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Abstract, Communicative, or collaborative, planning his received & lot of stientinn recently. Many
plamners woday agree that planning should be 3 process of facilitating community collaboration for
consensus-building, As a consequence, it seems that communicaiive rutionality is becoming more
imporiant in modern planning than the conventional instrumentyl rationality, whose professionu|
approzaches are often criticised as being technocratic: Tn this paper we address the question whether
communicative planning is a better framework far protecting values and reaching objectives that huve
Justificd planning Interventions to this point in =ociety, By using notions of quality and eihics s
a framework, we evaluate critically the communicative features of Dutch infrastricture planning
A distinction is made between comments about planning nfeomer and comments aboul consensus.
bailding procesier, It bs argued thut communicative planning could conflict with bsic ethical prineaples
of conventional plunning. It is concluded that the communicative ideclogy fome does not mest
conventienal ethical planning principles any betler, This is In line with the ideas of Kaiser el il wnd
other aothors thal communicative planning must go together with ‘adaptive’ rational planning,
Manning discourse should be based on planning intelligence, which consisty of gathering, organising,
analysing, and disseminating informution (o stakeholders in the use and development of land

Intraduction

New approaches are now being advocated, and sometimes also lollowed, that suggest a
fundamental break with the plunning methodology of the past. Traditional professional
expertise seems (o be losing ground. Academic and professional planners are inareasingly
convinced that planning should be a process of facilitating community collabomation for
consensus-building (for example, Innes; 1996). Tn her study on collaborative planning
Healey (1997) hus eloquently outlined the new communcative, or collaborative, planning
paradigm. We refer to this thoughtful book for a more elabomie overview of relevant
literuture in this field According to Healey (1996) the planning commuttily needs to
engage 0 vigorous debate and research on the forms and methodologies of this new
situation, Qur alm here §s 1w contribute to this debate.

The magic word embruced by all actors in the now plunning game scems 1o be
communicution, Evidently. ‘good communication’ i5 a gonl that i being welcomed, given
the ‘inclusionary ethic which underpins the approach’ (see Healey. 1996), Nevertheless,
each coin hug two sides. In this paper we will not focus on the shvious positive side of o
communicative planning approach. Our intention is 1o explore the other side of this
toin, The purpose is Aod o reject. what we call, sommurmloarins fefecloey. We fully agree
that a purely professional and technological planning paradigm is something of the
past. On the other hand, we are not certwin that communicative ideology 15 2 proper
framework for protecting values and reaching objectives that have justified plinning
IMerventions up until now in society. The purpose of this paper is fo shure this
canfusion with our readers in order to continue the discussion about this interesting
new avenue for planning resenrch.

The background of this paper lies in the Duteh planning sitwtion, in particular in
regional and national infrastructure planning. The ideas have evolved in a resesrch
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project conducted hy the authors for the Dutch Minisiry of Transport and Pubilie
Works (for example, Nickerk et al, 1997, Woltjer, 1996). 1t must be noted thay the
Dutch planting system is already mone ‘open’ for communicative inlerventions than
the systems in countries that are sull domunated by the work of classical design-
orfented disciplines such as architecture and civil engincenng. We fecl that in those
countrics the aim for communicative planning s primarily a plea for more citizens to
participate in regular planning processes. Readers from such countries especially
should be aware that this paper docs not hold a plea for & return 16 their kind of
plunning system. We depant from o Dutch planning system where citizen participation
is well organised and mstitutionalised by faw, both in the preparatory stages of admin-
istrative plan-making and polivcal decisionmaking, and in the implementation stages
tfar example, Alexander, |988). Although some may call this communicative planning,
we feel inclined o question this assumption because the Dutch eitizen participation
rules also ineite much tokenism. [f communicative planning implies collective decision-
making by means of an open inegraction between individuals or quasi-individuals (for
example, Sager, 1994, then current Dutch infrastructure plunming. certamly has o
change in order to mect this deseription.

The structure of this paper is as follows, In the next section we provide a brief
impression of our interpretation of the current changing planning situation.: After that,
we will miroduce the notions of quality and ethics, We use these as a [ramework 1o
examine communicative planning. Our critical reflections abowt the application of
commumecative ideology in planning are subdivided inte two sections: a section with
eomments about the planning owtcoprey, and o section with comments about consensus-
building processer. The paper finishes with some concluding remarks.

The chunging planning situation
The relations between participants and the politics] process have changed over the past
decades, Certainly in the Netherlands, formal representatives of the people in city and
regional councils or national parliaments are ofien no longer seen as uncomditional
spokespersons of their voters, that is, as persons who pronounce the same ideas as
their constituency, Society and socictal problems seem to have become 100 complex to
be guided solely by this classical model of representative democmey. Evidently, grow-
ing welfare, rise in general levels of education, and increasing individualism can be
seen as major explanatory factors for the current disillusionment of many itizens with
political parties. Another important éxplanatory lactor is interdependency. Duich
plan-making often turns out 1o be an activity in which government planning agencies
are dependent upon other parties to show support for a plan. Chameteristically,
government has found thar its position has shified from autonomous decisionmaking
to more mterdependency with other actors (deén Hoed ¢t al, 1983, Zonneveld, 1291),
This change in the decisionmaking climate has also affected spatial planning in
practice (sce also Voogd, 1998s). For instance, if we compare today's spatial plians in
the Netherfands with similar reports of two decades ago, we notice at least two striking
differences: (a) the lack of depth in the justiffcarion of recent planning proposals; and
{b) the emphasis on the promotian of an ides or particular policy rather than o bal-
anced description of relevant features and options, Clearfy, plans and planning docu-
menis are mow often seen os mstruments for the marketing of povernmenial ideas {see
Ashworth and Voopd, 1994; 19953), Political parties, governmental bodies, and interest
groups now stress the importance of communication. leaving the inpocent citizen with
an avalanche of newsletiers and invitations to ‘information cvenings' ar ‘open days'
Promotion, persuasion, and prapaganda have been discoversd as communication tools.
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Marketing has become an ordinary public planming concept, with other mstitutional
groups also employing its technigues.

