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Foreword

Shortly after I started planning school in 1975, I chanced on a copy of the record of
a seminar held a year prior to mark the retirement of Jack Parker, the first and until
his retirement the only, head of the Department of City and Regional Planning at
the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill."' The pages of that slim volume
opened a window on a profession in turbulence and an educational enterprise that
seemed to dispute more than it confirmed. Planners were unsure if their craft was
design or social science. They claimed expertise across an incredibly broad swath of
domestic policy matters, yet feared inability to defend their claim against attacks
from sister professions. They believed they had a special understanding of the
public interest that justified leadership in governance, yet found themselves frozen
out of the real corridors of power over and over again.

What I didn’t appreciate reading Planning in America at that time was that the
planning profession and the schooling traditions that supported it were in their
adolescence: 60 or so chronological years old, but still fighting uncertainties of
identity and yet to establish an understood place in the larger society. Among the
characteristics of adolescence evident were growth spurts fueled by government
investments at a pace never before experienced; wanderlust, with planning edu-
cation expanding to many countries where it had previously been unknown; and
there were arguments about meaning and coherence evocative of late-night college
tavern debates.

Planning education’s mid-century adolescence gave rise to more serious research
methods, to academic journals, to independent academic conferences and to learned
societies in the form of school associations. By late century, this now-adult edu-
cational enterprise enjoyed global reach and widespread legitimacy, and prided
itself on many achievements in economic, environmental and justice domains.
A Planning Schools Movement had fostered a worldwide dialogue about how best

'David R. Godschalk. Planning in America: Learning from Turbulence. AIP Planners Press, 1974.
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to plan and how best to educate planners.” That same movement led to the creation
of the Global Planning Education Association Network. And, in turn, discussions
amongst GPEAN leadership inspired this volume, seeking to draw together plan-
ning education experiences from around the world to help frame the planning
education choices to be made in the years ahead.

Despite adulthood, planning education remains filled with debates over defini-
tion and purpose. With maturity have come new ambitions that test old definitions,
and new insecurities as old assumptions are challenged by evolving political and
economic realities. New technologies have shaken the norms and structures of
educational institutions, and new competitors chase at the heels of planning edu-
cation from all sides. City government is now seen as a weak manager of growth,
praying for the fortitude to control multi-national corporate investment as the prime
driver of urban development. Taxpayer revolt has become the new normal and
tertiary educational institutions have grown to expect only declining budgets.
Online education and cross-border university competition has fostered what often
feels like a race to the bottom in time and attention to the individual student.
Pressures for recognition and prestige push faculty to publish in international lit-
erature that directs them away from the unique characteristics of planning practice
in their home countries.” We may have been an educational enterprise in turbulence
in the 1970s, but in the 2010s we are in the midst of chaos and change is widely
recognized as the only constant.

This unique volume tells the stories of the youth, adolescence and adulthood of
education for this remarkable city planning profession. A global roster of authors
brings the ambitions, successes and failures of planning educators to life with
clarity and fascination. The tensions and disagreements of competing schools of
thought are laid bare, but never with animosity. Instead, as the pages turn one has
the sense of planning educators as a band of warriors challenging common enemies.
The enemies are private interest, corporate greed, anti-intellectualism, and political
expediency. The fields of battle include not only the classroom and laboratory, but
also professional association governing boards, university administrative offices,
education ministry bureaucracies, and legislatures.

As T write, the United Nations has just adopted the Quito Declaration,”* setting
forth a New Urban Agenda for the future of cities worldwide. The New Urban
Agenda calls for integrative, inclusive, evidence-based urban and territorial plan-
ning at the center of the path to securing compact, equitable, resilient, safe and
sustainable cities. Planning schools are asked to rise to the challenge of leadership

*Bruce Stiftel and Vanessa Watson. Dialogues in Urban and Regional Planning, vol. 1.
Routledge, 2005.

3Klaus Kunzmann. “Unconditional Surrender: The Gradual Demise of European Diversity in
Planning.” Keynote address presented to the 18th Congress of the Association of European
Schools of Planning, Grenoble, France 3 July 2004.

“United Nations, Conference on Human Settlements and Sustainable Urban Development. “Quito
Declaration On Sustainable Cities and Human Settlements for All”. Resolution A/Conf.226/L.1.
Adopted 20 October 2016.
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in this work, with unprecedented demand for education of new planners, training of
stakeholders and officials and knowledge generation to underlie decision-making,
design, and implementation.

For urban planning schools to meet these demands will require great effort,
unprecedented resource development, creativity and political savvy. The history
and ambitions laid out in this volume represent a wealth of experience to teach how
to overcome the challenges. They also suggest that faculties and students drawn to
planning schools and the professionals who work with them have what it takes to
succeed and lead the way toward sustainable urbanization in the twenty-first
century.

Atlanta, USA Bruce Stiftel
October 2016
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Chapter 1
Introduction

Andrea 1. Frank and Christopher Silver

Abstract From humble beginnings at the start of the twentieth century, planning
education programs have seen an impressive development and expansion. One
hundred years on, there are more than 600 planning education programs offered in
about half of the world’s countries. As the planning profession is strongly influ-
enced by national planning culture, urbanization trends, and socio-economic mili-
eus, requisite education programs and curricula exhibit a considerable variation of
content and format. Despite growing international exchanges amongst academics,
planning education and its development remains still poorly understood from a
global perspective. Building on the past quantitatively oriented inventories of the
education provision for planners, this book reviews the emergence and evolution of
planning education curricula through selected case studies and a comparative,
longitudinal lens. This introductory chapter elaborates the author’s motivation and
provides an overview of the volume’s structure consisting of three parts:
“Beginnings”, “Emerging Global Movement”, and “Charting Future Trends.”

Keywords Planning education - Emergence - Program development - Global
expansion - Future - Critical review

Context

Urban planning education has become a pervasive practice throughout the world as
urbanization and development pressures have increased over the past half century,
and concomitantly demand increased for professionally trained experts to guide

AL Frank (X))
School of Geography and Planning, Cardiff University, Cardiff, UK
e-mail: FrankA @cardiff.ac.uk

C. Silver

College of Design, Construction and Planning, University of Florida,
Gainesville, FL, USA

e-mail: silver2@ufl.edu
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those processes. Throughout the twentieth century, similar to other professions, the
education of planners in most countries was closely linked to the nation state and
requisite nation-specific policies and urbanization issues. International discourse
and dialogue on urban planning existed and is evidenced in workshops, journals,
conferences, lecture, and study tours, but was lifted to a new level when in 2001,
the first World Congress of Schools of Planning was held in Shanghai. This con-
gress brought together over 1000 planning educators, students, and practitioners
from around the globe to share research findings and experiences on various aspects
of planning practice and education.

Two years later, the Global Planning Education Association Network (GPEAN),
formed by nine regional planning education associations' agreed to perpetuate the
World Congresses and to undertake collaborative activities to strengthen the global
dialogue amongst planning practitioners and educators. One outcome was a chapter
contribution on planning education for the 2009 Global Report on Human
Settlements for UN-Habitat, entitled Planning Sustainable Cities (UN-Habitat
2009, pp. 185-198). This chapter quantified the global scale of planning education.
Based upon a GPEAN-sponsored urban planning schools inventory, it identified
290 university level planning programs in developed nations, concentrated in North
America and Europe and another 260 in developing nations. This inventory counted
those programs that offer urban planning degrees which are recognized by planning
education associations and professional bodies. In fact, as planners are also edu-
cated via other related disciplines such as landscape architecture, geography, or
civil engineering, for example, there are many more academic programs that sup-
port planning education that were not accounted in this survey.

Research for the inventory revealed the status quo in planning education pro-
vision a decade into the twenty-first century with indeed some significant geo-
graphical gaps in coverage globally, e.g., India or selected Commonwealth
Countries (see also Commonwealth Secretariat 2011; UN-Habitat 2009, p. 160) and
exposed new emergent trends, strengths and weaknesses of curricula. It also
highlighted how poorly understood planning education and its development was
from a global perspective. Although historians have explored the colorful history
and intertwined professional paths of individual planning education champions in
the past, this has rarely been put into the context of a globally emerging educational
movement.

'The first nine members of GPEAN were: Association of European Schools of Planning (AESOP),
Association pour la Promotion de 1‘Enseignement et de la Recherche en Aménagement et
Urbanisme (APERAU), Association of Collegiate Schools of Planning (ACSP), Asian Planning
Schools Association (APSA), African Association of Planning Schools (AAPS), Asociacion
Latinoamericana de Escuelas de Urbanismo y Planeacion (ALEUP), Association of New Zealand
and Australian Planning Schools (ANZAPS), Associacdo Nacional de Pos-graduag@o e Pesquisa
em Planejamento Urbano e Regional (ANPUR); Association of Canadian University planning
programs (ACUPP).

2As of 2015 GPEAN has 11 members: in 2013 the Turkish Planning Schools Association
(TUBOP) joined the network and in 2014, the Association of Schools of Planning in Indonesia
(ASPI) became also a member.
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The immense challenges involved in keeping education relevant requires a
constant renewing of curriculum formats and content as well as developing
appropriate pedagogies to ensure future planners are fit to plan (or support plan-
ning) for sustainable, resilient, smart, and healthy communities and cities. These
efforts are juxtaposed by a rich diversity of planning education explained in large
part by cultural differences. For better or worse, there is no common planning
education model (Frank et al. 2014; Rodriquez-Bachiller 1988). Approaches vary
widely, shaped in part by the subject discipline from which a particular planning
program developed (e.g., architecture, engineering, landscape architecture, policy,
surveying, environmentalism) as well as the context-specific challenges within the
country or region where the program resides. A particularly interesting case pre-
sented in the 2009 UN-Habitat report is the emergence of planning programs in
Poland in the post-Soviet era. During the Soviet-occupancy era, planning was
taught as a specialization of architecture or engineering, dealing with the physical
aspects of plan development and not as an independent field of expertise. Since
1991, however, more than 40 freestanding planning programs have been estab-
lished in Poland offering a variety of specializations ranging from a strong design
focus to others concentrating on environmental or economic issues, with a final
group taking a more generalist approach. None of the other former Soviet-satellite
countries have been so successful in transitioning planning education to a market
economy and creating such a robust planning education system to date.

Another example of the remarkable expansion of planning education in the past
few decades is China, which boasts over 175 planning programs (thereby eclipsing
the United States with its 88 or so planning programs). This proliferation of
planning programs in China has been fueled by the need for planners to support the
country’s rapid development processes. Through collaboration with foreign plan-
ning education programs, China is developing significant internal capacity to
handle national demand. Similar pressures to expand planning education are evident
in African nations, but without the international linkages available in China or the
internal resources to provide appropriate facilities to support education for planners
with very few exceptions (e.g., South Africa). Planning education in Latin
American countries has had to deal with a host of politically motivated issues
including negotiation, mediation, conflict resolution and consensus-building given
the greater power of community organizations and nongovernmental organizations
than in the more authoritarian regimes in Asian nations.

The development and evolution of planning education programs, especially in
developing regions, coupled with the changing context of planning in developed
nations, has not been accompanied by comprehensive critical assessment of how we
are preparing planners. Taking on a comparative, longitudinal viewpoint, this
volume examines planning education systems and approaches globally, using
selected national case studies. Selection of the contributions has been both pur-
poseful and opportunistic and guided by our endeavor to provide context and
evidence on important themes throughout the first century of education in the
planning field. Several contributions were solicited from authors who presented
papers at the World Planning Schools Congress in 2011 and the joint
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ACSP-AESOP congress in Dublin in 2013. These papers, which were unpublished,
were then developed into more critical and fully fledged chapters. Other contri-
butions were commissioned from expert academics to ensure, as far as possible,
global coverage. Within a volume such as this there are naturally limits of what can
be covered and we are aware of these shortcomings. There are certainly themes and
national case studies that it would have been worthwhile to examine and to include
but were not on this occasion for matters of space.

While building on groundbreaking work undertaken for the first global inventory
of planning education programs in 2008 (UN-Habitat 2009, pp. 185-198), this
volume moves beyond its brief cases and program data, as well as beyond several
nationally and regionally focused reviews of planning education conducted before
(e.g., Commonwealth Secretariat 2011; Frank et al. 2014; Kumar et al. 2016;
Rodriquez-Bachiller 1988). The collection offers a view on planning education
from a longitudinal and geographical perspective, thereby examining the past,
current practices, and future trends in the field over time and space. It explores the
emergence of planning education in the twentieth century, with its rich variation
and yet a remarkable degree of cross-fertilization. Understanding the history of
planning education is important for several reasons. Many of the current trends in
planning have important antecedents in the strategies developed when cities and
regions were at a different stage of development. History enables us to recognize
and document these antecedents. It also helps to us to understand and assess the
dominance of western-oriented paradigms in the initial development of planning
education in so many parts of the world. Yet through the educational programs
available in North America, Australia/New Zealand, and Europe for students from
developing regions, the planning academies that emerged in Africa, Latin America,
the Middle East, and Asia have been populated with Masters and PhDs who are
able to critically assess, adapt, or even transcend planning theories of the North, to
develop their own different ideas and approaches more suited to the situations of the
Global South. As such, the book reinforces the importance of spatiality and of local
conditions and context to planning and shaping planning education.

Structure of the Book

The volume is organized into three parts which are bounded by this introduction
and a conclusion. The parts follow the development of the discipline: Beginnings,
Emerging Global Movement, and Charting Future Trends. Each of these parts
begins with an overview essay which provides readers with a critical exposure to
relevant scholarship and context, drawing on the detailed case studies of the part
and additional research on the broader themes to reveal key issues for—and in—
literature and planning education for the time period. Because of the global span of
our collection, a note on language is necessary. Terminologies to describe higher
education degree provision vary significantly. Within this book we have adopted
the US terms using program (rather than course) to signify a degree level study
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program and ‘course’ (rather than module) for a topically focused taught unit
consisting of lectures, labs, or seminars, or studio. Faculty typically refers to an
academic member of staff—although occasionally the term is also used as indicator
of a division of the university as in the Faculty of Social Science.

Part I (“Beginnings”) focuses on the emergence of planning education programs
in the twentieth century as a way to understand the current planning education
environment. Contributions in this part examine the simultaneous emergence, under
somewhat different conditions, of planning education in the early twentieth century
in the USA, United Kingdom, Indonesia, Australia, China, and Brazil. There was a
significant transatlantic dialogue that contributed to shaping of early planning
approaches, although there were fundamental differences owing to varying legal,
economic, political and social factors between the USA and Europe. This part will
trace the phases of history of planning education through to the 1980s when there
was a virtual explosion of planning education provision in a wider array of
countries.

Part I (“Emerging Global Movement”) explores how education in urban,
regional, and spatial planning has developed in different ways in different countries
and continents. The review highlights that there has been no uniform conception of
what planning means, nor the tradition in which it is taught—although certain core
characteristics seem to be at the heart of planning practice and the education and
training for future planners. This part reviews a number of adaptations within
planning education in response to changing external conditions at the turn of the
twenty-first century. Some of the conditions are practically universal such as
increasing resource shortages and the need to make settlements more resilient to the
effects of climate change. Others are regionally and locally driven, such as rapid
urbanization in Asia, Africa, or South America, population decline and shrinking
cities in Europe, or the change from state managed planning regimes to
market-driven planning in central and Eastern European countries post commu-
nism. The case studies in particular illustrate in greater detail some of the challenges
to be addressed in planning education at present, such as:

e Changes in the tertiary sector (massification,” internationalization, quality
assurance, and accreditation) and their impact on planning programs;

e Diversification and harmonization of educational structures and models in
Europe and globally;

e Embedding new planning paradigms of advocacy, participation, and informality
(Africa, Latin America, Asia);

e Transition from urban development (engineering) to urban management
(Korea);

e Transition from state-planned to market-led economy and implications for
planning education (Poland/Estonia);

e Planning education provision in very small countries (Estonia); and

3Terminology used to describe the increase in the proportion of the population obtaining higher
education degrees, see, e.g,. Trow (2000).
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e Use of institutional partners in delivering planning education.

