. It is
anti-theoretical (in that it arose in
reaction to procedural planning the-
ory) and aims for visible results. Prag-
matism, on the other hand, is viewed
by these authors as oppositional to
procedural planning theory, and em-
pHasises “getting things done” in isola-
“tion from theoretical idéas of value.
Meck carries the idea of] pragmatism
through when he criticises the refor-
mist perspective as being' “high-mind-
ed, idealistic” and “generally inef-
fectual”, and claims that reform-ori-
ented planning needs to be trans-
formed into pragmatism - “an empha-
sis on producing results rather than
more high-toned talk” (Meck 1990:11),
or as Hoch (1984:335) puts it, “prag-
matism is a philosophy of action,
rather than knowing or being”. Prag-
matism emphasises short-term opera-
tional effectiveness, practical problem
solving and the need to be relevant and
useful.

It is argued that this kind of planning
fails to meet the definition of planning,
since policy outcomes are not reached
through formal rationality, nor is there
any specification of either ultimate

goals or objectives for planning or
development. Lindblom (1965, in
Fainstein and Fainstein, 1971: 348),
however, claims that the mechanism of
“partisan mutual adjustment - the
working out of different claims
through compromise, adherence to
procedural rules and the market pro-
cess - results in rational decision-
making”, and that even though goals
and objectives would not be formu-
lated, decision-makers would be able
to work out ways of reaching “socially
desirable goals”. The ultimate deci-
sion-makers, would, in fact, not be the
planners or the politicians, or even a
single group, since in terms of the
liberal perspective, it would not be
desirable for any one group or social
interest to dominate.

CONCLUSIONS

Planning theory and practice reflect
the cultural and political context in
which planning occurs (Grant, 1989).
In South Africa these contexts are set
to change. The “new South Africa” is
likely to be more democratic than has
been the case during this century as the
majority of the population becomes
enfranchised. The utopian ideology of
apartheid is already being phased out,
and this process is expected to con-
tinue. What will replace it is at this
stage uncertain, but it is likely that the
emphasis will shift from one domi-
nated by the interests of the white
capitalist minority to one which em-
phasises the redistribution of resources
to the disadvantaged.

Technocratic planners will continue to
find employment in bureaucracies and
state organisations, but the develop-
mental and economic objectives pur-
sued by those bodies will change.
Indeed, the traditionally technocratic
organisations will need to become
increasingly reformist as change in the
country gathers momentum. In this
atmosphere of change, as the planning
context moves from one of control and
constraint orientation to one favouring
greater degrees of choice for all, it will
be easier for the planner to adapt to
and take on the role of reformist. As
fundamental change occurs in this
country, there should be less place for
a leftist radical critique of South
African planning. Ironically, the role
of radical may be taken up by the
white utopian right, whose traditional

position of domination is being under-
mined by the processes of change.

To the extent that incrementalism can
be equated with liberalism, in that it is
problem oriented, realistic and practi-
cal, it may have relevance. However,
inasmuch as it is felt to be anti-innova-
tive and pro status quo, its application
to planning in South Africa in the
1990s and beyond may well be limited.

Increasingly therefore, planners in this
country will need to adopt more prag-
matic roles. There will be a need for
effectiveness, relevance, openness and
practical problem-solving, particularly
in the period of transition which we are
entering. This period will be charac-
terised not only by change, but also by
conflict as society undergoes reform.
Reformist planners, as described in the
literature and reviewed here, may not
be adequately prepared and equipped
to deal with conflict situations. Qur
planners will need to be pragmatic re-
formers if we are to arrive at a situ-
ation not of constraint and conflict,
but of choice. We cannot be certain of
the precise nature of planning and
planning contexts in South Africa in
the future - but we can say, as did
Eversley (1973: 174) in his examination
of the changing role of planning in the
United Kingdom in the 1970s, that “a
new animal (will) one day soon emerge
to replace the present dinosaur”.
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