This widespread introduction of elements of communicative ldeology in public
planning scems possible only because of the fundamental societal changes discussed
bricfly above. Growing social complexity apparently needs a new—but simple—
philosophy by which people come to terms with the world around them. This 15 an
ideology, congisting or pervagive sets of ideas, beliefs, and imapes thut groups employ
oy make the world more intelligible to themselves. Holl (1977) asserts that an ideology
operates by being ppenly embedded 1n common-sense wisdom. It 15 common-sense
wisdom in the Netherlands, and apparently in many other countries, that public
discussions between political partics are being increasingly replaced by discussions
between interest groups. Since the 1970s Dutch interest groups have been firmly institu-
lionalised and operate in a cooperative way with government rather than taking
conflicting positions (Kriest and Giugni, 1996), In the Netherlands, 2 broad-hased
colliborntion between government agencies und interest groups produces a corporatist
mode of governance, We come acress an important question here: what types of
participative structure does the communicative ideology imply? For the Dutch situation
it aften boils down 1o mmeraction focused on institutionalised corporate and interest-
group stakeholders. However, more recently, consensus-building-oriented approaches
have mere often aimed at involving mdividual citizens in informal noninstitutionalised
decisionmaking situations (see Veldboer, 1996, Woltjer, 1995)

In thisregard, neither theorists nor practitioners areentirely elear on what successful
purticipation means. People actively involved in spatial planning often have strikingly
different views about the function, necessity, and range of participation within democratic
decisionmaking. Tmportant differences in understanding include the directness of
participation and the question whether decisions are to be made by consensus or by
majority rule: In 1 direct democracy, citizens make decisions themselves, whereas inan
indirect democracy the people’s representatives decide. Majoritarian democracy accepts
that & majority (half the group plus one) will decide. A consensual demoeracy mims at
getting o broadly bused consensus 1o support its decisions. The combination of the
differcnees leads us to different types of participation
{1} Direct participatton based on consensus (for example, Elster, 199%). Partcipation in
this deliberative democracy view aims at the direct involvement of all interested
individuals throughow the decisionmaking process. Decisions shoubd be as broadly
based a5 possible. In proctice, this view ndvocates a focus on Habermasian communica-
tion on the local level.

2) Direct participation based on majority vule (for example, Cronin. 1989). This kind
of participation relates o ‘plebiscitary’ democracy which strives at the maximum direcl
imvelvernent of all members of society In practice, referenda and electronic voting
systems fit into this participation form. Usually committees prepare the proposal afier
which all citizens can formally decide a ves or no.

(3} Indireet participation based on consensus. The aim here is a1l an inditect involve-
ment of citizens via representatives or delegates, This group secks broadly based
decisions and coslitions. In practice, the final decisionmaking rests with the formal
political bodies. Representatives of societal groups are consulted or invited 1o coopernte
in eariy phases of policymaking (Lijphart, 1984}, In this case, decisionmaking focuses on
the institutions of formal government (Healey, 1997),

() Indirect purticipation based on majority rule (for example, Dahl, 1982), According to
this view, participation occurs indircctly, by means of elections or via well-established
interest groups. Furthermore, representatives aim al majorities in decisionmaking.
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Participants in commumeative planming may melude interested oraflected individuals
such as residents or citizens. Participanis may also include groups of individuals such
as interest groups, nongovernmental organisalions, and lower levels of government. In
this regard, communicative planning theory seldom elearly denotes only one type of
participunl or one kind of participation. Rather it refers 1o o variety of meanings.
Therefore the wpe of participation underpinning spatial planning processes in a
particular sitsation—or country—determines the way in which communicative plan-
ning should be understond, Combining dire¢t and mndirect and alse formal and
informal participation may be fundamental to the pursuit of good spatial planoing
{compare with Warner, 19971 In this paper we consider communicative practices tha
function bevend prevalent conventional participative structurncs,

In Dutch planning pracuce, the various governmenis, and even separate govern-
mental departments, have mcreasingly directed their main efforts toward influencing
informally the plin-making and relited decisionmaking processes of the compelen)
authority, that is, the Dutch pational cabinet or the provinaal or municipal povermng
bodies. They now do this at an carly stape rather than follow the formal routes of
comsultation and citizen participation. As a conseguence, in the Netherdands Tormal
proposals of the governing bodies are rarely rejected or fundamentally changed when
discussed in pariiament or other houses of representatives,

This development has clearly henefited from the growing empirical knowledge
collected in planning theory and other policy sciences about soctal decisionmaking
processes. In the last decade, 8 new generation of voung academic planning professionals
and policy scientists have entered povermnmental burcavcracies in the Netherlands,
Conszequently, we notice that grodoally more plunning processes onre paving altention
to, althouph thit {5 sometimes limited 1o lip service, a systematic consideration and
treatment of ‘relevant aclors, the aim being some kind of consensus-building (for
example, Ministry of Transport and Public Works, 1995; 1996; 1997, 1998, Mimstiry
of Physical Planning and Environment, 1998), In addition, studies of Dutch infrastruc-
ture planning processes endorse communicative approaches (for example, Glasbergen,
1995; Huigen et al, 1993; 1en Heuvelhof and Termeer, 1991 Teisman and Verheij, 1995)

Should we consider this as a desirable development? On the [irst impulse, this has (o
be seen as 8 significant improvement. The explicit recognition of planning as a
normative process embedded in a pluriform multivalued society deserves our uncondi-
tional supporl. Evidently, this pluriformity ean be taken into zccount to an insufficient
degree in a purely professional, that is; technical. planning approach, if only by the fact
that opinions-and the variation of values can hecome manifest only ina process of
exchanging ideas. hence in a ‘social communication process’ As Hall (195823 illustrated
many years apo. srenl planning disasters hove often stemmed Trom o professional
arrogance that did not recognise competing views, Clearly the teal world 1s not a
SimCity computer pame that just one plaiver—the planner —can play. Mevertheless it
is nlso fair to wonder whether social communication processes can fully replace ‘old
fashioned”’ professional plinning expertise based on analytical and symihesising skills.
Obviously we touch here upon a classicdl, but no doubt ever conlinaing, discussion
about the rele of planning and the planner. For example, sce Mandelbaum et al {1996)
and Campbell und Fainstein (1996} for recent extended mquirics into the practice of the
plinning profession. These end other studies show thar generalising ubowt planning and
the planner’s roke 15 difficult because o also depends an the admimisirative; legal, and
cultural environment in which planming takes place. However, this can never b o reason
for not sharing expericnces. Especially becanse changes, such a9 increased attention o
the commumictve ideology, are not imited (o a particular sociclal environment.
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Healey (1997) views strategic spatial planning as a process of facilitating community
collaboration in siraregic consensus-building. She presents il as 8 normutive approach, as
an idenl to strive for, To realise it in any planning situation, it needs to be shaped to the
distinctive social relations and palitical possibilitizs of the particular context. Healey
nsserts that: * The result will inevitably be a tocally specific process. But if its invention is
informed by the inclusionary ethic which underping the approach, its form should allow
both voice and influchee to be more evenly distributed among those with a stake in issues
than i common in most strategic planning exercizes these days™ (Healey, 1986, page 231).