Part IIT (“Charting Future Trends”) is an attempt to envision future pathways
and developments. The contributions explore how planning education can be
adapted and developed to remain relevant to the development of human environ-
ments in the twenty-first century. It is obvious that the world has become a col-
lection of great cities, and through global engagements, many cities have taken on
the characteristics of a diverse world. We also know that cities are a key source of
the problems (pollution, congestion, resource depletion, and destruction) we face
and some past planning decisions have diminished rather than improved living
conditions. We know that the way we do planning now (often in disciplinary silos,
rather than in interdisciplinary teams) is linked to conventional practices developed
during a period when the implications of those practices were much less apparent.
Yet, despite considerable theoretical advancements and many technological inno-
vations, the content and methods we use to ‘teach’ remain heavily dependent upon
that traditional approach. When we look to the past, we find the basic premises
underpinning the building of our cities included unlimited resources, technology as
the answer to all problems, and unlimited growth potential. Are those premises still
valid? It is useful to ask planners and other professionals engaged in urban and
societal issues to imagine where we will be 50 or 100 years from now. What should
future cities (large and small) be premised on in a post-fossil fuel era, with new
technologies, considerable levels of international migration and mobility, aging
populations, growing levels of non-communicable diseases, and food and resource
insecurities? What should education contain and address for those involved in
designing and managing these future settlements? When we think about what kind
of planners we need, is it still relevant to have a planning discipline in parallel to
engineering and architecture? Or, is there a need for a major shift in how we prepare
planners for the future? For example, how do we bring the biologists, climate
change scientists, engineers, designers, architects, planners, social scientists, and
health professionals into a collaborative partnership to design and manage sus-
tainable cities? We hope that the contributions in this final part which examine, for
example, innovations in pedagogy that seek to strengthen links between society,
science, and education but also efforts to embed education for sustainability and
climate change adaptations, spur a critical dialogue from within and beyond the
academy.

Renewing Planning’s Vision

From its earliest days, the planning education project had idealistic goals and
visions for a better world. We hope in reminding ourselves and future generations
of educators and planners of these lofty ideas and contextualizing the development
thus far will enable—indeed encourage—this community to not only react but
guide future developments and return to a leadership role in education and, in turn,
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in shaping cities. And, while it remains a fact that different localities will have
different needs in terms of planning, we nevertheless are venturing to suggest that a
century of planning education has also resulted in the development of some sig-
nature pedagogies and approaches that should be integrated in all curricula. We thus
make some tentative suggestions for content and competencies we feel should be
universally included in curricula in order for planning education to meet future
societal needs. Above all, tensions and turf battles with other disciplines must be
transcended as interdisciplinarity, co-creation, and collaboration will be the tools to
make future cities work.

This book is written for the dispersed and varied community of fellow planning
educators seeking ideas for future programs, for planning students seeking to gain a
deeper understanding of their field and practitioners interested in the interplay of
practice and education. We believe that the collection of material in its current
format and combination offers new insights and knowledge on the complex evo-
lution of planning education over time and space. Reflecting on the development of
planning education over the past century, the essays provide a rich story of
resourcefulness, leadership, and adaptive resilience among the planning education
community. This should serve as a beacon of hope and inspiration for future years
and in cases when planning as a discipline might not be given the recognition and
space one would hope for.
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Chapter 2
The Origins of Planning Education:
Overview

Christopher Silver

Abstract Planning education in the early twentieth century developed in response
to the need for professionals in architecture, landscape architecture, engineering,
public health, and law to understand and address the unique challenges of rapidly
growing cities and regions. It was in the United States and the United Kingdom that
the first standalone planning education programs flourished prior to World War IL
Former colonial nations expanded planning education initially on the model pro-
vided by the West, often because their leading educators were products of the
Anglo-American system. The proliferation of planning education programs in
Eastern Europe, sections of Asia and Africa and especially in China since the end of
1980s owes to increased global engagements coupled with continuing challenges of
urbanization. Throughout the twentieth century, transnational exchanges of ideas
and strategies have helped to shape the global planning education movement.

Keywords Anglo-American origins - Transnational exchanges - University of
Liverpool - Colonialism - GPEAN

Introduction

In most societies, identifying the origins of city planning requires examining its
earliest human settlements. Planmaking was an established art long before even a
modest portion of human settlements could be regarded as urban. The formal
processes of training to create a body of professionals engaged in the physical,
social, and economic transformation of these urban places according to precon-
ceived strategies (that is, planning education) are of much more recent origins,
however. In the United States and Europe, the origins of planning education
coincided with the flourishing of the modern city planning movement in the early
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twentieth century, a movement prompted by concerns over congested and
unhealthy conditions in growing industrial cities. In other world regions, including
South America, Africa, and Asia, urban development took off later, as did planning
education, initially as a colonial import but eventually through the intervention of
external agencies or indigenous efforts to better control emerging urban challenges.
Often individuals trained in the West introduced the developed world models but
also helped to shape new indigenous planning education programs.

As this overview of the origins of planning education will show, it is possible to
identify three rather distinct phases in the development of planning education from
a global vantage point. The first phase, running from the early 1900s through the
1940s, saw the emergence of what is best termed the Anglo-American epoch,
whereby the pioneering education programs geared to training planners were lar-
gely confined to North America and the British Isles, and diffused through their
colonial connections to selected places in the developing world. The demise of the
colonial empires following World War II triggered a second phase characterized by
the emergence of indigenous planning education initiatives outside the West and
proliferation of Anglo-American planning education to address postwar recon-
struction. In the US, long festering problems of poverty, inner city decay and stifled
urban development owing to nearly two decades of economic depression and
wartime conditions, led to a growing demand for professional planners— especially
at the local and state levels—from the 1950s through the 1970s. In the post-Soviet
era beginning in the 1990s, in what represents the third phase, there was a new
impetus in planning education to enable Eastern European nations to more fully
integrate into the global economy. The same can be said about China in the
post-Mao regimes, which advanced planning education in line with its greater
engagement within the global marketplace, and as urbanization processes advanced
so dramatically.

Pioneer planners in all world regions were drawn from various disciplines,
including civil engineering, architecture, landscape architecture, surveying, public
health, and the law. They drew upon their disciplinary training and experiences to
devise interventions. Select educational institutions offering professional programs
in these fields, initiated the first courses to offer a “planning” component to their
graduates. From these humble origins a distinct discipline of planning emerged
early in the twentieth century. Quickly, however, the demand for trained urban
professionals grew beyond the capacity of these related disciplines to respond
effectively. The result was the creation of standalone city planning programs in
many Western countries in addition to programs offering planning specializations as
part of other degree programs.

The historical origins and early evolution of planning education exerted a pro-
found and global impact on planning because these early initiatives were not done
in isolation. It is important to acknowledge that throughout the twentieth century
global exchanges and international professional linkages were important factors in
advancing planning education. As the cases highlighted in this section demonstrate,
there was a significant and continuous degree of sharing of planning expertise
across national and cultural borders. The remarkable continuities of proposed
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planning interventions in the diverse circumstances of urban development in var-
ious global regions were advanced through these interchanges. There were at once
both strengths and inherent dangers in this transnational planning dialogue. On one
hand, the transnational dialogue facilitated sharing of best practices. Yet, some of
these imported practices could also be a source of perpetuating problem conditions
when they did not account for varying local circumstances. This was especially the
case when practices that seemed sound for developed urban societies were applied
uncritically in resource-deficient and rapidly growing cities and regions in the
developing world. Under these circumstances, the powerful force of established and
formal planning practices often displaced local traditions that might have engen-
dered more effective interventions.

Overall, however, the planning education movement that blossomed globally in
the post-World War II era advanced the practice of planning by producing a vast
army of urban professionals who worked directly with citizens and government
leaders to advance the justification for, and acceptance of, planning. This postwar
global boom in planning education was built upon the foundation of planning
education programs already well-established in the United States and in the United
Kingdom. As will be discussed below, the planning education movement has
become truly global in scope.

Anglo-American Origins

The first national conference on city planning in the United States was held in
Washington, DC in the Spring 1909 (Meck and Retzlaff 2009). It brought together
leading planning practitioners, and some well-placed politicians to explore the
challenges presented by the problems associated with unregulated urban develop-
ment, with particular attention to congestion. Although aspects of planning had
been practiced in US cities for at least one half century, the 1909 DC gathering was
the first time that the professionals from many associated disciplines collectively
engaged in a critical discussion of the current state of practice, the challenges
planning confronted, and how the emerging profession might chart its future. The
organizer of the 1909 national conference, Benjamin C. Marsh, was motivated by
the problem conditions evident in congested US cities but also inspired by the
promise offered through planning practices he had witnessed firsthand in Europe. In
1907 and 1908, Marsh toured European cities and cataloged his findings in An
Introduction to City Planning (1909 (reprinted 1974)), a book released in concert
with the national conference. Concurrent with the Washington DC conference,
1909 also saw the introduction, in England, of the first national legislation with the
term “planning” in its title. That same year the architecture program at the
University of Liverpool established a Town Planning and Civic Design degree
program. At Harvard University (USA), James Sturgis Pray, a landscape architect
by training, premiered a course entitled “Landscape Architecture 10—Principles of
City Planning” (Alofsin 2002, p. 41-46). Within the Horticulture Department at the
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University of Illinois, a leading planning practitioner was hired as the first Professor
of Civic Design in the US in 1912. University College London followed in 1914
with an initial offering in planning instruction (Collins 2016), and on the continent,
the University of Karlsruhe began to teach planning in 1915 (cited in Frank et al.
2014, p. 37).

The pioneer planning educators connected to all of these initiatives were in
regular communication with each other about their work. Given the transatlantic
dialogue underway at this time regarding urban reform approaches such as the
garden city scheme, housing regulations, zoning, and open space planning for
cities, it is not surprising that these initial forays into planning education occurred
simultaneously on both sides of the Atlantic. Yet, there were fundamental differ-
ences between planning practices in the United States, with its tradition of relative
weak state intervention into urban processes compared to Europe with its legacy of
centralized control. Marsh’s catalog of cases from Europe in An Introduction to City
Planning (1909 reprinted 1974) underscored the differences. What they shared in
common was that these early efforts in planning education developed from similar
disciplinary perspectives. New planning courses in architecture and landscape
architecture programs were not intended initially as a new discipline but rather to
broaden the scope of design education to better prepare graduates to practice in an
urbanizing society. With few exceptions, this process of incremental development
of curricula within these disciplines characterized the bulk of planning education
advances through the 1930s. Only later did US planning education programs
emerge separately from the design (or engineering) disciplines as self-sustaining
units. After World War II, in both the US and the United Kingdom, planning
education stepped out from the shadow of the design disciplines to fashion dis-
tinctly different training programs. It is useful first to examine several examples of
the pioneering planning education, in the US and England, that supported the
transatlantic planning dialogue as a prelude to the global dispersion of planning
education in the post-World War II era.

When in 1909 Harvard’s landscape architecture department chair, James Sturgis
Pray, offered the first course completely devoted to city planning—Landscape
Architecture 10—Principles of City Planning, this served as the foundational
component of what became the first formal planning program in the United States in
1923. Pray had graduated from Harvard in 1898 and joined the nation’s top
landscape firm, the Olmsted Brothers, a firm that also functioned as a planning
consultancy. He stayed with them until 1904 when he formed his own firm, which
expanded in 1906 to a three-person partnership, Pray, Hubbard, and White. Pray
began as an assistant in Harvard’s landscape architecture program in 1902, moved
to the rank of instructor in 1903, and then became assistant professor and chair in
1905, replacing Frederick Law Olmsted, Jr. as the Charles Eliot Professor of
Landscape Architecture chair in 1915, a position he later passed on to his practice
partner, Henry Vincent Hubbard. It is Hubbard who is credited with separating the
city planning program from landscape architecture in 1923, making it the first
freestanding master-level planning program in the US (Alofsin 2002, p. 65).
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Pray’s passion for planning to treat the wide ranging problems of the modern
city obviously had been nurtured through his long association with Olmsted
Brothers. Pray not only taught the new city planning course, and simultaneously
carried on a landscape practice, but he also wrote extensively on the subject of city
planning. In a 1914 speech to the Annual Conference of Mayors held in Aurora,
New York, Pray conceptualized the planning function and how he intended to train
the planners at Harvard in this new field. He emphasized the critical role of col-
lecting data through various surveys in order to effectively plan for cities. He
stressed that while the survey techniques might be standardized, the results were
likely to be unique for each city. He called for topographical surveys incorporating
both the natural features of the land as well as the built environment. Sociological
data would be secured through surveys of population, housing, school, sanitary,
recreation, and traffic conditions and even what he referred to as delinquency and
vice (namely crime data). There was a need to gather data on local economic and
financial conditions, and to understand how local regulations addressed the prob-
lems revealed through the surveys. Although a practicing landscape architect sen-
sitive to the aesthetic component, Pray stressed the need for efficiency as the
primary goal of planning, not in lieu of beautification, but as a necessary ante-
cedent. As he observed, “...a city planned perfectly for its practical purposes, like a
sailing vessel, will of necessity possess the highest type of organic beauty, without
which all other beauty in the city plan is of little value” (Pray 1914).

In collaboration with Harvard librarian and future wife of Hubbard, Theodora
Kimball, Pray published in 1913 a reference source for planners entitled City
Planning: A Comprehensive Analysis of the Subject. Later Pray served as President
of the American Society of Landscape Architects (1915-1920) but also was a
founding member of the American City Planning Institute, and held memberships
in the American Civic Association, the British Town Planning Institute, and the
International Garden Cities and Town Planning Association. These affiliations
linked Pray directly to the transatlantic planning dialogue which decidedly influ-
enced how planning was taught at Harvard.

The Harvard experiment in city planning was launched in full knowledge that
the University of Liverpool (England) also had established a city planning program
within its architecture faculty. As Alofsin (2002) pointed out in his history of the
design fields at Harvard, “Pray and Pond both had copies of the original prospectus
from the Department of Civic Design for 1909-1910” and continued to study this
new academic initiative (Alofsin 2002, p.44). Later in 1911 and 1912, Pray con-
ducted an extensive city tour of Europe to collect teaching materials, including
stops in thirteen countries. Materials collected on the European tour became the
core of the landscape architecture and city planning collections in Harvard’s School
of Architecture library. It also ensured that future planning students would be well
versed in the European models that shaped the formative years of planning edu-
cation in the US as well as England.

There were several other pioneering efforts in planning education in the US in
this era. In 1913 the University of Illinois hired the prominent city planner,
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consultant, and author, Charles Mulford Robinson as Professor of Civic Design. He
produced some of the most widely read treatises on planning and city beautification,
initially intended for civic organizations but readily available for use in the class-
room (Robinson 1916). As with Harvard, the Illinois planning education initiative
centered in the landscape architecture program, a program housed within its
Horticulture department rather than its longstanding architecture program.
Robinson’s untimely death in 1917 cut short his influence on the academic program
at Illinois. But in 1918 Illinois secured a worthy replacement. Harland
Bartholomew, a rising star among planning consultants based in nearby St. Louis,
would become one of the nation’s most prolific planning practitioners.
Bartholomew, the trained civil engineer, broadened the scope of planning education
at [llinois to match the breadth of his planning practice during his four decades of
teaching there. Credit must be given also for sustaining the planning education
components of the landscape architecture program to its director, Karl Lohmann,
who practiced planning in Illinois and who published one of the first planning texts
intended to be used in the classroom (Lohmann 1931).

Architecture programs also nurtured planning curricular developments. At the
University of Florida, the impetus to offer planning education came when Rudolph
Weaver was hired as director of the newly created School of Architecture in 1925.
The university hired Weaver in two capacities, one being the school’s director and
the other as the architect for Florida’s Board of Control, the organization that
managed construction on all of the Florida public universities. He came to academia
after a 20-year professional career that included designing buildings on several
university campuses. Weaver wanted architecture students to gain knowledge in
planning. Within the first year of his directorship, new courses on planning and
physical design were taught by his faculty, along with two courses in the Landscape
Architecture program, one entitled “City and Town Planning” and the other
“Suburban and Rural Planning.” The College of Business Administration and the
College of Engineering also offered courses related to planning. Weaver served on
the American Institute of Architects’ Committee on City, Community and Regional
Planning and was chair of the local planning board in the late 1930s. He spoke
publically and enthusiastically about the necessity for cities to develop master
plans, to embrace planning as a dynamic process of regulating development to
realize the goals of the city beautiful.