The approach propoded by Healey 15 based on empitical analvses of actual planning
processes, both by her tenm (for example, Healey et al, 1995) and by others ifor example,
Forester, 1989: [anes, 1995; Innes and Booher, 1997; Susskind and Cruikshank, 987
Communicative ideology has roots in, among others, normative, Marxist-oriented,
Hherature Trom the 19605) but its current resurgence. a5 outhined above, in the USA,
the United Kingdom, the Netherlands, and a number of other West European countries
is practice driven ng well. Owing to the development of "practice-related theory building'
we have been able to understand better the success and failure of planning actions.
However, does this imply thar we have to embrace uncondinonally as a pading
principle planmng theories that more or less ‘copy” practice, meluding its less attract{ve
characterstics? Should we not be critical shout what we witness in practical planning
processes rather than accept it unconditionally as our standard?

I the following sections we raise some questions about the planning cutcomes thal
may resalt from o communicative planning approsch. We also eximing communicative
plinming processes and some procedural ospects, which may become problemalic in g
society thay sticks to democratic principles. However, we first imtroduce the frame of
reference of our examination: quality and ethies

Quality and ethics in planning

e of the reasons (o embark on o communicaive planning practce 1s the dissatisfiction
with former cuteomes of planning processes, These results —plans or prajects— have to
mitel guality demands that st ever mercasig. In other words, the ambition level of what
peaple consider ‘good planning” has risen (Sirgy, 1986; Teisman, 19971 The ultimate goul
of o planning sgency is 1o serve human needs in a-society, Therefore it is niming at a good
quality of life for gociety (Sirgy; 1986),

We are dealing here with effectivencss, which may casily be the mosl important
principle for planning, This is because any planning activity or any effort 1o influenee
planning activithes aims al chunging something in the environment. Communieative planning,
a8 well ps any planning, mikes sendte only iFil alms ateffects 4s o consequence of certain
goals [Mastop. 1987) Mareover. as the Dutch Environmental Policy Advisory Council
{19963 concluded., in order for people toaccept a cerin policy, effeotiveness of thar policy
i the mest imporiant demand that they mike

Wi cain ofso understand quolity in terms of the planning proces. Democrtic values
are often vsed 10 indicate a good process. For example, Iohn Stoary Mill symbolizes the
‘ethacal’ view on partapation and democracy. According to this view, paricipalion is
an ahsolute condition for democrey: =, the only government which can fully satsfy
all the exigencies ol the social state is one in which the whole people participate; that
any participation, even m the smullest public function, 15 oseful; that the participation
shoulid everywhere be as greal us the general degrae of improvement of the communaty
will nllow: and that nothing less can be uliimately desirmble than the admission of all o
i share i the sovergign power of the state”™ (Mill. 1910, page 3). Dahl (1961, page 60)
i 0 represeniabive of the ‘realistc” view on puriicipation:
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“_.1 think we must conclude that the classic sssamptions dboul the need lor total
¢itizen participation in demoeracy were, at the very least, modequate. What we call
‘democracy’ —ihat s, & svstem of decision-muking 1o which leaders are more or less
responsive o the preferences of non-leaders —does seem to operle with a relatively
Iow level of citizen participation. Henee it ig inaccurale to say thal one of the
necessary conditions for democracy B extensive cilizen parucipution. [ would be
mure reasonable simply 10 msist that some minimal participution is required, even
though we cunnot specify with any precision what this minimum must be”
We think that such o view for spatial planning could regsonably be just as ethical.

The commumcitive idenlogy is relevant if it tmiproves the qoality of plan-making.
In our view, the concept of guality hes outcome as well as process-related mearmgs.
Quality of the process includes democratic principles. Quality of the outcome refers
muinly to effectivenses. In the next section we would like 1o bring these observitions
one step further into ethical principles. We assume that there are universal principles of
cthics that apply 1o any planning situstion (sce Low and Gleeson, 1997),

The quality of the planning outcome

The notion of guality usoally has a normative denolation: quality as a synonym for a
‘degree of excellence’, or even a ‘highly awarded property’ of something As such,
quality is something 1o amm at, not just o description of how something happens 1o
be [t can be approached in many different ways, cach of which contains impheit
definiions of its natore and intent (Yoopd, 1994) The basic justification for any
plunning i5 that the guality of the resulting outeome is betier than the cutcome without
it. Planning 15 a means to an end. Although an end does not always justify all means, it
ig svident (hat the opposite, o means jusiify all ends, should ulso be morally rejected.
Hence, any appraisal of the commumicative planning approach should therefore
tnelude an appraisal of its planning cutcome a5 well, A paramount guestion therefore
i5; does o communicative planning approach produce o seciety and envircnmenl with o
‘better guality’ than would be the case with a conventional planning approach that
emphasises instrumental rationality instead of communicative rationalit?

This is & difficult question because the answer must be dependent on time, place,
and actor. We may escape this “uniguencss trap’ by treating quality as o moril question
to be answered in pormative ethical terms (see Harper and Stein, 1993), A moral
judgment of ‘better quality' con be expressed at three levels of certainty fsec Connclly,
1997 {4} s an opinion; (b) as a beheft or o) as knowledge, Option (u) 15 no relevant
here because, in ethical terms, opinions are interpreted s beliefs without thought which
are often inconsistent and vague, Optien b} is more certain because the beliels have
been thooght abour, Bug the most certain judgment, from an ethical point of view. 135
knowledge composed of beliel backed by evidence, either empirical or rational—that is,
along the lines of Teasoning.

Therefore, dowe have "knowledge' that the sdoption of communicative rationality
as 4 leading principle for planning results in o berter planning outconme? Let us explore
the answer by means of the fallowing ethical pronciples
1) The quality of life for future penerutiong should be improved, or at least he min-
tined at the current level.

(2} The ccosvsiem shodld be protecied.

(3] Planning measures should be coberent.

(4] Resources should be efficiently vsed.

£5) In “social dilemma” situations, collective interests should prevadl,



Communisative ideology in spatial plunning 841

These ethical principles are not disjunet and the lst is not complete and certuinly
debatable, More and other criteria could be formuluted for assessing @ planning
outcome (for example, Lynch, 1981). We now discuss these principles in more detail

(13 Qualicy of life of furnre generations

A fundamental uspiration of many policymakers s to achieve an improvement in the
quality of life, or st least to maintain the current level of guality of life, We are deahng hene
with o multidimensional notion which Is only partially determined by planmng measures
(Voopd, 1994), Besides, the appreciation of a planning outcome with regard to its
contribution to quality of life, to some extent reflected in perceptions of “place amenity’,
is & strictly individual activity based on current wishes, current perceplions, and
individual strategic motives with regard o the policvmaking process. As such, an
intergenerational conflict may exist between current Individual values and goals and
the values and goals of future generations. This isalso reflected in the well-known concept
alsustainuble development. Future generations con never participate directly in the areni
in which consensus-building is taking place, Communicative raticnality will therefore, by
definition, exclude their interests. This may not be a practical problem if there exist
advacates of future interests; such as Kaiser et al (1995) who feel that this is s task for
planners Nevertheless it remains a theorctical weakness of the communicative paradigm.

(2} The ecospstenn should be profecied

Mext ta the anthiropecentric view on intergenerationul conflicts, we must also stress the
ecocentnic view, often included in the concept of sustainable development. Current
practice in most countries shows thal the protection of our ecosystem leaves & lot 1o
be desired. Individual ‘greed’ of people and orgamsavons, including governments,
usually appears to be a much more important driving force than the collective interest
of protecting natural resources, The various “World Conferences” about climate change
and the environment have hardly provided #igns that adopting a coliective rationality
framework can solve these important problems. At the world level, no alternatives other
than consensus-building remain, because o superimposed body with adequale power is
lacking. However, at the geographical level of individual nations or at lower levels. we
have govérnments that can gct us u superimposed body with protective power. Here the
relevant question 15 whether a ‘botlom-up” consensus-building spproach based on
communicative ratonality can olfét betier protection of the ecosystern thun, For
imstance, ‘top-down' regulations If we look nround s, this question does not seem
tonir difficult o answer. Despite o consensus nboul the negative TMpacts, an increasing
number of peaple drive cars, even if there are good, less polluting alternialives avail-
able, use environmentally unfriendly plastic cups and bottles, suburbanise if they can
alferd it and se forth. These are clearly signs of ‘socinl dilemmu’ [see also point (5]
bilow] Souvial dilemmas often explain the sitvation in which, despite the presence of a
copsensus, there s no change in the individual behaviour of people (for example,
Duteh Enviconmental Policy Advisory Coungil, 1996), To overcome social dilemimas
representitive governments may sometimes have to intervene in favour of the collective
public interest. 1T the term public or collective interest were to cover more than just
local intercits or the commen interests of a group of indavidualy, this would signify
deviation from the communicative ideology in planning.

(3 Planning owteomes showld be coherene and consisient

A concrete danger for the quulity of sputinl decisions is fagmentation. An ethical
approach o sustuinable developmient, for example. implics & mundate for systemic and
intcgrative thinking and a focus on similarities rather than differences (Verma, 1996).
There is enough evidence, however, to suggest that consensus-building practices may
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fead to fragmentary thinkmg in autonomous projects: instead of integrated strafep
thinking {Waltjer, 19971 In Dutch plunning practice there 15 o growing emphasis on
project planning, because in this way the stakeholders can be better defined and
approsched, Congequently, interrelitionships between projects are often neglected,
especially il the most important stakeholders of the different projects have no shared
imterests or if an adeguate overall strategic planning framework 15 lacking, A goomd
example is the decisionmaking process regarding the growth of Schiphol Airport
Amsterdam and the new high-specd milway (HSR) from the Metherlands to Brusscls
in Belgium. Both were treated o3 separate projects with separate consensus-building
processes. Asa consequence, it was decided that the increase in air trafTic ut Schiphol
Airport should be restricted for envirenmental reasons, or at least nol encoursped.
while the decision was mude to connect the HSR with Schiphol Airport. Although the
arca-orienied planning process for Schiphal did envisage the proposed H5R connection
to Schiphol and advocated it as one of the preconditions [or reducing demand for air
traflic by diverting some short-haul demand 10 surface transportation (see Alexander,
19980, pages 19- 200, the decisions for both projects were prepared and taken sepa-
rately, Clearly, the decisions were conflicting because an HSR connection will incrense
the market arca of Schiphol and therefore offer more peaple the opportunity 1o wse this
wirporl. Besides, the underlying idea that people flving from. for instance. Oslo to Paris,
would now go to Amsterdam Airport and then take the high-speed train to Paris is very
unrealistic in terms of travel behaviour, These conflicts bétween hoth prigects have never
heen institutionally debated and balanced in public, probably because they were never
analysed adequately and put into an everall planning framework (seealso Voogd, 1998h),

An integrated plannihg strategy may help to improve coherence. This is clearly the
case with the integration of the A2 motorway in the new wown ‘Leidsche Rijn® near the
city of Utrecht. The project combined successiully the urbun planning objectives of the
‘Masterplan Leidsche Rijn’ with the construction of the A2 as i hinterland connection,
as proposed by the National Strocture Scheme Traffic and Transportation [Bakker
1996; Van de Hoel, 1996; Wolter, 1997), It iHlustrates that an mtegrated spatinl siraieey
can be beneficial for consensus-nlding (or individual projects and can also imprive
coberent spatial development.

The policymaking concerning the *Gelderse Vallei’, an area of woodland in central
MNetherlands, has been a forerunner in the new approach towards consensos-building
{Dricssen and Glashergen, 1993). The area hod many conflicting interests ranging from
catile breeding, the poultry indugtry, nature, and recreation. In 1989 & committes ol
representatives from-all regional interest groups entered into a cooperative dinlogue for
regionally integrated economic. social, and environmental policy issues. Approximately
one year later they agreed on an ‘integral ares plan’ In this case, coherence in different
policy issucs was important. The plan involved o townl puckage of measures instend of
wolated parts {Ministry of Transport and Public Works, 1996)

Diespite the obvious advantages of an integrated view of communicative planning, we
see that especially m Dutch infrasiructure planning the foces s on individual projects,
which does not always promote coherent planning outcomes (seec Woltjer, 1997) Infra-
structure consensps-bullding processes therefore often show charsctenstics of individual
mterests and shorf-term, ‘close 1o home” solutions, Consequently, integrated sirntemc
views are also often violated, which need not be a problem if the resulting decisions ang
mutually conssiens Unfornunately this is not always the case,

4y Resourees showld be wsed efficiendy *
The efficient use of resources, especislly scurce rosources, 5 an imporiant ethical
principle of planning. In plain terms this implics that we should not “spoil’ resources.
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Usually this is interpreted in terms of economic efficiency. that is achieving maximum
net economic benefit from a land-use pattern or from development processes. In purely
tachnical terms this is accomphished by either getting the most benefit for a given cost,
finding the lowest cost solution for a particular benefit, or gewting the highest ratio of
benefits to costs. According 1o Kaiser et al (1995, page 266) cfficiency in terms of land-
usie patterns implies coordination of public and private development o that journeys
such as home to work, home to school, home to recreation, and home or work o
shopping are short; industries have good access 1o the regional transportation network,
land uses are located w be most easily served by water and sewer scrvices, lransporia-
tion, and other services; and public and private operations are energy efficient.