Three new planning programs launched in the 1930s, the first at the
Massachusetts Institute of Technology in 1933, and then at Columbia University
and Cornell University, quickly became leading centers of planning education in
the US. Lawrence Vale’s case study of MIT’s program (see Chap. 4) shows how its
curriculum provision became more specialized and sophisticated as the demands for
planning expertise burgeoned during the Great Depression and how the program
served as the training ground for future planning educators and administrators. Like
elsewhere, programs at these universities derived from the suite of courses covering
planning issues established in related disciplines earlier. For example, Cornell’s first
course on the history of planning was offered by Everett V. Meeks in 1918. An
urban planning seminar course was added in 1928, and in 1935 a grant from the
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Carnegie Corporation supported instruction in regional planning, an emerging field
in the 1930s, under a joint architecture and engineering program.

At Columbia University, the development of the planning program followed the
trajectory of the Harvard and Illinois models, beginning with two required courses
for its majors in town planning (or civic design as it was referred to then) in 1912
initiated by the Director of the School of Architecture, Austin William Lord. Joseph
Hudnut, Dean of the School of Architecture, began recruiting full-time planning
faculty in 1934 and by 1950 Columbia had in place “a full-fledged, degree-granting
program—the Master of Science in Planning and Housing,” as reported by
Goldberg and Beauregard in an unpublished text from 2008 (pp. 1-7).

Despite their academic orientation in architecture, Columbia’s faculty believed
that planners needed more than design training. The town planning courses
embedded into their architecture curriculum were intended to “provide instruction
in defining the economic necessities of the community; the safety, health, and rights
of the individual; and the devising of plans to satisfy these demands” (Reidenburg
1954, p. 28, cited in an unpublished draft by Goldberg and Beauregard). The
broadened planning education topics reflected in Columbia’s curriculum adhered
closely to recommendations that came out of a historic gathering of practitioners
and academics it hosted in 1928, with support from the Russell Sage Foundation.
The purpose of the 1928 Columbia conference was to examine the state of planning
education in the US. The Russell Sage Foundation was a logical supporter of the
conference since it had deep interest in advancing the state of planning education as
the sponsor of a path breaking regional plan for New York City in the 1920s. The
plan had been prepared with input from leading US planners such as Thomas
Adams, Frederick Law Olmsted, Jr., and John Nolen, all of whom attended the
1928 conference. These planners acknowledged the valuable contributions derived
from working in an interdisciplinary manner on the plan, bringing together “experts
in social welfare and economics, transit and transportation, political science and
public administration, industrial management, and public health” (Scott 1971,
p- 265). Having themselves been largely “self-taught” in city planning, the regional
plan consultants recognized the need not only to expand opportunities for formal
city planning education but also to broaden its scope, and to more precisely
articulate what separated planning from the related professions that had nurtured it
in the US.

One outcome of this gathering was a redefinition of the scope of planning
instruction and research that moved beyond its longstanding grounding in land-
scape architecture, engineering, and architecture. As the report from the conference
suggested, “the time had come when more ample provision should be made for
fundamental research, for the development of the profession and for the training of
younger men entering it” (Scott 1971, pp. 265-267). The implication of empha-
sizing research and professionalization was to move planning education beyond its
purely design-based roots. The conferees posited that “city planning was not merely
a special field for the application of the skills of any single profession,...but must
draw upon the several arts and sciences, including architecture, political economy,
the science of government, sociology, sanitary science, physical geography, and
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publicity, public movements and organizations. Even though it might be imprac-
tical...to be a master of all aspects of city planning,...a master of one, at least,
which provides training in design and, in addition, should possess a sufficient
understanding of the manner in which others impinge upon [the] total problem to be
able to coordinate the efforts of other specialists in any project of research, teaching,
or practice” (quoted in Scott 1971, p. 266). One follow-up action from the 1928
conference was distribution, under the auspices of the National Conference on City
Planning, of a questionnaire to approximately 200 selected colleges and universities
to determine the extent of instruction in city planning and related disciplines. The
results were published in City Planning in two installments in January and July
1929. Writing in 1943, Harvard University’s planning program chair J. Gaus
captured the importance of the 1928 Columbia University gathering as follows:
“The men who have thus far been leaders in city planning had no well-rounded
course of specific training because none was available. They began as engineers,
architects or landscape architects, as the case might be, and cultivated for them-
selves—and usually by themselves—more or less special ability in the broader field
of city planning.” Unfortunately, Gaus continued, “these self-trained men, who
have acquired the experience requisite to the making of valuable contributions to
the science and art of city planning, have to devote themselves to the daily practice
of their several professions, and are therefore unable to do what is needed in the
way of developing and disseminating fundamental knowledge about city planning”
(Gaus 1943, p. 48).

Hubbard at Harvard anticipated the call for devising such a unique city planning
curriculum. As he wrote in 1927 in an article in City Planning, the official publi-
cation of the American City Planning Institute, “there does exist a very important
and rapidly growing mass of knowledge which is not engineering, which is not
architecture, which is not law, which is not medicine, but which furthers certain
general goods toward which, each in its specific way, all these specialized pro-
fessions and a good many more are contributing” (Scott 1971, p. 266).

In addition to Harvard, the new planning program at MIT and the expanded
offerings of Columbia University fully embraced this broadened vision of planning
education. Thomas Adams, who had been part of the 1928 conference, was
recruited in 1932 by William Emerson, Dean of MIT’s new School of Architecture
“to outline a new course in city planning” (see Chap. 4, p. 50).

Planning education in the early decades of the twentieth century in the US also
aimed at creating a more planning savvy public. As Henry and Theodora Hubbard
documented in their classic work, Our Cities To-Day and To-Morrow (1929),
various local organizations across the United States embraced the mission of
educating the public about the meaning and value of city planning. There was, for
example, the City Parks Association of Philadelphia founded in 1888 but also
groups such as the Civic Improvement Association of Boulder, Colorado, the
Buffalo City Planning Association, the Kessler Plan Association in Dallas, a
planning association in Schenectady (NY) and similar groups in Johnstown,
Pittsburgh and Altoona (PA), Cincinnati (OH), Jacksonville (FL), Savannah
(GA) and Tulsa (OK) (Hubbard and Hubbard 1929, pp. 77-82). The most notable
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example of public planning education was the campaign orchestrated by Walter
Moody in conjunction with Daniel Burnham’s Plan of Chicago. As historian Carl
Smith notes, Moody’s campaign included a mixture of public lectures (500 in all to
more than 150,000 listeners over a 7-year period), a series of books to explain the
content, and potential benefits, of implementing the plan (which, of course, required
supporting a large bond issue), and the multi-edition Wacker Manual of the Plan of
Chicago, named for the chair of the Chicago City Plan Commission, Charles
Wacker. One edition of this was modified for use in Chicago’s public schools.
Moody prepared a film, A Tale of One City, which was shown in theaters
throughout the city and planted articles espousing the Chicago plan in magazines
and newspapers (Smith 2006, pp. 122-125).

As documented in Paula Posas’ study of the pioneering planning program at the
University of Liverpool (see Chap. 3), the evolution of educating planners from
being an extension of architecture to one which maintained one foot in the design
disciplines and another in the emerging social sciences in England mirrored the
developments in the USA. It is also evident that the Lever chairs at Liverpool were
being recruited based on their accomplishments in practice but then, in turn,
expanded the quantity and quality of planning education throughout the UK.
Liverpool had strong connections to emerging US programs, and a profound
influence on planning practice and education worldwide. Following the launch of
the Liverpool program in 1909, University College London followed quickly in
1914 with a second postgraduate program. In 1939, several more universities,
including Newcastle, Manchester and Leeds, and the Edinburgh College of Art
began to offer planning curricula (Healey and Samuels 1981).

Planning Education in the Post-world War II Era

The marriage of the British and US planning education efforts influenced planning
education in the developing world. Ellen Shoshkes explores this nexus in an
assessment of how British planning educator Jaquelin Tyrwhitt and Harvard’s
Martin Myerson, along with other US and British colleagues, helped to create the
first school of planning in Southeast Asia at Indonesia’s Institute of Technology,
Bandung (Chap. 5).

Across Europe, the postwar period witnessed a range of responses to the need for
trained planners. Remarkable is the wide variance in time frames when there were
standalone education programs in planning set up in cross-national comparison. In
Portugal, for example, modules entitled “Improvements in Urban Planning” and
“Urbanology” appeared in the curriculum of the University of Porto, Faculty of
Engineering and the College of Fine Arts in Lisbon and Oporto, respectively, in the
mid-1940s. But it took another 30 years for a fully articulated specialization in
spatial planning to appear in several universities (Frank et al. 2014, p. 49). In
Turkey, the first 4-year undergraduate planning program, using the design studio
model and concentrating on physical and design planning, began in 1961 at the
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Middle East Technical University in Ankara. The first German planning education
program was established at the Technical University Dortmund in 1969 (Frank and
Kurth 2010). In Greece, where planning education is to this date offered for the
most part as specialization of engineering and architecture programs, an under-
graduate standalone planning program was established only in 1989 at the
University of Thessaloniki (Gospodini and Skayannis 2005). In Spain and Finland,
despite established planning practices, planning still struggles to gain recognition as
an independent field of study and only recently the first postgraduate planning
programs were launched (Frank et al. 2014).

Poland offers another model, given the more than four decades it was under
Soviet rule after 1945. As early as 1913, the Lvov Technical University had created
a Department of Town Building. After World War II, it became a specialization
available to architecture and engineering students. “In 1958, the Polish Academy of
Science established the Committee for Spatial Economy and Regional Planning
(CSERP)...with the objective to inspire and define new studies in spatial economy
and planning in Poland” (Frank et al. 2014, p. 63). After 1989, the ground work of
the CSERP resulted in two 5-year programs in spatial planning and land economy.
In Slovakia, the Institute of Urban and Municipal Development was created within
the Faculty of Architecture and Civil Engineering at the Slovak University of
Technology in 1948. “Consistent with central European culture, spatial planning
was conceptualized as a part of architecture” (Frank et al. 2014, p. 68) but similar to
Poland it took until 2002 to create standalone planning degrees.

Planning education in the UK and in the United States expanded rapidly from
the 1940s onward. In the US, there were thirteen new master planning programs
created between 1940 and 1949, including full degree offerings from two of the
pioneering institutions (Illinois and Florida). Unlike the pioneering education ini-
tiatives though, the vast majority of these were linked more to social science
foundations (rather than to architecture, landscape architecture or engineering). This
included master-level programs at the University of Wisconsin, the University of
Chicago, Rutgers University, the University of California, the University of
Oklahoma, and the University of North Carolina. Three more architecturally based
programs started in the early 1950s at Yale University, Georgia Institute of
Technology and the University Southern California, with the University of
Pennsylvania program emerging out of its College of Fine Arts. From the 1960s
through the 1990s, 68 new master programs were launched in the US, forty-four of
these (64%) being based in urban universities and typically connected to the social
science and public policy orientation (as contrasted with the early connections to
design fields) that now dominate the US planning education emphasis (Adams
1954).

The evolution of the planning curriculum at the University of Florida from the
1940s through the 1980s exemplifies the transition from a design-based approach to
one more deeply grounded in the social sciences and oriented to planning practice.
In the late 1940s, Dean of Architecture William Arnett was determined to have the
UF planning program recognized alongside those recently established at the
University of North Carolina and Georgia Tech. He assembled from across campus
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an interdisciplinary faculty, including not only from Architecture and Landscape
Architecture, but also Sociology, Real Estate, Economics, Forestry, Public Health,
Agricultural Economics, Civil and Industrial Design, and both Education and
Physical Education, to support a Community Planning program. This new graduate
program, launched in 1955, was short-lived. Soon after its creation, when one of its
four lead faculty members left to pursue a doctorate, the new Architecture dean
decided not to refill that faculty position and to terminate the program. Several years
later, the Florida legislature authorized funding for a planning program but the
funds went instead to Florida State University whose master program was founded
in 1965.

It was in 1970 that UF looked to re-establish its planning program in response to
growing national and regional demand for qualified planners. UF secured the
prominent Washington-based planner Carl Feiss to head an urban research institute
and to develop a curriculum in urban studies and planning. Feiss had been a
founding faculty in Columbia University’s planning curriculum in the 1930s and
had previously worked for various planning organizations in Florida. The oppor-
tunity to close his career at UF was attractive. Although trained as an architect, his
inclination was decidedly interdisciplinary and oriented toward practice.

But at the age of 63 in 1970, Feiss seemed an unlikely candidate to launch, or to
re-energize, Florida’s planning program. When the decision was made to create a
degree-granting program, UF secured Earl Starnes, the state planning director and a
UF alumnus, to direct the program. Starnes and Feiss were central figures in
Florida’s pioneering planning legislation in the 1970s. In 1972, under Governor
Ruben Askew, the Division of State Planning was created within the state’s
Department of Administration and headed by Starnes. The new planning faculty at
UF were key players in Florida’s “quiet revolution” in land planning that led to
passage of the “landmark” Local Government Comprehensive Planning Act in 1975
(Pelham 2007, pp. 1-9). These same Florida planning faculty also played pivotal
roles in formulating Florida’s Growth Management Act in 1985, under Governor
Bob Graham, who had taken courses with several UF planning faculty (Rubino and
Starnes 2008, pp. 215, 245, 249-250). These links to the growth management
movement in the state infused within the planning program at UF a focus on applied
research, a blend of design and policy training with a studio context, and the value
of student engagement with Florida’s growth challenges. In turn, Florida local
governments and regional agencies, and development firms, absorbed as many
planners as the UF program could produce.

Similar transformations were also underway in the UK. The new planning act of
1947 expanded the demand for professional planners which stimulated the creation
of new programs. A shift from the architecture, landscape architecture, and engi-
neering orientation to a more interdisciplinary orientation of the master and bach-
elor programs took place as “planning practice began to embrace the
rational-planning model as well as to consider issues such as transport, social
issues and policy” (Frank et al. 2014, p. 74). By the 1970s there were eighteen
accredited graduate offerings, and another ten undergraduate planning programs
together generating more than 350 planners each year and these programs expanded
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enrollments to reach roughly 3,000 students enrolled in Royal Town Planning
Institute-accredited programs by the early 2000s (Shaw et al. 2003).

As previously noted, many alumni from UK and US programs went on to spread
planning education internationally (see Chaps. 5 and 6). Chinese pioneers in
planning education are typical of this. Hou shows that multiple traditions shaped
modern planning education in China. Particularly, these included the pre-revolution
influences from the west as well as Japan, the post-revolution influences of the
Soviet state planning system, and then following the Sino-Soviet break, the
increasing importance of indigenous influences beginning with the introduction of a
market economy component. Hou stresses the pivotal role of the fourteenth China
Community Party Congress in the 1990s in launching the modern planning
movement, led by Tongji University in Shanghai.

The first three master planning programs in Australia, at the South Australian
School of Mines and Industries (SASMI), the University of Sydney and the
University of Melbourne, were all post-World War 1I initiatives. As Freestone,
Garnaut and Nichols note in their case study (Chap. 7), the half century leading up
to these new programs involved a diffuse array of initiatives to promote interest in,
and competency to undertake, planning through courses in existing architecture
programs, public lectures and exhibits, and the ambitious few taking correspon-
dence courses through the UK-based Town Planning Institute. Through the spon-
sorship of the Royal Australian Institute of Architects, Gavin Walkley studied the
British system of planning education and then brought it back to South Australia
through the new program at SASMI. The University of Sydney’s program emerged
out of its extension course program with the backing of the Town and Country
Planning Advisory Committee, a ministerial advisory body of New South Wales,
and commenced within 3 months of Denis Winston assuming the position of Chair
of Town Planning within the Faculty of Architecture in early 1949. In Melbourne,
the influence of the British Town Planning Institute curriculum was pivotal in the
establishment of a Town and Regional Planning program through the School of
Architecture. In many respects these three pioneering programs in Australia were
extension of the University of Liverpool civic design course since several of their
graduates played such pivotal roles in promoting planning education there.

Planning education in twentieth century Brazil evolved in ways unlike any of the
cases previously noted. As Cristina de Leme notes (Chap. 8), planning was
embraced under the broader umbrella of urbanism and was solely the province of
civil and architectural engineering. This helps to explain why the most widely cited
example of planned intervention in the early twentieth century was the construction
of Rio de Janeiro’s Central Avenue. By the 1920s, there was a growing cohort of
urbanists, drawn from civil and architectural engineering, and architecture. They
focused on reshaping the central city areas in Brazil’s main cities. They prepared
plans, but regarded their work as most appropriately defined as urbanism rather than
planning per se. It was the creation of an urban studies center in the School of
Architecture and Urbanism at the University of Sao Paulo that launched the
Brazilian equivalent to planning, “combining education and practical work in
partnership with several local authorities in Sao Paulo State” (Chap. &, p. 129). The
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military coup in March 1964 led to centralized interventions by the national gov-
ernment which made it appear that planners were instruments of the authoritarian
government and led to urban planning being indiscriminately associated with
authoritarian and repressive practices. The denial of a certain type of planning was
the denial of all types of planning. Since the 1980s, Brazil’s process of
re-democratization, the financial crisis of the State, and economic restructuring
generated both expansion and fragmentation of urban planning education. The
expansion is evident in the growth of the Association of Research and
Post-Graduate Courses on Urban and Regional Planning (ANPUR) as a group of
five programs in 1983 to more than 66 by 2014. The fragmentation has become
evident in the highly diverse profiles of these new programs, some focusing on
urban development, others on environmental planning or regional planning, and
some with an orientation to the broader field of urban studies. As the cases in Brazil
and China demonstrate, the emerging form of planning education was directly
connected to the prevailing political ideology.

Toward the Current Condition

Although the historical traditions in planning education continue to exert influence
on current conditions, the emergence of national and international associations of
planning educators, beginning in the United States in the late 1960s, demonstrated
that educators, as well as practitioners, had achieved a state of self-identification.
The Association of Collegiate Schools of Planning (ACSP) constituted the aca-
demic offshoot of the professional American Planning Association (APA). ACSP’s
creation ushered in an era of network formation amongst planning education pro-
viders at the national and regional scales. Several other national and regional
associations appeared in the 1980s, including the National Association of
Postgraduate programs in urban and regional planning (ANPUR) and the French
speaking institutions in France and beyond (APERAU), as well as the Association
of European Schools of Planning (AESOP). As it founding president, Klaus
Kunzmann acknowledged, ACSP provided the model that European planning
educators emulated when he and Patsy Healey returned to Europe from partici-
pating in ACSP’s Atlanta conference in the 1980s. Following in the 1990s and early
2000 were the Asian Planning Schools Association (APSA), the Association of
Canadian Planning Programs (ACUPP) (also an offshoot of their professional
planning organization), and the Association of Latin American Planning Schools
(ALEUP, founded in 1999), as well as organizations in Turkey, Indonesia, Africa,
Australia, and New Zealand.

In 2001, at the first world congress of planning education hosted by Tonji
University in Shanghai, the Global Planning Education Association Network
(GPEAN) (see Chap. 1) was constituted by the nine education associations that
were represented there. Now numbering eleven recognized planning education
associations, representing nearly 700 individual programs, GPEAN underscores the
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global breadth of the planning education movement. Ironically, the host nation of
the first world planning schools congress in 2001, China, remains outside GPEAN
even through its 193 planning programs by 2012 makes it the largest single national
planning education schools cluster. Chinese planning schools are also for a variety
of reasons not engaged with APSA—the Asian Planning Schools Association like
those from Japan or India. As Tan noted, the planning education movement in
China, led by the National Steering Committee of Urban and Rural Planning
Education, continues to be challenged to bring enough education programs up to
global standards. As of 2014, only 25 master programs in China had been
accredited by the national committee (Tan 2015, pp. 4-5).

The formation of the global network as well as the growth of the national and
regional association cannot be viewed as a cause for an expanded planning edu-
cation provision, although in some cases they have protected planning education
from being targets of reduced educational funding. Perhaps more importantly, the
associations have stimulated scholarship through meetings and conferences which
has enabled planning educators to continue the tradition of sharing expertise
nationally and transnationally. As the cases in this section demonstrate, there is a
high degree of diversity in the circumstances that influenced the evolution and
current approaches of planning education when viewed from a global perspective.
This will become even more apparent as we broaden the geographic scope of
planning education as it is practiced today. But first it is essential to begin with the
historical legacy of planning education as revealed in the chapters of this Part I of
the volume that carry forth the “beginnings” of that global endeavor.
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Chapter 3

The Department of Civic Design

at Liverpool University and Its Lever
Professors: Influence and Wider Legacies

Paula J. Posas

Abstract Soap manufacturer William Hesketh Lever funded the establishment of
the world’s first known university department of town planning in 1909. As part of
this pioneering venture, he also funded a Chair in Civic Design which a chain of
eminent men would hold over the next 100 years. These so-named Lever Professors
played an integral role in the development of the Department of Civic Design, town
planning education, and town planning more widely. Though a number of their
accomplishments are known, many are not, and even less is generally known about
their backgrounds and personal qualities. Such knowledge allows for greater
appreciation of their efforts, contributions, and legacy as it is experienced today.
Also explored are the Lever professors’ changing concepts of civic design and some
overarching themes. Insofar as historical research invites learning from the past and
contemplating the future, the lives and ideas of the Lever Professors should be of
interest to planners, built environment educators, architects, and anyone with an
interest in planning history or with a connection to the University of Liverpool.

Keywords Civic design - Town planning - Lever - Abercrombie - Holford -
Stephenson

Introduction

In the United Kingdom, as in many other countries, the planning profession owes
its development to a set of enlightened and visionary individuals who not only
created town layouts, but helped to shape and influence planning practice and
education. Early UK town planning pioneers include: Thomas Adams and
Raymond Unwin of the British garden city movement; Scotsman Patrick Geddes
who “most emphatically registered town planning as a new area of professional
expertise” (Hawtree 1981, p. 88); and Thomas Hayton Mawson, a landscape

P.J. Posas (D<)
National Association of Enrolled Agents, Washington, DC, USA
e-mail: pjposas@gmail.com

© Springer International Publishing AG 2018 27
A.lL Frank and C. Silver (eds.), Urban Planning Education,
The Urban Book Series, DOI 10.1007/978-3-319-55967-4_3



28 P.J. Posas

architect by training. The work and writings of these four men contributed sig-
nificantly to establishing by 1909 town planning’s “right to recognition as a distinct
technical practice and discipline,” which they were inclined to see as a “co-oper-
ative specialism involving architects, engineers, surveyors, sociologists, and land-
scape architects” (Hawtree 1981, p. 91; Waymark 2009). Also significant in the
early development of planning and civic design were William Hesketh Lever’s
model village of Port Sunlight, George Cadbury’s model village Bournville,
Raymond Unwin’s garden suburb Hampstead, and the garden city of Letchworth,
conceived by Ebenezer Howard and designed by Barry Parker and Raymond
Unwin. Building on the public acceptance of these planned areas, The Housing,
Town Planning, Etc. Act 1909 allowing local authorities to prepare town planning
schemes provided further impetus to the movement and demand for town planning
related services (Sutcliffe 1988). Also important to recognize among these early
pioneers is University of Liverpool Architecture Professor Charles Reilly. It was his
entrepreneurial spirit and vision together with soap manufacturer William Hesketh
Lever’s generous support that enabled in 1909 the establishment of the Department
of Civic Design at the University of Liverpool, which is today widely regarded as
the cradle of modern planning education and the first degree program in town
planning globally.! On the advice of Reilly, Lever also endowed a professorship
within the newly established Department, the Lever Chair of Civic Design whose
post holders over the years not only sustained and further developed the small,
influential department but who also significantly shaped planning practice and
education in Britain and beyond.

Establishing the Department of Civic Design

The compelling story of the Department of Civic Design and the individuals
associated with it who trained generations of town planners and public servants and
laid the foundations of post-war planning in the UK has its roots in discussions
between young architecture professor Charles Reilly and soap manufacturer
William H. Lever in 1908. These discussions ultimately led to what has been called
an experiment, an important new initiative, a pioneering venture, and a bold
undertaking, namely the establishment of Britain’s and the world’s first university
department of town planning (The Builder 1908; Wright 1982). In order to imagine
oneself in the mindset of the time, there might be no better summary than that
provided in the introductory pages of the 1909 University of Liverpool Annual
Report (p 7-8):

'The first university-affiliated program in city planning was the 1907 Seminar on City Planning at
the Technical University of Berlin-Charlottenburg, organized by professors Felix Genzmer and
Joseph Brix (Collins 2005; Ladd 1990). The University of Liverpool though has the first
department and degree program in town planning.
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An important extension has also taken place in the Department of Architecture. The Town
Planning Bill, submitted to both Houses of the Legislature during the autumn, has directed
attention to the evils that arise from the lax and casual way in which our cities are allowed
to develop, and to some extent has prepared the public mind to pay regard to beauty as well
as comfort and health. But civic design, in the large sense, has not as yet been studied as a
system by our architects or our engineers; and if any effectual progress is to be made,
principles and methods must become the subject of regular instruction. Mr. W. H. Lever,
M.P., whose success in dealing with such problems has drawn visitors from all parts of the
world to see what he has done within the limits of the township of Port Sunlight, induced
the University to establish a new Department for the purpose of investigation and training,
and also provided the resources required for the enterprise. Without entering into the details
of the scheme, it is enough to say that his great generosity has enabled us to make an
experiment, the result of which may establish our School of Architecture as a pioneer in a
movement that will make for happiness as well as for health.

William Hesketh Lever, First Viscount Leverhulme

William Hesketh Lever (1851-1925), later to become Viscount Leverhulme of the
Western Isles in 1922, began working in the family grocery business at age 16 and
at 21 became a junior partner (Davenport-Hines 2004). By 1900, Lever had built an
impressive business empire based on soap manufacturing which included factories
in seven countries. Lever “radiated force and energy,” (Wright 1982, p. 25) taking
great pains to guard his health. He generally woke at 5 am to begin his day with
exercise, did not smoke or drink, and could run up stairs two at a time when over
70. Alongside savvy marketing talent and business sense, Lever was also a man
“greatly interested in planning, housing, garden cities and landscape design”
(Wright 1982, p. 56) and held progressive beliefs about worker welfare, including
old age pensions, holidays with pay, and women serving on factory committees.
These interests and beliefs led Lever to establish in 1888 the garden village of Port
Sunlight around the factory that produced most of Sunlight Soap and allied prod-
ucts. In 1906, he became a Member of Parliament and continued traveling the world
to build up his business. The men who would later hold appointments in his name
referred to Lever as “an amateur town planner of some talent” (Stephenson 1992,
p. 108) and noted the significance of Lever’s “second career of patron, initiator and
collaborator in a great variety of town planning, town building and extension, house
and landscape design” (Wright 1982, p. 40). These characterizations were no
exaggeration, as Lever’s Port Sunlight was seen as a kind of “ideal industrial
village” (Stephenson 1992, p. 108), and Lever laid out and at least partially built ten
new towns (Wright 1982).

Winning a libel lawsuit following newspaper allegations that had harmed his
business, in 1907 Lever was awarded about £84,000 in damages (Wright 1982)
(equivalent to around GB £8 million in 2015). With this sum, Lever extended his
philanthropy, particularly benefiting the newly independent University of Liverpool
and its work in Civic Design, Tropical Medicine, and Russian Studies (Kelly 1981).
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Lever’s generosity and support for the Department of Civic Design can only be
called exceptional. Of Lever’s many actions and accomplishments, eight are rele-
vant to the Department of Civic Design. Lever provided inspiration for town
planning in creating his own town Port Sunlight (Hawtree 1981), funded the
establishment of the Department, funded the Lever Chair (professorship), funded
with annual travel allowance the Research Fellowship in Civic Design, funded the
journal Town Planning Review, leased the Bluecoat Buildings to the Departments
of Architecture and Civic Design from 1909 to 1919, kept the Department of Civic
Design from being closed down in 1915, and provided financing for the School of
Architecture’s Leverhulme Building which would be shared with Civic Design for a
number of years (Richmond 2001; Wright 1982).2

Professor Sir Charles Herbert Reilly

Charles Herbert Reilly (1874—1948) was described by contemporaries and students
as a man of tremendous energy, vitality and enthusiasm. In a memorable depiction,
Maxwell Fry describes him as “a personal vortex for whatever was on the wind, a
perambulating transmitter of rapidly digested material that issued in waves of
enthusiasm to whomever was capable of receiving it: he was a culture to himself”
(Wright 1982, p. 49). Reilly became Roscoe Professor of Architecture at the
University of Liverpool in 1904 at the age of 30. He served in that post until 1933,
and was knighted for his services to architecture in 1944. In 1908, Reilly launched
an appeal to save the Bluecoat Buildings (a former school) and proposed that its
central portion house the University School of Architecture with the rest of the
building being used as studio space for painters, sculptors, and other artists. With
the help of Lever, for whom Reilly had designed cottages for Port Sunlight in 1906
(Richmond 2001), the financial arrangements were made allowing the Bluecoat
proposition to come to pass.

Reilly, celebrated for many contributions in the field of architecture and related
arts (Richmond 2001; Sharples et al. 1996),% is key to the story of the Department
of Civic Design for several reasons. Reilly had the idea of a university school of
town planning and thought through how to establish it (Wright 1982). The idea was
in response to then contemporary debates about the need for greater public planning
of expanding cities and towns (Richmond 2001). Reilly approached Lever about a
university school of town planning when Lever was “perhaps the only man who
would have put up money for so bizarre a venture” (Wright 1982, p. 68). Later on,
Reilly garnered Lever’s support to prevent the closing of the Department of Civic

’The site and building were paid for by Lever and Lever’s son, the Second Viscount Leverhulme,
honoring Lever’s 1910 pre-war promise to pay for a new building for the School of Architecture.
3Reilly, for example, designed in 1909 the University of Liverpool Students’ Union and
co-designed the Leverhulme Building housing the School/Department of Architecture since 1933.
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Fig. 1 Department Founders Professor Charles Reilly (reproduced from Wright 1982) and
William Hesketh Lever, MP (reproduced from Wikipedia n.d.)

Design in 1915 only 6 years after its creation. Moreover, Reilly recognized talent
and made some early appointments that would be of great benefit to the new
Department—namely Patrick Abercrombie in 1907 and Stanley Adshead in 1909.
Lastly, Reilly groomed and pushed his favorite students, including William ‘Bill’
Holford, Gordon Stephenson, and Robert Gardner-Medwin, who would eventually
become chief planning officers in England and Scotland, and in the case of the two
former, also Department of Civic Design Lever Professors (Fig. 1).

First Lever Professor: Stanley Davenport Adshead (1912-14)

Stanley Davenport Adshead (1868—1946) was born into an artistic family, and had
been encouraged on this path from an early age by his father, an artist himself
(Powers 1981). Adshead attended the Manchester School of Art for a year at age 16
before becoming articled to an architect and then working for other architectural
firms in Manchester and London. His independent practice began in 1900 (Fig. 2).

Adshead was appointed head of the new Department of Civic Design in March
1909. He was called ‘Associate Professor’ at his inaugural lecture and became the
first Lever Professor in 1912. In the prospectus for 1909-1910, he established that
there would be both a Certificate (1-year) and Diploma (2-year) in Civic Design,
and lecture courses included “the outlines of town planning, civic engineering and
hygiene, civic architecture and decoration, civic law, and landscape design”
(Wright 1982, p. 82). The Certificate and Diploma courses came to be accepted as
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Fig. 2 Lever Professors Adshead, Abercrombie, Holford (all reproduced from Wright 1982), and
Stephenson (reproduced from Stephenson 1959)

models by Departments of Town and Country Planning subsequently established in
other universities, including University College London (Budden 1947; Wright
1982). Adshead collaborated in the 1910 launch and development of the
Department’s Town Planning Review journal and was a regular contributor. Among
his more notable contributions were: ‘Introduction to the Study of Civic Design’ in
the first issue and a series of articles on ‘“The Decoration and Furnishing of the City’
which ran through several volumes. He also wrote on a variety of other subjects
related to Civic Design, including proposals for remodeling certain areas of a
number of cities, characteristic features of English towns, town planning and
amenities, and aspects of town planning legislation (Budden 1947). Adshead’s
appointment in Civic Design was only half time, and in 1911, he was commissioned
in partnership with Stanley Ramsey to design new buildings and supervise
neighborhood renewal at the Duchy of Comwall’s Kennington Estate in south
London. Later he was commissioned with Ramsey and Patrick Abercrombie to
build a workers’ settlement for Dorman Long steelworkers at Redcar called
Dormanstown and went on with Ramsey to design other smaller housing projects
(including ones in Totnes and Brighton), which would serve as examples for
decades to come (Powers 2004). He also wrote books on town planning, planning,
and new towns in 1923, 1941 and 1943 respectively (Powers 2004; Wright 1982).