Efficienicy hased on a ulitarian framework is in conflict with the communicative
ideology. A consensus necd not be efficient in utilitarian terms but it ghould. as Simon
(1965) stated, be satisfving for the participants, Therefore it may be expected that
communicative planning outcomes often violate this planning principle,

For example, in 1990 the elaborite proposil of the ‘Betuwe’ project, a new rail link to
carry freight from Rotterdam to Germany, ran aground in parliament because alter-
natives and alterations proposed by the provinces and municipalities were not adopted
(Huigen et al, 1993). At a later stage, under the current Minister of Transport, the
interested parties barzained for an agreement package to reach a CONSENSis. This
package included tunnels, noise barriers, and mitigation far environmentyl damage
However. the line guadrupled in cost. This may have been truly satisfying for some of the
participants and it may still have been the utilitarian efficient solution as the ‘tlaborate
proposal’ internalised all the costs and benefits of the varicus stakeholders. bui it made
it impossible for the Ministry to finance other infrastructure projects elsewhere

On the ather hand, it could be argued that, if participants in a consensus-building
process operate according to individual rational standards, some degree of individual
efficiency will result, Jf the planning arena is well defined and if all relevant siake-
holders participate and if all interests are represented and if the decisions i the arena
logically interrelate, then the resulting outcome can also be called efficient in utilitarian
terms. Many ‘ifs, but the reasoning seems valid iff we consider eficiency to be the
putcome of an ageregate of individual rational behaviour. However, we think that these
conditions will never be met in practice. This ulse relates to notions such as power
politics and manipulation because an important problem of communicative planning is
that. in the real community, actors play stralegic games (see Flyvbjerg, 1996).

(5} Collective interests should prevail in social difemma’ sitwations

Social dilemma theory teaches us that individuals may act very rationally from their own
perspective in pursuit of their own interests, but this behaviour miy be irrational frorm a
collective perspective (for example, Dawes, 1980: Schroeder, 1990, Voogd, 1995; 1998 by,
Well-known examples are contradictions between the individual interests and collective
interests with respect 1o sustainable development and the prevention of environmental
degradation. If such contradictions are denied, this may have detrimentil consequences in
the long run, for both society and eccology, Other examples of sucial dilemmas ane
activities such as NIMBY [ Not in my backyard’) or LULU " Locally unwanted land use’).
Almost everybody acknowledges that socicty needs these; but not next door, Yet there are
also planning measures that are very much desired by individuals but do nol serve a
collective interest. For instance, recreational entreprenaurs near 4 sensitive nalure are
wint to expand their business, but this may ultimately destroy the nature resources upon
which they base their gxistence. We can of ¢course argue that information abeut such
colleetive interests can be included in o consensus-building process. Massam (1993)
advocates this point. Sull, enough empirical knowledge exists to prove thut this does not
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wark, at least not always, Consensus-huilding is not a pannces for every situation. In
social dilemma situations or situations in which weak interests require special protection,
authority miy be necessary, Consequently, communiciative planning is not appropriate
for all planning purposes: “Contrary to the ideclogy of communicative planning. social
dilemma theory teaches us that in social dilemma situations collective interests canmoy be
protected by voluntary cooperation of individuals alone™ (Voogd, 1998k, page 5),

Theory and practice leature very different expressions of the 1erm public or collee-
tive interest {Berkowitz, 1979, Gilbert, 1979), However, some general conditions must
prevail i any soclal policy can be said to be in the public interest. These conditions
include 4 need to maintain a balance berween different nterests. The collective interest
lies in the quality of the spatial environment for current and fulure generations and
stretches beyond the satsfaction of indiidual needs. For instance, the communicalivee
ideclogy may be a1 odds with interests at a higher level of government. In a planning
process, people may consider the collective interest but, when actually asked 1o con-
tribule, consider sell-interest, The difficulty with collaborative processes is that many
individuals gain by being selfish (Campbell, 1986).

Whai can we conclude from this brief evaluation of o communicative planning
outcome? The first, and perhaps most important, conclusion is 2 confirmation of the
observations of Innes (1996) and Healey (1996), among others, that communicative
planning implies a fundamentally different view of planning. In this section we have
argied that the outcome of communicative planning will most probably conflict with
basic cthical principles of conventional planning This implies that, from a utilitarian
view of planning, where the focus is on ends, the communicative ideology, as princi-
pally means-oriented, should be criticslly confronted,

This conflict can be played down by pointing to the inability even of conventionz]
planming 1o meet these principles in practice (for cxample, Innes, 1995, page 184).
However, we think that the question asked at the beginning of this section remains
relevint and that there is cnough evidence (o suggest that the communicative ideology
alane does not meet conventional ethical planning principles any better,

The quality of the planning process
Conventional planning principles ure based on wrifirarfon erhics, whereas communica-
tive planning is based on cowwmunicarive edhies (Habermas, 1990). Planning processes
that lecus on utilitarian ethics usually emphasise scientific knowledge and instrumental
rationalism, They are focused mainly on what Healey (1997) calls the *hard’ infrastruc-
ture, such as policy measures, thus neglecting the importance of ‘soft” infrastructure, the
process of consensus-building

According 1o Innes and Booher (1997, page 7) “.. a good consensus process |s one
which permits society and its policy to be adaptive and to develop a way of functioning so
that it will become more sophisticated, responsive and efficient in meeting social,
inteliectual and political needs. A good process is therefore one which builds networks
and feedback sysiems, which allows for adoption to new information and environmental
or internal change, and which is sclf~organizing and evolutionary” Failures include
processes where participants agree without discussion or withowt looking at the relation-
ships or whether the concept as a whole makes sense. Failures also include processes in
which participanis use position-hased bargaining or determine they can get something
better by separating their interests from those of groups and pursuing them on their own,

This sugpests that the quality of a communicative planning process very much
depends on the quality of the participanis, or perhaps better: the way they are willing
to meet the disconrse ethies of the communicative ideology according to Habermas
(1990). One of the most famous phrases of the discourss ethics of Habermas s in
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discourse the unforced foree of the better argument provails. As everyone knows, such
an ideal i very dilficult to achieve in scholarly and everyday discussions, Adthough
this should never be a reason not Lo strive for this ideal, we eannot deny that this is
4 fundamental weakness of communicative ideology, Just as social innccessibility is «
fundamental weakness of 4 conventional planning approach.

However, the proaf of the pudding is in the cating. A more important judgment of
the value of consensus-building should be obinined by analysing its characteristics in
planning practice (sce also Woltjer, 1999), We will apply here the following enfiead
principles for our appraisal,

(1) All relevint stakeholders should be actively involved in the planning process.

(2} The participation of stakehalders should not e hampered by cultural andror
educational differences.

(2} The planning process should be manageable and transparent for stakeholders,

(4) In a plenming process, stakeholders should be endowed appropriately with the
necessary professionsl knowledge on the relevant issues and the possible alternative
solutions.