Adshead served as Lever Professor from 1912 to 1914, before resigning to
become Professor of Town Planning at University College London, a position
which he held until retirement in 1935 (Powers 2004). The next two Lever
Professors would also follow him there, “ensur[ing] that most of the senior men in
British and Commonwealth town planning from 1940-65 (the great planning
period) were Lever Professors, or their former student or close colleagues” (Wright
1982, p. 75). Adshead, who had a Master of Architecture and honorary Master of
Arts degree, was elected a Fellow of the Royal Institute of British Architects, and
served as Town Planning Institute (TPI) President from 1918-1919. Adshead’s
significant contributions to the Department of Civic Design can be said to include:
designing the certificate and diploma courses and providing a model for other Lever
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Professors to follow in terms of involvement in planning practice, the Town
Planning Institute, publishing, and the Town Planning Review journal.

Second Lever Professor: Sir Leslie Patrick Abercrombie
(1915-1935)

Leslie Patrick Abercrombie (1879-1957) was born in Altrincham, Manchester.
Early experiences in the family home designed by Joseph Goddard and decorated
with the advice of J. Aldam Heaton instilled a love of architecture, and after his
schooling, Abercrombie became articled to a Manchester architect and simultane-
ously attended evening classes at Manchester School of Art. Subsequently, he
worked in the office of architect Sir Arnold Thornely (who designed the Port of
Liverpool Building) for three years. In 1907, Professor of Architecture, Charles
Reilly offered Abercrombie a post as Assistant Lecturer and Drawing Instructor, a
defining moment in his career toward becoming “the greatest town and regional
planner of the twentieth century” (Miller 2004a; Wright 1982, p. 82).

In 1909, 30-year old Abercrombie was appointed Research Fellow in the
Department of Civic Design, which included provision for travel to other countries
and entailed editing the new journal Town Planning Review, collecting or writing
much of its contents, and delivering 10 lectures each session. Abercrombie con-
tinued to lecture on building construction and Gothic architecture in the Department
of Architecture until 1911 when his workload in Civic Design (comprising both day
and evening courses) no longer permitted him to do so (Wright 1982). Abercrombie
was Civic Design’s first full-time staff member, and, along with Adshead, a
founding member of the Town Planning Institute in 1914 (Wright 1982).

Following Adshead’s departure to London and a short period of uncertainty over
future funding of the Department, Abercrombie was appointed second Lever
Professor of Civic Design in October 1915, with the recommendation and support
of W. H. Lever, Patrick Geddes, H.V. Lancaster, Raymond Unwin, Thomas
Adams, and Adshead himself (Richmond 2001). Abercrombie’s appointment as
Lever Professor is said to have coincided with his creative peak in the 1920s, thus
greatly adding to the “growing impression of Liverpool’s position as the pace-setter
in planning education” (Richmond 2001, p. 104). Abercrombie and his
second-in-command, Wesley Dougill, “stitched together a corpus of knowledge
which, until the latter part of the 1930s, constituted the academic backbone of
British town planning” (Cherry and Penny 1986, p. 61).

Abercrombie’s work during his time as Lever Professor (1915-1935) greatly
enhanced the stature of the Department. Prompted by Geddes, Abercrombie had
entered and won in 1916 the Dublin town planning competition in association with
Sydney and Arthur Kelly. This established Abercrombie’s international reputation,
and greatly increased demand for his services in England. Prevented by his one bad
eye, due to a childhood illness (Wright 1982, p. 151), from enlisting, during the
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1914-1918 war, Abercrombie taught, edited the Town Planning Review, and joined
Adshead in designing Dormanstown, a housing estate for steel workers of Dorman
Long outside Redcar in Yorkshire (Miller 2004a; Wright 1982). Abercrombie also
undertook pioneering work in regional planning (Dehaene 2005), and his scheme
for an area of 169 square miles around Doncaster’s coal-mining region in south
Yorkshire, prepared in collaboration with H. Johnson in 1922, was the first of its
kind to be published in Britain and provided a model for future planners (Kelly
1981; Miller 2004a). Abercrombie would also go on to prepare plans for Sheffield,
East Kent, Bristol, Bath, and other areas of England and abroad. From 1925 to
1926, Abercrombie served as President of the Town Planning Institute. Also in
1926, an article he published in Town Planning Review led directly to the formation
of the Council for the Preservation of Rural England, which he helped form and
lead and which has been active and highly influential since its inception to the
present.

Abercrombie succeeded Adshead as professor of town planning at University
College London, a post in which he served from 1935 to 1946. During this period,
it was said that “Abercrombie and his assistants set the standards for post-war
development all over the country—not only in regard to New Towns, but for the
size and form of neighborhoods and schools and shopping centers and arterial
roads” (Holford 1957, p. 83). In 1943 and 1944 respectively, Abercrombie pro-
duced what are widely regarded as his greatest works, the plans for the County of
London (prepared collaboratively with J.H. Forshaw, Wesley Dougill, and Arthur
Ling) and Greater London (prepared collaboratively with Gordon Stephenson and
Peter Shepheard), which guided the planning of London for a half century (Miller
2004a; Wright 1982). Abercrombie was knighted in 1945 and went on to receive
many other honors, and recognitions.

Third Lever Professor: Lord William Graham Holford (1936—
47)

William Graham Holford (1907-1975) was born and raised in Johannesburg, South
Africa. Holford’s paternal grandfather hailed from Manchester (UK), but moved to
South Africa as a Methodist missionary in 1855. Holford showed an early talent for
art and had wanted to be a professional artist, but at his father’s disapproval,
decided to become an architect. His father seemed to regard this as “the next less
disgraceful career with opportunities for drawing” (Wright 1982, p. 162). While
working at an architectural firm in Johannesburg, Holford read a prospectus for the
Liverpool School of Architecture and went on to become a student there in 1925.

At university Holford and life-long friend Gordon Stephenson stood out as the
best draftsmen of their year. Holford won the prestigious Rome Prize for his
architectural design, allowing him to study in Rome from 1930 to 1933. Holford’s
appointment to the post of Lever Professor of Civic Design in 1936, aged only 28,
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defied convention in passing over qualified, more senior staff members. In a letter to
him, Reilly called it a tremendous tribute to his personality and the fact that “ev-
eryone who meets you is convinced both of your ability to tackle any job and of
your character to undertake it for the general good and not for mere personal
aggrandizement.” Holford was pulled into war duties less than three years after his
professorial appointment* and went on to London during the war to lead a team in
the Ministry of Works and then to advise the nascent Ministry of Town and Country
Planning until 1947. In this way he came to be heavily involved in post-World
War II town planning and the drafting of the Town and Country Planning Act,
1947. Holford moved in 1948 to University College London to become Professor of
Town Planning upon Abercrombie’s retirement.

Holford’s national obligations did not keep him from making important con-
tributions to the Department and its staff and students. First, his individual suc-
cesses in executing weighty wartime tasks and ones involving other members of
staff redounded to increase the prestige and reputation of the Department. Second,
Wright mentioned Holford’s help, including financial help, to fellow-architects and
young people as outstanding, describing “it can be no exaggeration to say ... that
100 architects or planners owed their first jobs or first big job to Holford: and that,
including ex-students, young Rome Scholars and anyone from Liverpool, the
number may well have reached 250” (Wright 1982, p. 286). Third, Holford advised
his deputy William Arthur Eden on departmental matters and continued to be of
service and support to the Department beyond his tenure as Lever Professor. This
included giving guest lectures until 1959, and retaining co-editorship of the Town
Planning Review until 1970. Fourth, Holford’s service to the University as both
architect and first planning consultant to the University’s Development Committee
(1946-1955) was significant in several ways and ultimately of great benefit to the
Department (Kelly 1981). He convincingly argued for expanding the University in
its immediate vicinity rather than moving to “pleasanter and more spacious sur-
roundings away from the city center” in Otterspool (Kelly 1981, p. 303).” And the

“Holford was invited to build a munitions factory in Kirkby near Liverpool. In less than three
months from accepting, he had a staff of 150 men and in little more than a year the factory had
been built. In relation to these types of efforts, one who worked with him commented that “the
three remarkable Holford qualities that struck everyone [were]: his capacity for work up to a
genuine sixteen-hour day; his power to preside unruffled over complex and costly programs of
work of which he had almost no previous experience; and his kindness to all, and specially to
juniors, on both technical and personal matters.”

>His report (Kelly 1981, p.303) read thus: “Behind these questions of practicality and procedure
there is a moral question. Unlike the ancient Universities, Liverpool has grown out of and become
part of the fabric of a great commercial city, .... It is very largely a civic university: and as an offset
to all the disadvantages of its closely-built-up urban surroundings, it derives a large measure of its
support, a considerable field of research, and much of the interest of its daily life, from the City and
Port of Liverpool, and from the population—numbering over a million and a quarter—that clusters
round Merseyside. This region has suffered severely from the war and from its aftermath. The
University can contribute to its recovery, not only in the material sense by rebuilding a part of the
town ..., but also in the social sense by continuing to live in the center of its region...Thus it is
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building to house the Department of Civic Design was prioritized as one of the two
earliest post-war University building projects partly out of gratitude to William
Holford for his work as Consultant to the University Development Committee
(Thistlewood 1996).

Holford was knighted in 1953, received multiple honorary degrees, and helped
work on plans for Exeter University (where he designed the Queens Building,
refectory and union, and library); Paternoster Precinct in London; Pretoria and
Durban in South Africa; and Canberra in Australia. Holford was made a life peer in
1965 as Baron Holford of Kemp Town in the County of Sussex by the Wilson
government; it is thus that he has the distinction of being the first architect or town
planner to be made a peer (Miller 2004b). He held the Presidency of the Town
Planning Institute from 1953 to 1954 and of the Royal Institute of British Architects
from 1960 to 1962, and received the prestigious gold medal of each of these
institutes in 1961 and 1963 respectively. He was also a member of the Royal
Academy, Royal Fine Arts Commission, and Historic Buildings Council; a trustee
of the British Museum, and director of the Leverhulme Trust from 1973 to his death
in 1975. Despite some critiques of Holford’s legacy from a professional standpoint,
such as a fewness of attributed physical planning outputs or lasting writings or
philosophies (Cherry and Penny 1986), his influence lives on in the direction he
imparted,® the lives he touched, the example he provided, and the many people he
mentored and inspired (Wright 1982). Biographers Cherry and Penny summarize
that “his gifts were intellect, diplomacy, and helpfulness” (Cherry and Penny 1986,
p. 221). On his contributions in South Africa, Muller observes: “He brought to the
country of his birth qualities of urbanity, courtesy and kindness,... and [gave] to it a
role model that was a source of inspiration and aspiration to the young community
of town and regional planners” (Muller 1995, p. 265).”

Fourth Lever Professor: Gordon Stephenson (1948-1953)

Gordon Stephenson (1908-1997) was born in Walton, Liverpool, one of three
children of a policeman from Bootle, Liverpool. In his autobiography, Stephenson
recollects playing with the sons of a postman, shopkeeper, dock laborer, telephone
linesman, tram driver, bank manager and school teacher (Stephenson 1992). In
1919, the young Stephenson first won a scholarship to attend the Liverpool Institute
High School for Boys and subsequently the 5-year Elmes Memorial Scholarship

(Footnote 5 continued)

clear that, even if the site and the money and the manpower could be found, Liverpool University,
removed to a rural setting, would be of far less service to the community than if it remained.”
SFor example, the Holford Rules of 1959 still form the basis for the approach to routing overhead
transmission lines in the UK (DECC 2009).

"Holford also has inspired many individuals and planners in England (e.g. Parfect and Power 1997,
p-xiv). Learning about Holford in 2008 is what inspired the research and writing of this chapter.
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and two other supplementary scholarships to become a student at Liverpool’s
School of Architecture in 1925, graduating with a first in 1930. Stephenson like
Holford was closely mentored by Professor Reilly. In fact, upon graduation when
Holford won the coveted Rome Prize, Reilly invented an award to allow
Stephenson to also travel and study architecture abroad. The scholarship (the
Chadwick Trust Award) gave Stephenson two years in Paris, where he studied at
the Institut d’Urbanisme in the evenings and worked in the atelier of famed Swiss
architect Le Corbusier (a.k.a. Charles-Edouard Jeanneret) in the daytime (Wright
1982). In a letter dated 27 November 1931, Stephenson wrote how the latter came
about: “Dear Mums Today, the greatest event of my young and innocent life took
place. I entered the office of Saint Corbusier! After a steady attack during which I
paid him four visits inside the space of a month, he capitulated, despite the fact that
he is up to his neck in a whopping great competition” (Stephenson 1992, p. 29).

From 1936 to 1938 as a Commonwealth Fellow (now called a Harkness Fellow),
Stephenson pursued a Master of City Planning (MCP) at Massachusetts Institute of
Technology. It was during this time that he met and married Flora Crockett, a
fellow student in the MCP program, who would go on to become, for a time,
assistant editor of the Town Planning Review and co-author (with Stephenson) of a
1941 publication about community centers. From 1948 to 1953, Stephenson served
as the fourth Lever Professor of Civic Design. From 1949, he simultaneously
maintained a private practice (Stephenson, Young, and Partners), in which he
gained further architectural experience on housing, military, university and com-
munity projects (Pepper and Richmond 2004). Three of Stephenson’s contributions
as Lever Professor proved to be among the most significant and lasting to the
Department to date. First, he designed in a very short space of time the new
purpose-built building that would house the Department of Civic Design, which is
today known as the Gordon Stephenson Building (Stephenson and Kingham 1952).
Second, he designed and initiated a postgraduate planning degree (the Master of
Civic Design, MCD), the first of its kind in the UK which was used as a model
subsequently by other British universities (Batey and Massey 2010). Third, he
re-launched the Town Planning Review journal with: a new design for layout,
typography, and illustrations; a new and larger editorial team; more consistent
article format; and quarterly publication for the first time since 1914 (Gabellini
1998). His efforts included requesting articles from the leading planners and thin-
kers of the time—Lewis Mumford, Clarence Stein, Gordon Childe, Lloyd Rodwin,
Giovanni Astengo, and Marcel Poete—and increased the journal’s prestige and
international dissemination. Sixth Lever Professor Gerald Dix has gone so far as to
say that but for Stephenson, the Town Planning Review “would almost certainly not
now exist” (Dix 1997, p. xiv).

In 1953, Stephenson resigned from the Lever Professorship to accept an invi-
tation to become head of the Department of City and Regional Planning at the
Massachusetts Institute of Technology. However, he was prevented from taking up
the post when denied a visa by the McCarthy House Un-American Activities
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Committee for such activities as having visited the USSR as a young man (see also
Chap. 4).® Instead Stephenson went on to become Foundation Professor of Town
and Regional Planning at the University of Toronto (1955-1960), consulting on the
redevelopment of Halifax, Nova Scotia, and later of Ottawa, London, and Kingston,
Ontario (Pepper and Richmond 2004). Subsequently, he became Foundation
Professor of Architecture at the University of Western Australia (1960-1972) and
remained active in architectural and planning consultancy. In his mid 80s,
Stephenson published his autobiography On A Human Scale (1992) and
Compassionate Town Planning (1995) on the evolution of British town planning.

Fifth Lever Professor: Henry Myles Wright (1954—-1975)

Henry Myles Wright (1908-2005) was born in Gosforth, Newcastle upon Tyne.
Following in his architect father’s footsteps, Wright graduated with a degree in
architecture from Cambridge in 1930. As the degree course carried no recognition
from the Royal Institute of British Architects (RIBA), Wright held a number of
appointments in private practice allowing him to gain the knowledge to successfully
sit the examination and be awarded RIBA Associateship in 1933. In 1935, Wright
became Assistant Editor of the Architects Journal and served in that capacity until
1940 when wartime needs brought him to work with William Holford’s group
building hostels for munitions workers. In 1943, he became a research officer in the
Ministry of Town and Country Planning and, among other things, worked on plans
for the City of London with William Holford and Charles Holden. After leaving the
Ministry, he worked on plans for Cambridge in 1950 and Corby New Town in 1952
as a partner in Holford’s firm (Dix 2006).

The term of Wright’s appointment as fifth Lever Professor of Civic Design
(1954-1975) coincided with the central Government’s encouragement of rapid
growth of the town planning profession, and under Wright’s leadership the
Department is said to have “adapted itself smoothly to the changing circumstances
without losing anything of its traditional eminence” (Recorder 1975, pp. 15-16). In
an unpublished manuscript, Civic Design: From Origins to Jubilee and Centenary
(2009), Posas observes that at the end of Wright’s tenure, the first PhDs in the
department were awarded. During his retirement years, Wright researched and
wrote Lord Leverhulme’s Unknown Venture (1982) about the protagonists in the
Department of Civic Design’s history. Wright himself had met all the previous

8This must have been a great disappointment. In his autobiography (p. 154), Stephenson recalled:
“Our plan to return permanently to MIT and New England had gone sadly awry. After living
through World War II in England my wife was to return home, and I was to be head of the most
important planning school in the English-speaking world. It was not to be.”
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Lever Professors and worked with both Dix and Batey, in essence forming a link
connecting all the Lever Professors over the Department’s first hundred years.

Sixth Lever Professor: Gerald Dix (1975-1988)

Gerald Bennett Dix was born in Salford, Lancashire in 1926. Dix trained as an
architect (BA) and town planner (DipTP) at Manchester University from 1942—
1944 and 1947-1950, before studying for a master’s degree in landscape archi-
tecture (MLA) at Harvard in 1953 (Dix 2009). During this period, he also was in the
Royal Air Force (1944-1947), and while studying for the MLA on a Fulbright
scholarship, he took time off to visit American architect Frank Lloyd Wright at
Taliesin (2011, pers. comm. 28 Jan). Dix spent most of 1954 in the office of Tom
Mellor, who was then a lecturer in Liverpool’s Department of Civic Design.
Subsequently, he worked as chief architect-planner in Addis Ababa, Ethiopia from
1954 to 1956, where he was chief assistant to Patrick Abercrombie in the prepa-
ration of a master plan of the city region (Dix 1978; Moughtin 1991). Then he
became a senior planning officer and acting planning advisor in Singapore from
1957 to 1959; senior research fellow between 1959 and 1963 at the University of
Science and Technology, Kumasi, Ghana with some time also spent on the United
Nations National Planning Team for Ghana; and planner and senior planner from
1963 to 1965 in what was to be renamed the Ministry of Overseas Development.
From 1966 to 1975, Dix worked at the University of Nottingham. From positions as
lecturer and senior lecturer, he went on to found the Institute of Planning Studies
there and was Professor of Town and Regional Planning and Director of that
Institute from 1970 to 1975. He also developed a postgraduate course in environ-
mental planning, rejecting then current generalist models and encouraging students
to specialize in some aspect of planning (Moughtin 1991).

Dix was appointed the sixth Lever Professor of Civic Design in 1975 and
remained in this post until retiring in 1988.° Like previous Lever Professors, he
served as an associate editor of the Town Planning Review. In 1979, Dix established
a sister journal to Town Planning Review, the Third World Planning Review (Dix
1979)—now International Development Planning Review. In 1974 and 1975, Dix
was a member of an international advisory group concerned with the Suez Canal
towns and from 1980, Dix spent a number of years as joint director of a team
preparing a master plan for Alexandria for the Egyptian government (Tarn 1989).
Dix served as a Pro-Vice Chancellor of the University of Liverpool from 1984 to
1987, when his role as an overseas ambassador and many personal contacts enabled
the University to develop closer links with several parts of the world, most par-
ticularly China and the Far East, and laid the foundation for further academic

Dix is the last Lever Professor to have occupied the Lever Chair of Civic Design, for after 1989,
the title changed to Lever Chair of Town and Regional Planning.
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developments (Tarn 1989). Dix was also active in considering trends and needs in
planning education, including issues of internationalization (Dix 1980). As Lever
Professor, Dix is said to have been “instrumental in the revival of the links with the
School of Architecture and Building Engineering to encourage more
architect-planners” (Report 1974; Tarn 1989, p. 6).

Dix wrote numerous articles and edited or co-authored several books, including:
Ecology and Ekistics"® (Doxiadis and Dix 1977) and Design and Conservation in
the City (Dix and Tarn 1985). A former President of the World Society for Ekistics
(1987-1988) and Fellow of the Royal Town Planning Institute (FRTPI from 1959)
and Regional Science Association International (FRSA from 1977), Dix is currently
Emeritus Professor of Civic Design in the University of Liverpool, Honorary Senior
Research Fellow in the Chinese Research Academy of Environmental Sciences, and
Honorary Council Member of the Association for the Protection of the Mountain
Summer Resort and the Eight Outer Temples.

Seventh Lever Professor: Peter Batey (1989-2015)

Hailing from West Hartlepool in North East England, Peter William James Batey held
the post of Lever Professor of Town and Regional Planning from 1989 to 2015.
Unlike previous Lever Professors who had architectural training, Batey graduated with
a BSc in Geography from Sheffield. He obtained an MCD in 1971 and PhD in 1985,
both from the Department of Civic Design. He worked in local authorities in the North
West (Lancashire and Greater Manchester) prior to joining the University in 1975, at
which time he had the opportunity to work with Stephenson, Wright, and Dix. Batey’s
international reputation in urban and regional analysis (particularly demographic-
economic modeling and geodemographics) led him to undertake visiting appointments
at the University of Illinois, University of Hong Kong, and University of Queensland.
Batey was elected a Fellow of the Royal Society of Arts in 1988, an Academician of
the Academy for the Social Sciences in 2000, and a Fellow of the Regional Science
Association International in 2006 (Fig. 3).

No longer drawing town plans as times had changed, Batey played active roles
in urban and regional affairs (notably in relation to the Mersey Basin Campaign'")
and carried out analytical and policy evaluation studies related to airport expansion
proposals, widening participation in higher education, and European structural
funds. Like his predecessors, Batey served as editor of the Town Planning Review

10This was co-authored with Constantinos A. Doxiadis (1913-1975), a Greek architect and town
planner and the father of ekistics, the science of human settlements. Ekistics draws on the research
and experience of professionals in various fields, such as architecture, engineering, town planning,
and sociology.

""Begun in 1985, the Mersey Basin Campaign is a government-backed partnership bringing
together local authorities, business, voluntary organizations and government agencies to improve
water quality and promote waterside regeneration throughout the Mersey Basin.
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Fig. 3 Lever Professors Wright, Dix (reproduced from scans from University of Liverpool
Archives), and Batey (photograph taken by the author on 3 July 2009 in front of the Victoria
Building following the launch of the Civic Design centenary exhibition)

and was active in the RTPI, specifically on its Education, Membership, and
Accreditation Panels. Since becoming Emeritus Professor of Town and Regional
Planning in 2015, Batey has remained involved in previous interests at various
levels, including as an editor of the Town Planning Review and as chairman of the
Healthy Rivers Trust.'

Changing Conceptions of Civic Design

Professor Reilly and the Lever Professors each had distinct ways of understanding
and talking about planning and civic design. Recounting their concepts of civic
design is more than just reciting a list of different, evolving ideas. It is a window of
insight into their minds and the prevailing societal milieu in which they lived. Their
ideas (particularly those of Reilly through Stephenson) were helping steer and
define the ambit of town planning both as an academic subject and as a profession.

Department founder Charles Reilly’s conception of civic design and town
planning consisted of “design and building or rebuilding of cities with grand
avenues, squares, circles, vistas and monuments” (Wright 1982, p. 172). Reilly
counselled Holford, upon his appointment as Lever Professor in 1936, to “look at
Town Planning as the advanced architecture it really is” (Wright 1982, p. 172). The
need for architectural treatment of town planning was a major concern for Reilly. In
fact, it was consternation at the omission of any mention of architecture in the Rt

2As part of a major reorganization of academic structures across the University, a new
Department of Geography and Planning, incorporating the former Department of Civic Design,
was established in 2010. Following Professor Batey’s retirement in 2015, as of the time of writing
(June 2017), no new Lever professor has been named.
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Hon. John Burns’ speech introducing the 1908 Housing, Town Planning, Etc. Bill,
that caused the idea of a town planning department to form in Reilly’s mind
(Wright 1982).

The year 1909, in particular, represented a crossroads and critical period in
determining the direction town planning would take, and Reilly’s efforts to give
architecture a strong foothold in planning was to have wide reaching impacts, to the
extent that great many planning courses in the UK and worldwide are still housed
within or associated with architecture departments or schools (Alterman 1992).

First Lever Professor Stanley Adshead, while at first sympathetic to Reilly’s
views, came to see planning and civic design as ideally resulting from “a
well-organized combination of effort” of various actors and interests and open to
people of widely diverse backgrounds (Adshead 1923, p. 89). He stated: “The town
planner of today may emerge from almost any profession engaged in one way or
another in the construction of towns and in the development of suburbs. All that is
required in order that he may be justified in calling himself a town planner is that in
addition to such primary qualifications he must possess sufficient knowledge of the
technicalities of other professions to be able to co-ordinate these with his own”
(Wright 1982, p. 90). Similar in nature to Reilly’s grand visionary aims, Adshead
valued the artistic element of planning and role of imagination, saying that “Town
Planners must, in the first place, be ordinary men; and not so well educated as to
have lost all imagination, and the originality of children. Specialized attainment
must at the outset be laid on one side” (Adshead 1923, p. 89).

Second Lever Professor of Civic Design Patrick Abercrombie did not view
planning as advanced architecture. He saw architecture and planning as aspects of
“one great subject, which embraced architecture, civic design, landscape design
(large and small), housing, regional planning, and the conservation and amenity
aspects of towns, villages, and countryside” (Wright 1982, p. 127). Abercrombie
saw each of these as different facets of how to use land well and maintain integrity
in the natural and built environment and perceived a need for study and “under-
standing of the whole town as a single organism” (Hawtree 1981, p. 96; Wright
1982). In 1930, Abercrombie expressed his position “that the sheer urbanity of the
Town should be leavened by some natural tincture, increasing as the country is
approached; that the country, except in some few wild spots, must necessarily be
sophisticated by human treatment. But let the Urbanism prevail and preponderate in
the Town and let the Country remain rural. Keep the distinction clear”
(Abercrombie 1930, p. 12). The influence of Geddes suffused Abercrombie’s
concept of planning and civic design and sustained his confidence in the profes-
sionalization of his role between 1909 and 1925 (Meller 1990).

Holford described the method of civic design as “the economic and skillful
shaping of material to achieve order and beauty out of disjointed elements”
(Crinson 2003, p. 36). He viewed civic design as having two core pillars, “town
planning administration and civic and landscape design.” Even though, “[a]rchitects
and engineers of ability and experience, and promoters and councils of rare dis-
crimination, can produce contemporary design of a high order that is simple and
moving,” the town planning administration function with public relations and
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politics elements would still be fundamental (Muller 1995, p. 255; Wright 1982,
p. 180). Holford spoke about the need for: knowing the right point for taking
political ~decisions, timely acts of statesmanship, and administrative
decision-making methods capable of distinguishing principle from detail and
strategy from tactics. Biographers Cherry and Penny (1986, p. 253) suggest that
Holford’s “governing idea is of civic design as a process, the ends of which are a
fuller civic life.” This view reflects the ideas of one of the people who most
profoundly influenced Holford, the then contemporary American planning
philosopher Lewis Mumford."?

Stephenson’s concept of civic design is eloquently revealed and developed in his
1948 inaugural lecture as Lever Professor. He speaks about civic design as fun-
damentally interdisciplinary and as both a science and an art. In what might be
called a summary of his views on the matter, Stephenson (1992, p. 120) states:
“Town Planning or Civic Design is the science of ascertaining human needs and the
ability to meet them. It is the art of arranging space, enclosed and open, in an
orderly and beautiful way. Civic Design begins in the home and reaches to the
factory and the fields beyond.”Stephenson (1992, inside cover), in these views, is
said to have “never lost sight of the social reforming impulse of the earliest town
planners.” In them, Stephenson (1992, p. 232) also reflects the views of Lewis
Mumford, who he referred to as “the philosopher-guide of my generation.”

Wright described town planning as a profession whose aim is to ‘try to bring about
an actual improvement in physical environment: in the uses to which land is put, the
form of towns, the location and relationship of houses, roads and all other buildings
and structures’ (Wright 1965, p. 636). He believed it was the planner’s role to look
forward. In a reflection on probable trends in civic design over the subsequent
30 years, he argued that the town planner’s challenges mainly centered on existing
cities and encouraged greater attention to containing sprawl, road approaches to central
districts, and issues surrounding transport and car traffic increases (Wright 1956).

Dix conceived of urban design as “concerned with the relationship between
buildings and the spaces in which they stand or [which they] define and in either case
should be aesthetically pleasing and functionally efficient” (Dix 1994, p. 264). He also
regarded the relationship between architecture, civic design, conservation, and envi-
ronmental rehabilitation in the city to be not only concerned with built form, but also
with the economic, social and cultural aspects of a place (Dix 1996). It is evident from
his actions in Liverpool that Dix wished to restore the links between civic design and
architecture and encourage more architect-planners (Tarn 1989).

More recently, Batey interprets ‘civic design’ in the University of Liverpool
context to include analysis, design, policy formulation, and management and
governance in relation to the planning of cities and regions. He clarified on the
departmental website in 2007 that “This definition is intended to embrace all
aspects of what we do and is therefore very broad in scope. I have deliberately

Bt is reported in Cherry and Penny (1986, p.236) that Mumford became a personal friend and
correspondent of Holford’s and influenced Holford’s ambitions as a planner.
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avoided using words like environment, spatial, regeneration, evaluation, all of
which belong, I think in a second stage definition. I have tried to construct a robust
definition that is unlikely to be affected by changes in fashion, and I have resisted
the temptation to claim territory that is not exclusively ours (which a broad defi-
nition of public policy might do).”

Despite changes in the concept of civic design as set out originally by Reilly and
the Lever Professors over time—with an ever varying degree of technical versus
sociological focus—there are still strong threads of connection running through all
the time periods. As was aptly pointed out in 1909 and 1959 and still holds true
today, town planning or civic design remains concerned with the fundamental
question: “To what extent should the use of land and the layout of all buildings be
required to conform to some plan or design, prepared beforehand in the interest of
the public?” (Editors 1959, pp. 1-2).

Overarching Themes

While the profiled personalities were undoubtedly independent thinkers, they were also
constructively open to influences, such as Reilly’s affinity for the Beaux Arts archi-
tectural tradition, Adshead’s and Abercrombie’s regard of Patrick Geddes (Fig. 4) as a
significant influence, Holford and Stephenson’s enthusiastic adoption of Lewis
Mumford’s planning philosophies and appreciation of the ideas of Swiss architect Le
Corbusier, Dix’s espousal of ideas from Doxiadis and ekistics, and Batey’s training in
planning techniques under the mentorship of lan Masser. Fascinating to observe is that
the influences came full circle with regard to four of the Lever Professors. Sir Patrick
Geddes had in fact been the intellectual father of Lewis Mumford (Novak 1995). George
Lionel Pepler (later Sir George Pepler), a chartered surveyor who became Planning
Inspector to the Ministry of Health in 1919 and served indefatigably in planning roles
thenceforth, influenced the aims and careers of Adshead and Abercrombie most notably.
He also holds pride of place for being ‘the man who prepared the way’ for British and
Commonwealth planning and helped the first through fifth Lever Professors over the
years. It was Pepler who arranged for Abercrombie to be involved in the Doncaster Plan,
helped form and sustain the Town Planning Institute, and who “most deservedly”
received the Town Planning Institute’s first Gold Medal (Wright 1982, pp. 119-120).