15} Theinterestsof stakeholders should be more mmpertantin the definition and weighting
of stlutions than the degree of mvalvement of a stakeholder in the planning process,
As with the previous ethacal principles, we recognise that other and more principles are
possible This list 1s not meant to be exhaustive,

(1) Frnvoldverment of afl subceholders in plamaing proces:
It is difficult w apply this principle in practice, even if o communicative upproach is
actively pursued. Clearly the ‘willingness’ of parties to participale determines the
consensus-building process. Cases of upplication of consensus-building in the USA
(see Innes, 1992; Innes et al. 1994) seem (0 have been successful beciuse of a relatively
high willingness of actors to participate. In the Dutch situation, however, o lack of
willingness sometimes leads to sefecive partiviparion. For example, in Dutch infrastroc-
ture planning there is o contrnst between the involvement of environmental interest
groups and economic interest groups (Woltjer, 1997). Some environmentalists deliber-
ately choose not 1o participute in decisonmaking or io enter official sessions. Economic
interest groups are strikingly eager to become invalved and 1o caoperate

Interviews conducted by ane of us (Woltjer, 1996) showed that most project man-
agers of the Dutch Ministry of Trunsport and Public Works recognise the importance of
a participative approach but they find it fmpocsible to invofve all relevant stakeholders,
For instance, in 1996 in the North Hollund region six large infrastructure projects were
n progress. However, even municipalities simply did not have the means to participate
in all consultation meetings. Experience in the Netherlands (urther supeEesls that,
despite the efforts of government ormnisations ta invite o grotip of stakcholders that
is s representative as possible lor the interests ot hand. full representation is virlually
impossible. There is evidence that inviting parties 10 o participatory planning process in
particular activites purlies who take an mierest in the topic and are willing and abie
to participate. To the purticipatory planning process for motarwiay A28, for example, in
which road users, citizens, and other stakeholders cefllectively developed plans for better
ttilisation of the road, advertisements in local newspapers were published and letters
were senl To invite affected citlrens and road users 1o participate (Dijksten, [996)
Despite the attention given by the Ministry to this invitation policy, the participatory
planning process for motorway A28 resulted in problems with representation {Ministry
of Transport and Public Works, |99&),

Prutch practice regularly reveals problems with u limited circle af partwipants. For
example, in the communicative planning processes for restoration of the river “Vecht',
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there was inadequate participution by interest groups. In this case. Nfleen OTE M SIS
cooperated in decisionmaking for a recovery plan on the river Vecht (Lammers, 1996).
These parties included the Ministry of Transport and Public Works, the provincial
governments, the municipal governments, und the public water boards However, an
invitation thal wis seril to representatives of interest groups and to citizens 10 get invalyed
did not lead to & broadly based reaction { Mimstry of Transport and Public Works, 1335),

In addition, experiences in participatory planning at (he local Jevel provide evidence
of selective participation. In planning the new urban trunsport policy for the city of
Grroningen, for example, highly educated citizens were averrepresented (Wolter, 19%4)
In the preparation of 4 trufMe circulution plan for the oty of Deventer, i which the
municipality based 1s mierachion with citizens on prineiples of direct demuocrey. the
participanits were not 4 goos reflection of the pu Hlic as 4 whole (Veldboer, 19965 In this
case, young parents with children seized the opportunity (o participate.

Irparticular. the relationship between the fevel of decioenmaking and the inyolvemem
of parties is unmistakable. 1t appears that most local, and many regonal, parties do not
sce the impertance of being involved in & nutional consensus-building process about
iransportation planning, They consider this strategic planning level loo complicated and
fuzzy, despite the fact that the Dutch national government is also responsible for the
implementation of most infrastructure projects. The inleniclion with society amd ‘the
ervironment’ occurs matnly b the local and regional levels, s o consequence of the
eluboration of strategic goals, A number of Duich problems CONCCTNING COnsensis-
building correlate with tensions between decisonmaking levels. Consequently, a strafegic
consermes often differs from an operational sonsenmus. Case studies in Woltjer (1998)
provide evidence of the fundamental differences between, on the one hand, an agreement
on broad putlines at o higher level of abstraction and, on the other, an agreement aboat
details at s lower leve] of hstraction. Only when plans or projects become tangible or
conceivable do parties become active, The strategic phase seenis o [nlerest ‘hobhyists’
whereas local and remonal partics do not take the opportunity to influence sirategic
decisions. Thus there are difTicultiss with building an operational consensus on specific
detnils rather thisn with a strategic consensus on general outlines. The key question may be
how compatible communicatlive planning it with higher level (national) integrated plunning
where issues are more abstract unless they are coneretised as projects: This is 4 common
question, for exumple in discussions about trunsactive planning {see Friedmann, [992)

In their analysis of the application of consensus-bwlding strategies o Italy, Baldueci
and Fareri (1996) find similar differences in the roles of actors at varied scales of
operation. An important element for the mohilisation ol the actors is the clarity
concerning what 18 4t stake. Overall, people are inclined to become invalved in planning
issues only when they think that the issue is in their immediate interest. This has already
been discussed extensively by Sewell and Coppock (1977),

In Dutch infrastructure planning unother mportant difference can be observed
between the parficipation of proponents and the participation of opponents. In the
Diutch planning sysiem there is'a relatively high number of ‘defensive meiwns available 1o
opponents, such as uppeal and procedures 1o raise objections. Nevertheless, proponents
do not have legal ‘offensive means’ 10 express gains or plus points Proponents of effects
such as national mfrastructure accessibility or sustainable growth mevitably have 1o
deal with much unceriainty. Opponenis speak of casier and predictable direct negative
effects such as noise pollution and nature degradation. Consequently, these effects
often dominate the discussions in participation and consultation. In briefl discussions
ahout the preservation of the *here and now’ are easier than debates aboul & change for
“there and luter’ (see also Berkenbosch, 1996},
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This {5 consistent with the results of a survey imo citizen purticipution in the
Groningen regional arport *Eelde® (Wolier, 1999, In this case, opponents adopted
an attitude that wos much more active than that of the proponents. In & consensus-
building siuation, this phenomenon could easily lead to an overrepresentation of the
former geoup. The problem of selective participation s not limited to the axamples
mentioned above, but has been documented extensively in the US political science
literature (Dahl 1961; Lindblom, 1968) and in the public participation literature
(Checkoway and van Til, 1978; Peattie 1968: Piven and Rosen, 1970),

(2} The partielpation of stakeholders shoulid rot be hampered by cultural andior
edvicationel differénces

This condition 15 also difficult to mest in 8 communicative planning process. In o
multiculiural society such as Dutch society, some social groips have o modest or
poor command of the Dutch language, In additdon, some social groups are better
integrated in Dutch sotiety than other groups with more isolated lifestyles, It is a
fundamental problem of communicative planning to Involve these citizens, who have
democratic rights just as any other citizen, in a planning process.

This is a well-known problem that has already been studied in Dutch spatial planning
i the 1970s. Examples are the analyses of participation processes in the *Structure Plan
for the Zaan region and the ‘Regional Plan Centma] Gelderland' tfor example, Jolles, 1974;
Korsten und Kropman, 1977). These studies revealed that only well-informed prople with
huigh education levels and high income seize the opportunity 1o partioipite.