The contributions of the Department founders and Lever Professors were notably
enhanced by partnership with their wives, who actively supported their husbands’
work and efforts. Numerous examples come to mind: Lever’s Elizabeth, his best
friend since age six and wife from age 23, who was a “a perfect complement to her
husband, quietly interested in all his wonderful projects” (Wright 1982, p. 37)"*

"“This is a description of Mrs. Lever given by landscape architect and departmental lecturer
Thomas Mawson. At the opening of The Lady Lever Art Gallery that Lever founded in her honour,
Lever said “I venture to say that without the gracious influence of my wife, I doubt whether there
would have been a Port Sunlight; I doubt whether there would be a firm of the dimensions of Lever
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Fig. 4 Photographs of Patrick Geddes (1854-1932. reproduced from Calabi 1979), George Pepler
(1882-1959, reproduced from Cherry 1974), Le Corbusier (1887-1965, by Nina Leen for Life
Magazine), and Lewis Mumford (1895-1990, source unknown), who each influenced multiple
Lever Professors

Holford’s Marjorie, a fellow Rome Scholar and artist who joined her husband in
enabling and facilitating the success of others'? ; Stephenson’s Flora, also an
architect and planner, who co-authored with him and whose editorial efforts sig-
nificantly improved the quality of articles in Town Planning Review (Stephenson
1992); Mrs. Lois Dix, who Professor Dix refers to as “my great collaborator in
planning and ekistics” (2011, pers. comm. 15 Mar)'® and whose constructive
comments and editorial support are kindly acknowledged in his publications; and
Mrs. Joyce Batey who is knowledgeable about planning and planning history and
active in supporting conferences and events the Department has hosted, including
its centenary exhibition.'’

Also striking in these individuals’ histories is how often distinction was allowed to
reveal itself through competitions and exposure to new ideas abroad. For example,
Reilly’s time in the United States and Adshead’s European fact-finding tour were
highly influential in the course design and content for the Certificate and Diploma of
Civic Design. Abercrombie’s annual travels while Research Fellow gave him a vast
range of first-hand knowledge and experience as well as provided a rich source of

(Footnote 14 continued)

Brothers”(Purcell 2014, p.42). Lever also took his wife’s surname Hulme, and added it to his own
when he was made a peer after her death, which was unprecedented.

SAs described by (Wright 1982, p.169), the Holfords shared their house, accommodation per-
mitting, throughout Holford’s life, and at one time Stephenson, ‘the Bulgarian,” an impoverished
painter and his child, and student helpers all lived at ‘80 Beds,” which was kept together by their
housekeeper Amelia. Stephenson remarked it was a wonder Mrs. Holford put up with them all!
!Dix goes on to say that in their pre-Liverpool days and prior to Doxiadis’s death in 1975, Dix
and Lois met from time to time with the distinguished—and lively—group of professionals
associated with the application of Doxiadis’s ideas of ekistics, including designer and innovator R.
Buckminster Fuller, cultural anthropologist Margaret Mead, and town planner and educator
Jaqueline Tyrwhitt.

""This was held at the University of Liverpool’s Victoria Gallery and Museum from July 3 to
November 28, 2009.
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material for the astounding number of articles he wrote in early volumes of Town
Planning Review. Stephenson’s experience at MIT and visits to other American uni-
versities served as a source of inspiration and guidance in the creation of the MCD.
Dix’s experience as a planner in the Far East and other foreign countries was
undoubtedly a factor in his subsequent establishment of the Third World Planning
Review journal, whilst Batey’s earlier China connection proved to be a boon in the
2009 collaboration with Xi’an Jiaotong-Liverpool University (University of
Liverpool’s partner campus in China) on a new degree program in city development.

Also noted is how these profiled individuals mentored and enabled each other to
increase in their leadership, capacity, responsibility, and contributions. Classic exam-
ples of this include Lever’s ongoing support of Reilly and the Lever Professors and
Reilly’s extraordinary commitment to the professional development of Holford,
Stephenson, and other talented students. Geddes mentored Abercrombie, and
Abercrombie, too, was said to be: “A great believer in co-operation ...[who] invariably
acknowledged the contribution of partners and collaborators ... [and] was a sympa-
thetic mentor to several generations of students, some of whom collaborated with him
later in their careers’ (Miller 2004a, p. 82; Wright 1982). Stephenson attended
Abercrombie’s lectures even when he was a member of staff (Dix 2011, pers. comm.
15 Mar). And Wright, before his appointment as Lever Professor had worked with
Holford on multiple projects including plans for the City of London, thus both learning
directly from him and benefiting from his mentoring.

What is clear from study of the lives of these department founders and Lever
Professors is that they were different people in different times and circumstances,
operating from within their own sphere of life opportunities and drawing on their
individual talents and interests. As such, they cannot be compared like for like.
Abercrombie, widely regarded as “the greatest town and regional planner of the
twentieth century,” (Miller 2004a; Wright 1982, p. 82) stands out for the longevity
of his physical plans and the power of his ideas and writings, but the legacies of
each of the others are also great, both in terms of talents and contributions, but also
in terms of personal qualities and example.
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Chapter 4
Educating Planners at MIT: Eight
Decades of Changing Cities

Lawrence J. Vale

Abstract As the oldest continuously operating city planning department in the
United States, MIT’s program—established in 1933—provides a revealing window
into the changing education of planners. It is the story of a department that began
with a focus on physical planning and design but dramatically expanded into a
multidisciplinary focus on the social and political challenges facing urban areas in
the United States and around the globe following a significant re-orientation in the
late 1960s. From the books and projects of the Joint Center for Urban Studies to
innovative studies of city form, the program expanded to take up a broad set of
economic development and environmental policy initiatives. The program has also
long focused on the training of future educators, nurturing a large number of
influential leaders in the planning academy. The chapter concludes with reflection
on the department’s normative vision for professional education, engaged schol-
arship, and public action.

Keywords Planning education « MIT - Urban development - Urban studies

As an academic home for training planners and those who interpret what planners
do, the program at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT) has always
done more than staff a profession; it has endeavored to change it." To do so, the
program has responded to three successive national and international crises: the
socioeconomic challenges of the Great Depression and the reinvigoration of the
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public sector; the sociopolitical upheavals of the late-1960s and the calls for
community action; and the present-day socio-environmental challenges of an
imperiled planet.

Up from Adams: Inventing and Building a Department

In 1932, William Emerson, Dean of MIT’s newly established School of Architecture
asked pre-eminent town planner Thomas Adams to outline a new program in city
planning. Recognizing its importance to the study of architecture, Emerson presented
his outline to MIT president Karl Taylor Compton, noting that MIT’s program would
differ from those at Harvard and Cornell because it “approaches city planning defi-
nitely from the architectural standpoint.” Concluding that the Institute needed an
additional $4200/year to establish the course, Emerson made a remarkable offer: he
and his wife would underwrite $2000 for the first 5 years if the Institute supplied the
remaining $2200. Compton noted in a memorandum of their conversation, “Professor
Emerson expressed the opinion that the son of Mr. Thomas Adams...will be an ideal
man to put in charge of this course.” And so, with the School of Architecture still
located in lonely isolation in Boston (after the rest of MIT had migrated to
Cambridge) and with the nation mired in the Great Depression, the new course in City
Planning gained both its budget and its first leader: Fred Adams.

Frederick Johnstone Adams, born in London in 1901, was educated in Canada
and the U.K. before obtaining his B.Arch from Columbia University in 1928. He
worked with Clarence Stein and Henry Wright on the construction of Radburn,
New Jersey and took up his post as Assistant Professor at MIT in 1932. Founder of
the Planning program, he served from 1947-1957 as the first head of MIT’s
Department of City and Regional Planning and also served as president of the
American Institute of Planners. Although his program at MIT began as part of the
architecture department, with a studio-dominated curriculum, Adams always
insisted on integrating social and economic issues. By 1938, he had introduced
subjects such as Planning and Housing Legislation, History and Principles of City
Planning, Theory and Practice of City Planning, and City Planning Research, in
addition to Site Planning and Construction, Theory of Site Planning, and City
Planning Design studios.

In the program’s first decade, the faculty consisted of Fred Adams, visiting
lecturers including Thomas Adams, Sir Raymond Unwin and Marjorie S. Cautley,
and other faculty including Joseph Woodruff and Flavel Shurtleff, co-founder of the
American City Planning Institute (precursor to the American Institute of Planners
(AIP), which became today’s American Planning Association (APA)). In 1934,
Edwin Burdell established the first class on “Social and Economic Factors in City
Planning.” This early struggle to balance research with practice, and socioeconomic
considerations with design foreshadowed fundamental debates that would
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re-emerge throughout the Department’s history. Unwin, the famous English town
planner, gave a series of eight lectures during December 1933 and January 1934 to
help inaugurate the new program, and was a frequent visitor throughout the 1930s.
“The aim of the planner,” Unwin told the inaugural cohort of MIT planning stu-
dents, “must be to place all his parts and buildings in such relation one to the other
as to permit the life of the town to flourish with the least possible moving to and fro
of goods and persons.”

Concern over housing problems preoccupied MIT’s program in city planning
right from the start. Burdell taught classes on the relationship between housing and
planning during the 1930s and, in 1937, chaired the National Committee on
Instruction and Research in Housing. Charles Abrams began lecturing about
housing at MIT in 1939, and later joined the faculty. Through his books and
worldwide lecturing and consulting, Abrams influenced everything from early
public housing legislation, to anti-discrimination efforts, to policies for coping with
massive urbanization in developing countries.

In the earliest years of the program, Adams artfully dodged accusations from
Cornell’s Gilmore Clarke, documented in correspondence of that era, that the new
courses in City Planning were “neither flesh, fowl, nor red herring” and countered
Clarke’s assertion that city planning practice required a “group of what we might
call supermen,” expected to be trained in too many disciplines. In his reply, Adams
retorted that he had “more faith in the opinions of my father [and] Sir Raymond
Unwin” since they, unlike Clarke, were “practicing city planners.”

From the start, MIT planning students were invited to critique the curriculum, a
tradition that continues to this day. In comments made by former students in 1940,
Adams got an earful from an ex-student, John Tasker [Jack] Howard (Master of
City Planning (MCP) 1936), then a planner for the Regional Association of
Cleveland, who would eventually become his successor as department head: “I see
city planning less and less as a design profession,” Howard opined. “In fact, too
much skill in drafting and detail design may lead a planner to spend his time
working out curb-radii...instead of attending to the important large-scale activities.”

Whatever their level of concern about their own education, many early recipients
of MIT’s planning degrees went on to found or lead academic planning departments
around the country. Francis Violich (’38) and Thomas J. Kent (’43) were founding
members of the University of California at Berkeley’s Department of City &
Regional Planning. Burnham Kelly (’40) and Thomas Mackesey (*38) both joined
the faculty at Cornell University and led major changes in planning education there.
Three of the four MCP graduates from 1946 went on to found the planning
department at the University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill: John A. Parker as
dean, and James Murray Webb and Pearson Stewart as faculty members. Parker
next hired F. Stuart Chapin (’40). Louis B. Wetmore graduated with a B.Arch in
City Planning in 1936 and went on to head the Department of City Planning &
Landscape Architecture at the University of Illinois at Urbana—Champaign in 1955,
joined by Lachlan (“Lock”) Blair (’49). Wetmore later led the formulation of the
national Model Cities program. Israel Stollman (MCP’48) went on to lead the
program at Ohio State, as did Carl Feiss (MCP’38) at Columbia University and
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Gordon Stephenson (MCP’38) at the University of Toronto. Stollman later gained
national attention as founding Executive Director of the American Planning
Association, where he served from 1978 to 1993. Alan Voorhees (MCP’49)
founded the transportation consulting firm of Alan M. Voorhees & Associates, Inc.,
which grew to include 10 offices in the United States, as well as offices in Caracas,
London, Melbourne, Sdo Paulo, Toronto, and Zurich. Voorhees later became dean
of the College of Architecture, Art, and Urban Sciences at the University of
Illinois—Chicago.

Following the end of World War II, student enrollment in the planning program
quickly doubled, with the graduate MCP program increasingly dominant. As the
program moved toward departmental status in 1947, the faculty grew: Roland
Greeley and Homer Hoyt joined in 1944, followed by Burnham Kelly in 1945,
Lloyd Rodwin in 1946, Kevin Lynch in 1948, Jack Howard in 1949, Charles
Abrams in 1950, Louis Wetmore in 1952, and Walter Isard in 1953. Urbanist Lewis
Mumford became a frequent visitor to the Department in the 1940s and 1950s. As
Bemis Visiting Professor in the late 1950s, Mumford completed some of the work
on his landmark study The City in History while at MIT.

Many alumni from this period became leaders in planning internationally or
broke barriers of race and gender. The MIT program admitted women right from the
start: Flora Crockett Stephenson completed her B.Arch in Planning in 1937 and her
MCP in 1940, joining Jane Rodman Steiner (MCP 1940) as the department’s first
women master’s graduates—and each of them also married fellow MCP students.
Filipino planner Antonio Cruz Kayanan, class of 1942, played a leading role in his
native country, and also became a founding member of the Puerto Rican Society of
Planning. Norma F. Satten, class of 1945, became an important advocate for the
elderly. Samuel Cullers (FAICP), the first African American to graduate from the
program, in 1952, went on to lead planning teams in Bangkok, Chicago, Toronto,
and at the California State Office of Planning. Serafin Garcia Aquino, class of 1953,
returned to the Philippines and founded the Philippine Institute of Environmental
Planners with colleagues. As president of that organization from 1992-1993,
Aquino was instrumental in working with the national government under President
Fidel V. Ramos to establish the Board of Environmental Planners, bringing national
recognition to the planning field in the Philippines for the first time. By 1954, fully
one-third of the Department’s graduate students came from abroad.

After more than two decades of leadership, Fred Adams sought out a successor.
Gordon Stephenson (MCP’38), then Professor of Civic Design at the University of
Liverpool, emerged as the top choice for the position in 1955. Both Stephenson and
MIT were startled when his application for a visa was abruptly denied, ostensibly
due to his modest role in a society promoting “Cultural Relations” with the Soviet
Union during the late 1940s. Stephenson instead took up a Chair at the University
of Toronto, noting in his memoir, “Our plan to return permanently to MIT and New
England had gone sadly awry. After living through World War II in England my
wife was to return home, and I was to be head of the most important planning
school in the English-speaking world. It was not to be” (Stephenson 1992, p. 154).
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The Department could change cities, but could not change the McCarthyite
politics of the era. With Stephenson rebuffed, Adams stayed on and, in 1957, the
Department found a new head from within its own ranks: Jack Howard. Howard
had been a member of the first undergraduate class in planning (1935), the first
MCP class (1936) and, like Adams, would become president of the American
Institute of Planners. Aside from a failed attempt to hire sociologist S.M. Miller in
1970, it would be a full fifty years before the Department ever again looked outside
for a new department head.

The 1959 department brochure perfectly encapsulates the underlying ethos of the
Howard era: The objective of the planner is “the development of the most satisfying
and efficient physical environment in which people may live, work, and play.”
Howard also expected students “to transmit ideas in three languages: words,
numbers, and pictures.” Howard explained “We were not pariahs to the architects.
We were close relatives. From time to time, I would tell an architecture student that
architects are to planners what plumbers are to architects, but they didn’t take that
very seriously” (Howard 1985, p. 5). Although Howard lived in suburban Wayland,
he was an early critic of sprawl, observing that spread-out suburbs “put children at
the mercy of their mothers who have to serve as chauffeurs. It is neither good for the
kids, or their mothers.” Yet, Howard also championed the liberating power of the
car, seemingly oblivious to pressures of class and race: “The automobile has made
the slums of the city obsolete. With the automobile the workers can move out to the
open spaces and the slum areas can be redeveloped into a pleasing area” (Howard in
Plotkin 1962). The firm of Adams, Howard and Greeley, founded in 1949,
expanded the influence of MIT planning faculty beyond New England to include
metropolitan plans for the San Francisco Bay area and Washington D.C., as well as
the plan for Gandhidham, a new port city in India.

Expanding the Department: From Practitioners
to Scholar-Practitioners

Much of the current form of MIT’s Department of Urban Studies and Planning
owes itself to the far-seeing work of a small group, established in 1955, known
formally as the “Ad Hoc Committee to Advise President Killian on Educational and
Research Activities in the Field of City and Regional Planning at the Massachusetts
Institute of Technology.” Chaired by Edwin Burdell, then the president of Cooper
Union, Killian charged the committee with determining whether the fledgling
Department should expand into a new Center for Urban and Regional Studies and
develop a doctoral program, or should become reabsorbed into the Department of
Architecture. The Burdell Committee argued strongly for creating a Center “alive to
changes affecting cities and regions,” noting that “more research and exploration
are needed to discover a fitting environment for peace-time living to match and then
exceed the research now directed to preparation for war.” The committee favored
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establishment of a Ph.D. program, since it would “add greatly in recruiting research
and teaching staff and good students, especially from the social sciences.” Calling
efforts to limit the independence of the city planning program a “disastrous retreat
by the Institute,” Burdell’s committee sought to enable departmental growth. They
also accepted committee member Clarence Stein’s plea to continue “broader
development of design skills,” even while their report proposed a closer embrace of
the social sciences.