This type of selective purtictpation can be found especially in citizen parficipation.
Since 1973, the interest of the Dutch population in actively influencing government
pahicy has been stuble (Castenmiller, 1983). However, people with an active interest are
distinguished by a higher level of education and social-economic status. Women are
beginning to catch up but still participate less often than men (Castenmiller, 198%),
Furthermore, o study in the city of Zwolle has shown that people whe are already
active in society are more likely to engage in participatory decisionmaking processes
(van Deth and Leljenaar, 1994), The ‘average’ citizens Hardly participate,

This illustrates that communicative planning often serves only the common intersst
al a selection of participants, and not the public interest. Day (1997) points out that the
mitcomes of participation processes will not truly reflect all citizen interests, because
relutively few people take advantage of the opportunities for participation that do exist.
She cites Grant (1994, page 426) who explains that: “participation is a luxury in
modern industrial societies because 1t requires skills, resources, money, and time that
many citizens do net have” Clearly the motivation of people 1o participate cannot be
nssiumed natural or universal (see Scharpf, 1970),

(3) The planning process should be manageable and TR sprinl

The communicative ideology rejects the idea that planning s an instrumental activity that
Bperales ax a ‘black box” for stakeholders. On the contrary, stakeholders should be
involved and stimufated to share views and knowledge to arrive at decisions consensually
This implies transparency of the process for stnkeholders, This can be derived anly if the
process itsell is manageable becouse of a relatively simple structure. However, this
idealistie picture seldom exists in actual planning practice {Woltger, 1997),

In regional planning in particular, decisionmaking situations can be rather complex.
These situations wsually feature various actors (individuals or organisations), each with
specific preferences, opinions, and individual problems, all of which change in time and
include fundamental uncertainty. For example, with regird 1o the planning of motorway
Al5 in the Netherlands, the planning problem consisted of a lurge number of different
partial alignments. This strewh of motorway was also interrelated 1o other projents such

—
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as motorway Al2, o HSR from Belgium lo Amsterdam, as well as the northern
connection of the Batuwe railway, For adequaie participation meetings. project man-
agers needed 10 cover large parts of the province of Gelderland. Al an operational level.
the situntion was 5o complex that the projec appeared to be unsuitable for consensis-
building strategies ‘sccording 19 the book

If a planning process concerning an infrastructure project follows a commumicative
approach, it Tuns the risk of ending up as an expensve, complex, lengthy OT wmcon-
trallable decisionmaking process. In writing aboutl communicative planning. Grant
(1994). among others, suggesis that too much citizen participation could heighten
political conflict rather than help uchieve o consensus. o Putch practice, many project
planners, when speaking about huilding a consensus for an infrastructure project wish
they had mone money &t their disposal s0 as 1o give away ‘presents. They consider
providing subsidies for Jocal projects or providing compensation for foss of value This
kind of ‘megotiating Devbility" could quickly empty the public stromghox. Above all, it
may he a threat te an equitable Jistribution of naticnal money il one party or region
maniges to negotiate o lol of mongy a1 the expense of others,

A manageable process does not imply that the management of planning processes
nlways follows similar lines. For instance, van der Heiden et al (1921) have pointed out
that whether or not & consensus will be reached depends on the formal and informal
atructure of the planning system. Based on observations aboul the Dutch growth-
centre policies of the 1960s and 1970s and the compact city policy of the 1980s, they
comclude thut the process of consensus-building has not heen uniform in the past
and will not be uniform in the foture. Bach planning process based on cansensus-building
will therefore be unigue in its organisational structure and process characteristics

{4} In @ planning process, stukeholders should be appropriately endovwed with the necessary
professional knowledge on the relevant issues ang the possible altersative solutions
Another important question regarding the quality of planning processes based on
consensns-building relates 1o the role left for professional knowledge and expertise.
This planming principle is impartant because its dendal coald imply that societies-do not
need academics and academic knowledge in a planning process. Although the involve-
ment of expert professionals cannot be an ond n itself, & refusal of saentfic inpul in
processes that can ultimately be decisive for the future of humankind s irresponsible and
denies the value of scientific contributions of many {zocial and technical) academici ILis
inconsistent with the efforis of modern societies 1o invest in the protracted education of
younyg peaple for making them skilled plannsrs, economists, geographers, and %o on.

Traditionally, planncrs consider themselves defenders of the public’s best or collec-
tive interest (for example, Davy, 1998). Planners may fieel their tasks include preserving
environmenial quality, providing good transport systems, and stinulating an eifcient
use of material resources, However, if communicative processes imply o larewell to
basic planning tasks such as correcting market failures and ensuring socil justice,
planners should he critical towards an increase in their use. This is nol to deny,
however, that conventional planning also does not work ideally, Planners canmot
simply be assumed to know what is best for everyoie (Yiftachel, 19981 They do oot
single-handedly make the decisions. Neverthdess, communicative planning may be jus
as ineffective or ineflicient &s conventional rational planning in gathoring the pecessary
knowledge for stakeholders and decision makers.

With the communicative planning spproach gaiming ground, the guestion ahoul
what role is left for professional knowledge snd expertise is clearly important, With
respect to planners, we share the views of Kaiser c1.al (1995, page 29). “Planners
must develop .. capabilities.... Among these are vision, comprehensivensss, technical
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competence, fairness, consensus-building, und innovativeness. Together they constitute
the qualities that the public and the planning profession expect 1o find in planners”,

Professional knowledge in the sense of technical knowledge has a bad reputation in
communicative literature (for example; Fisher, 1990; Innes, 1993). This is understand-
ahle, hecause technoeratic approaches of planning viclite most of the ethical principles
mentioned in this section. Kaiser et al (1995, page 30), however, stress that technical
competence of a planner is vital: “In land-usc planning, technical competence includes
analysis, with its breaking down of data to seck out trends and meaning, as well as
synthesis, with its recombination of clements into proposed designe 10 involves framing
problems as well as developing solutions. We hold that both the analytical aod syothetic
work of plan-making should follow strict professional canons™

If the public planner represents collective interests, such as sustainable development,
the striving for social equity, efficient use of collective resources, proteciion of minonity
interests, and so on, what then should be the frame of reference for such decisions? It is
phvious that, perhaps apurt from small communities, our societies are too complex o
invalve the representations of all people in daily decisionmaking, let alone 0o use even
more refined consensus-building approaches: It is for this reason thal communicative
rationality can never be the single frame of reference for such decisionmaking, On the
one hand, the contribution of the knowledpe of experts alone is not a desirable ground
for planning (n the other, citizens or (nferest groups do mot always know better than
the experis, Consequently, the planning precess should include ‘ordinary’ knowledge but
not prevent professionals from contributing their expert knowledge and information.

() The interests of stakeholders should be mure tporiani in the definition and weighting af
solutions tham the power or degree of involvement of o stakeholder i the planning process
Communicative ideology is about the interaction between actors and the way they can
integrate their opinions and views. Because actors are often trying to achigve their own
particular gouls, they might strongly base this interaction on seli-interest (for example,
Flyvhjerg, 1996). This raises the more basic issie of the contradiction betwean ideal
communicative ratonality and sctual strategic action (also discussed in Alexander,
19984, page 674} Although it is often assumed that communicative planning leads to
acts of solidarity among participants, experiences in Duich infristructure planning
suggest that full solidarity, at least the voluntary type, is rarely achioved. Very often
ane oF more actors have 1o excrcise their power Lo drrive 4t agreements.

A problem inherent in decisions gulded by solidarity is that such decisions could
cusily turn out to be unjust and unfuir for thiose affecied, but whe are not part of the
arena in which the discourse took place. In several examples in Duich infrastructure
planning. participanis of the institutional arena retched & consensus wherens the
ngreement was unacceptable for outsiders to that arent According to communicative
ideology, a solution to this problem is to include these owtsiclers in the discourse.
However. this assumes that the most powerful actors want to include these additional
players in the game. Practice. such as in the Schiphol case (see Yaogd, 1998b) and the
Betuwe line case (Huigen et al, 1993), teaches us that this is seldom the case

An impartant reason for keeping the ‘arena of discourss” limited to the mest
important actors is evident. The fewer the actors invalved, the easier it is to reach a
consensus, Besides, a plun that can be promoted in the political areny as (he oulcome
of & ‘consensus-building process’ between ‘all mujor actors’ hos a much firmer busis
than a plan that has the support only of the political execiutive ot hand. What we
sometimes see in Dutch planning is that, under the umbrella of commumcative plan-
ning or consensus-building, an agreement is reuched between a limited number of the
most powerful actors, thus dimimshing the possibility of outsiders to challenge this
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agreement. The outsiders would have 1o challenge not only the agreement but also the
additional weight it carries because of the fact that it is a consensus of those whe arein
power and those who support the powerful. An example 15 the espansion of Schiphol
Airport by constructing a fifth runway. This result was based on a consensus-building
process between the Airport authonty, the Dutch raflway authority, the municipalities
of Haarlemmermeer and Amsterdam, the provinces of North and South Holland, and
two ministries. No environmental groups or institutions, ot other social or citizen
groups. were invited to participate. In the end. they were unable to change the outcome
of this ‘communicative planning process’, because it was presented as an oulcome of &
complex consensus-huilding process (Voogd, 1998h)

In the Dutch corporatist governance sysiem, problems such as these occur oflen,
and also when societal organisations participate in public decisionmaking. Maost of the
environmental groups aim at conperation with government when Lhey are seeking a
solution (Dekker et al, 1997). This presents an important problem in lerms of repre-
sentation: on whose behali do these organisations speak? It is unclear whether an
environmental group represents its members or supporters or public interest in general.
According 1o Dekker et al (1997} the crux of the problem is thal business ofganisations
as well as environmental organisations are not organised very democratically. The
consequence of this might be that a selective nondemocralic group makes decisions
that affect the entire population.

The preceding parageaphs illustrate that it is extremely important not only o
recognise the relevant actors in a planning process, bul also to manage that process
property. Those who are in charge of the process management can influence the oul-
come by the invitation policy: who can participate 1n the discourse and who cannot?
This encourages manipulation. The result is that powerless participants have fewer
posstbilities 1o influence a decision than was the case when plans were presented solely
as products of a government. Therefore a planning process based on consensus-build-
ing may also hamper proper democratic decisionmaking processes.

Some summarising conclasions
A paramount question posed in this paper is: does a communicative planning approach
with communicative rationality produce a society and environment with a ‘betier quality”
{hisn would be the cuse with a conventional rational planning approach? In onder 10 answer
this question we have examined communicative planning and its qualitics cthically.
Evidently, planners realise that ‘the project” is more than drawing up 2 plan, as
was the case previously. Nowadays ‘the project’ goes hand in hand with ‘the process’ It
is a quality requirement whether a project has been a suhject for debate, consultation,
and participation, Several Dutch studies have produced evidence of 4 growing cricnta-
tion in the Netherlands towards the processes mssociated with consensus-building
(de Bruijn et al, 1996; Huigen el al, 1993; Teisman and Verhey, 1993 Scientific Council
for Government Policy, 1994; Waltjer, 199%). However, expenences with communicative
ideology in Dutch infrastructure planning situations show signs of possible adverse
effects on some ethical principles refated to quality, These ethical standards address the
quality of the planning process (for example, sclective participation) and the quality af
the planning outcome (for example, inadequate results: in terms of sustainability,
consistency, and cohesion). Consensus and the guality of spatial decisions may go
hand in hand if planners realise that participants might be sirongly orented on issucs
close 1o them: in terms of time, space. and their own life world. Therefore the role of
planners should continue to be concentrated on long-term goals, balancing interests,
thinking in terms of relationships between parts, and perhaps even on designing
innovative and, if necessary, nonconformist solutions,
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In this paper we have argued that communicative planning could conflict with
bagic ethical principles of conventional planning. We have done this [fom a utilitarian
view, We think that there 5 enough evidence 1o suggest thar communicative idenlogy
afpne does oot satisfy conventional ethical ]:|Fi1r||1'|I1g prlr:::i:p‘lus any better.

Consequently, we agree with Kawser et al (1995) und others that communicative
planning muest go together with ‘adaptive” rattional planming. Planning discourse should
be based on planming mielligence, which conisis of gathering, organmsing, analysing,
and disseminating information To stakeholders in the wse and development of lund:
“Intelligence alerts decision-makers to conditions, trends, and projections as well as
the social, economic, and environmental impacts of those projections and proposed
alterpative decisions: (i.e. impact assessments).... The presumption is that better infor
maticm will lead to improved public discourss, more equitable and sffective policy, and
better lamd use decisions” (Kaiser et al, 1995, pages 60 -61),

We are also imehined to follow Alssandér (19984) who identified the dilferent views
oo planming as complementary rather than as substitutes. In other words, conventional
planming and communicative planning are oot mutually exclusive, as, for instance,
Innes (1995) suggests. Actording to Alexander, deliberative rationality often precédes
commumicative practice. It can also allernate with communicative practice over time.

Generally we believe thut spatial decisions should not depend overwhelmingly on
communicative planning After all, spatial planning should go beyond the short term,
sepirated projects, soctal dilemmas or the selective activiation ef participants alone
Under such circumstances planners- should not pull out all the stops w follow con-
sensus-building strategics. Given a specific context, the conventional planning ideology
can be at least as ethical as communicative ideology. Both can complement each ather
in varying combinations as the quality of planning processcs and s outcomes are
contingent upon the particular context of space, time. and people.
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