Established in 1958, MIT’s degree of Doctor of Philosophy in City and Regional
Planning initially required students to have reading knowledge of two foreign
languages, and to prepare for an examination in four fields, one of which had to be
“planning theory.” Other fields included planning techniques; transportation and
utilities planning; land-use economics and planning; plan implementation; regional
planning; urban design; science, technology, and planning; physical planning
problems of developing areas; and social and cultural aspects of planning. Bernard
Frieden received the department’s first Ph.D. degree, in 1962. He remained at MIT
as a longtime faculty member and noted scholar of housing and urban development,
and served as MIT’s Chair of the Faculty and Associate Dean of the School of
Architecture and Planning. Christine Boyer has had a distinguished career at
Columbia, Cooper Union, and Princeton, and was the department’s first female
Ph.D. graduate, in 1972. Other early women doctoral graduates who enjoyed great
academic success include Judith Innes (Ph.D. 1973) at UC Berkeley, and Rachel
Bratt (Ph.D. 1976) at Tufts. Among doctoral graduates focused on practice, Ngozi
Okonjo-Iweala (Ph.D. 1981) stands out; she has served as Nigeria’s Minister of
Finance and as Managing Director of the World Bank.

MIT’s engagement with the world of policy, both domestically and globally,
took another important step forward with the establishment of the MIT-Harvard
Joint Center for Urban Studies, in 1959. The Joint Center focused on several fields:
the structure, growth, and form of the city; the problems of transportation, housing,
and regional physical development (both in the United States and in “developing
areas”); and the influence of technology, social values, and public policies and
controls on planning problems and processes. By 1967, Joint Center researchers
had produced more than twenty books and thirty monographs, many of them
classics. This work, as a whole, was far from celebratory about the prospects of
planning. As the scope and training of planners broadened, they encountered “some
of the most withering criticisms of comprehensive planning ever launched”
(Rodwin 1967, p. 21-22).

As its boldest venture, the Joint Center became the advisor to Venezuela’s
Guayana Development Corporation (CVG) for all phases of city and regional
development of what Center co-founder Lloyd Rodwin called “the largest new city
development program in Latin America—and perhaps the world.” The Ciudad
Guayana project prompted much uneasiness about the Joint Center’s “foreign
policy.” As Rodwin put it, “There was concern about the instability of Venezuelan
politics, the fear of being tagged as representatives of Yankee imperialism, the
problems of staffing an operation in a different culture.... On the other hand, the
proposal presented an extraordinary opportunity to help develop a
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multi-dimensional strategy for a developing country—to help prepare the eco-
nomic, social, physical, administrative, and educational development policies for
the region, to innovate methods of analyzing and grappling with these problems,
and to develop a series of major studies recording and evaluating this experience.
After weighing the pros and cons, the Joint Center chose to grasp the nettle”
(Rodwin 1967, p. 4). In Rodwin’s assessment, the joint effort along the Orinoco
proved successful: “I do not mean to say that there weren’t constraints, limited
perspectives, mistakes, squabbles, and other difficulties. There were. These were
human beings, with different backgrounds, values and interests, thinking, dis-
cussing, disagreeing—often with passion. Nonetheless, there were satisfactory
resolutions of most difficulties, and both CVG and the Joint Center parted amicably
when the work was completed” (Rodwin 1967, p. 18).

Another Ciudad Guayana team member, “project anthropologist” Lisa Peattie
(who later became the department’s first tenured female faculty member, in 1968)
developed a more skeptical view, articulated in two celebrated books completed
two decades apart, The View from the Barrio (1968) and Planning: Rethinking
Ciudad Guayana (1987). She and her children lived for 2.5 years in an earth-walled
house in the shantytown of Barrio La Laja. Peattie saw, and learned from, a dif-
ferent community than did her colleagues: “The planners had concerned themselves
with issues of economic efficiency, amenity, social equity, and community. The city
as it has evolved is conspicuously lacking on all four counts” (Peattie 1987). More
positively, Peattie found her own voice as a scholar-practitioner. “What I did in
Venezuela,” she wrote in The View From the Barrio, “was neither social action,
except as a human being with other human beings acts and interacts, nor was it
research in the conventional sense, for I had no ‘problem,” no ‘research design.’ I
was trying to find out what an anthropologist could learn and say that would
contribute to planning in that situation” (Peattie 1968). “What I found in Guayana
was passion, intention, and struggle,” she observed in Planning: Rethinking Ciudad
Guayana. “The world became politicized for me. Writing became discussion and
argument. The anthropology of description would never satisfy me again” (Peattie
1987).

Looking at the Joint Center’s track record more broadly, Rodwin pithily
observed that its research style was shaped by “three lofty aims, two nasty con-
straints, one extraordinary opportunity, and one or perhaps two twinges of con-
science” (Rodwin 1967, p. 1). It aimed at increasing basic knowledge of cities and
regions, building bridges between research and policy at all levels, and enriching
teaching programs at MIT and Harvard, but was constrained by shortages of money
and staff. It embraced the contract research opportunity to develop a new industrial
city in southern Venezuela, while still focusing the bulk of effort on Boston and the
United States. The Joint Center’s researchers struggled over their relationship with
the people they studied. As Rodwin observed, there was difficulty in identifying
community goals and “there is also the problem that the benefits go to one group
while the costs fall on another and there is as yet no adequate analytical basis for
making interpersonal and intergroup comparisons” (Rodwin 1967, p. 14). In the
end, Rodwin himself admitted to significant shortcomings: “The Joint Center has
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been much more successful in testing, ventilating, and to a lesser extent generating
ideas and serving the educational mission of its two institutions than in solving
problems for action agencies; and as for solving problems, it has been more suc-
cessful far away than close to home” (Rodwin 1967, p. 21-22).

Another MIT faculty member, Kevin Lynch, focused most of his own attention
on problems in the United States, launching a research trajectory that continues to
influence scholarship and practice in the domain of urban design. Most of Lynch’s
ideas about city form were already percolating during his first years as an assistant
professor. As early as 1951, he urged that MIT’s department creates a new “Center
for Urban Research” focused on the “basic question” that would mark his life-long
passion: “What should be the physical form of the metropolitan region in the
future?” Lynch knew it was an unwieldy and normative question that could not be
“answered directly by research.” Nonetheless, he argued “it could be used as a basic
direction” and as a means for assessing whether research projects held any “sig-
nificance”. Thirty years later, Lynch wrote A Theory of Good City Form (1981). As
a Boston Globe memorial editorial put it, “Lynch’s work was pioneering because,
unlike more imperious city planners, he consulted people first and plans second”
(Boston Globe 1984).

After his retirement, Lynch worried that his Environmental Design program
might fade away, but it did not. Even as many other American planning schools
abandoned their commitment to physical planning and design, the MIT department
instead redoubled its efforts. By the 1990s, as student interest and professional
practice re-embraced urban design as an important dimension of planning, the
department was well situated. Renamed the Joint Program in City Design &
Development (CDD) in the late 1990s, in recent years it has consistently attracted
about 40% of the applications to the MCP program. For more than three decades
following Lynch’s death in 1984, the department’s CDD faculty have conducted
urban design studios, workshops, and practica in the U.S. and around the world;
explored issues of land-use and community growth; fostered connections among
city design, public policy, and preservation; questioned the use and misuse of
design standards; articulated the design politics of contested urban spaces;
explained the vital role of urban natural systems; transformed landscapes of waste;
identified the options for shrinking cities; and clarified the links between trans-
portation and environmental performance.

Planning, the Revolution

Despite some continuity in the emphasis on physical planning, however, the
post-1970 version of the department is largely unrecognizable to those who knew it
before that time. By 1968, Jack Howard was forced to acknowledge in his annual
report “the changing nature of the city planning field.” At MIT, he observed
“Physical environmental change remains a strong element, but [is] now balanced by
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an equally strong thrust to plan and accomplish social change directly, as well as—
and in concert with—socially valuable economic and physical change.”

Dean Lawrence B. Anderson captured the sentiment of the day: “Since old-style
professionalism has too often addressed the wrong problems, students and faculty
alike are becoming suspicious of the merits of theoretical exercises that lead to
‘correct’ solutions on paper, especially when they presume to deal not just with
physical phenomena but with the welfare of human beings.” Planning schools like
MIT attracted students because they viewed it as a means to address the “urban
crisis”. Many of them, Anderson observed, “are now less likely to ask how a plan is
to be implemented, and more likely to inquire about who wants to do it and why,
and whether it is worth doing” (Anderson in Nutt 1974, p. 12).

In such a changing intellectual climate, in 1967, students demanded, and faculty
agreed, to make studio classes optional, and the Department abolished the last
vestiges of a core curriculum in 1968. Howard viewed this “student revolt” as “an
exceedingly well-mannered and good-humored confrontation,” one that gained the
“full support of both older and younger faculty.” That said, as stated in his annual
report he clearly understood that “the students earned the credit for initiating the
timely reform.” Four students wrote to complain: “To avoid misleading its students,
the Department has largely ceased to lead them at all. While the elimination of core
curriculum allowed students to be much more flexible in pursuit of a wider range of
interests, it also reduced dialogue on basic issues in and out of planning: in the
absence of required or comprehensive subjects, students choose courses that con-
firm their existing substantive or ideological biases” (Nutt 1974, p. 17). Despite the
flux of the curriculum, interest in the Department reached an all-time high in 1968,
with ten applicants for every space in the MCP program.

If the operative metaphor was to be the “academic supermarket,” the challenge
for faculty was to sort out how to stack the items and name the aisles. The
department grew and diversified in multiple ways: in the disciplinary range of its
faculty, in the nature of its curriculum, and in the backgrounds of its students (see
Fig. 1). Between 1968 and 1973, the Department made faculty appointments in
urban sociology, environmental design, quantitative methods for urban analysis,
urban anthropology, operations research, urban law, health planning, urban man-
agement, transportation, regional economics, social intervention, communications,
urban politics, urban economics, and wurban history. In 1968-1969, the
Department’s MCP program enrolled only two minority students, and none enrolled
in the doctoral program. Four years later the situation had markedly changed: the
MCP program had 23 minority students—46% of the program’s domestic enroll-
ment—and four additional minority students were registered in the doctoral pro-
gram. In 1974, the Department could claim that 1/3 of all minority students enrolled
at MIT were registered in the planning department. The department increased its
efforts to recruit students to work “with and for hitherto underrepresented con-
stituencies,” a policy that also included non-minority students committed to “di-
versifying the impact of planning and planners” (Anderson, in an unpublished
report in the files of William L. Porter 1974).
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CHANGING CONCEFPTS of
PROFE SSIONAL EPUCATION
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Fig. 1 Changing concepts of professional education, from the 1930s to the 1970s. Drawing by
former MIT Dean Lawrence B. Anderson, from an unpublished report contained in the files of
William L. Porter, MIT Institute Archives and Special Collections

Starting in the mid-1960s several current and future MIT faculty members
embraced activist challenges. In 1968, Tunney Lee, soon to join the MIT faculty,
served as a key designer for Resurrection City, the large squatter encampment on
the Washington Mall, constructed parallel and adjacent to the Lincoln Memorial’s
reflecting pool as part of the Poor People’s Campaign for Jobs and Freedom. Mel
King and others in the department played central roles in the 20-year urban drama
known as Tent City, a struggle over the future of prime land in Boston’s South End,
adjacent to what is now the Copley Place complex. Progressive MIT faculty,
including Lisa Peattie and Robert Goodman, took the lead in forming Urban
Planning Aid played key roles in stopping the proposed Inner Belt highway from
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destroying Cambridge and Somerville neighborhoods. During the 1960s and early
1970s, John F. C. Turner pioneered ways to deliver vital infrastructure needs to
low-income urban dwellers in developing countries through provision of “sites and
services” schemes that encouraged self-help housing.

In 1970, the Department launched the Community Fellows Program, intended to
help minority leaders cope with problems of social and economic development
within their communities. Fellows came from community development corpora-
tions, tenant action groups, private organizations with action and development
components, state legislative bodies, community health agencies, media organiza-
tions, and academic institutions. The Department also took concerted steps to
increase the enrollment of underrepresented minority students in the program, aided
by substantial funding from the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD). Beginning in 1971, HUD supported 2-year fellowships for
ten students each year. Each participant in this Minority Intern Program worked
12 hours per week at a variety of government and community-based agencies, and
took part in a special weekly seminar called ‘“Planned Change and Implementation.”
The spirit of the Community Fellows Program, led by Adjunct Professor Mel King
from 1977 until his retirement in 1996, has continued. Ceasar McDowell, as
Professor of the Practice of Community Development, created the Center for
Reflective Community Practice (CRCP), dedicated to empowering communities by
helping them to “know what they know” and this has evolved into the Community
Innovators Lab (CoLab), under the direction of Dayna Cunningham.

As planning education at MIT continued to seek new ways to engage more fully
with communities, the department hired Donald Schon, a philosopher and theorist
of practice. Schon found it very difficult to understand the process of planning:
“After some four years of experiments with a variety of kinds of efforts to help
students involved in field work,” he wrote in a 1972 memo to the dean, “it is by no
means clear to me what they learn through that experience. They may be learning:
—that it is ‘hard out there’—that ‘I am incompetent’—that people out there are ‘out
to get me.” Often the real world involvement simply overwhelms the student with
more information than he can handle. In this respect, I have come to feel that reality
is over-rated!” Undaunted, Schon, in a memorandum to Dean William Porter,
started asking tough questions that have remained central to professional education:
“What are the conditions for being able to learn from experience? What permits the
ability to function when you cannot ‘know’ in the situation by rigorous standards of
knowledge?” First articulated in this way in 1972, these ideas coalesced into
notions of “reflection-in-action,” articulated in his landmark book, The Reflective
Practitioner (Schon 1983).

As department head from 1970-1974, Lloyd Rodwin helped orchestrate a rev-
olutionary growth of the Department’s size and mission. In 1969, the Department of
City and Regional Planning (DCRP) had formally become the Department of Urban
Studies and Planning (DUSP). The name change, like everything else in the era,
reflected a newfound and expanding desire to tackle the problems of the city in as
many disciplinary and interdisciplinary dimensions as possible. “Planning” alone
no longer seemed up to the task, especially if the bad planning decisions of the past
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and present could be seen as part of the problem. In the Department’s reinvented
form, DUSP graduates did not want to staff the existing planning profession; once
again, they wished to change it.

After the Revolution: Global and Local Engagement

After the Rodwin revolution, however, the Department experienced significant
growth pains and identity problems. By 1974, DUSP faced “a serious financial
bind,” saddled with many appointments that had been supported by the “soft”
money of contract research and “special” funds that were no longer available. With
about 20 junior faculty on tenure track from all manner of fields, department head
Langley Keyes and Lawrence Susskind lamented in a memorandum to Dean Bill
Porter that the Department’s “phenomenal growth” had nonetheless failed to “create
a clear and viable image for itself within MIT.” By the late 1970s continued cuts in
outside funding coupled with rising tuition costs and declining job prospects for
graduates, especially in the public sector, caused a reduction in enrollment and
hampered research efforts. DUSP responded by encouraging faculty to devote more
time to sponsored research and initiated new contacts with the private sector. In
1983, as one outgrowth of this, MIT established the Center for Real Estate
Development—the first one to be hosted by a school of architecture and planning,
rather than by a business school. In 2015, DUSP and the real estate center jointly
launched the Samuel Tak Lee Real Estate Entrepreneurship Laboratory, funded by a
remarkable $118 million gift. In many other ways, however, the department’s
faculty reaffirmed the long-standing public sector mission of the department, while
also emphasizing the power of new kinds of partnerships.

Since the 1970s, the department has retained strengths and focused in some
fields such as urban design and housing, while also devoting enhanced attention to
issues of environmental planning and policy, economic development (including
planning for developing countries), and the possibilities for new kinds of responsive
technologies to support planning.

The commitment to environmental policy and planning in the department is
deeply rooted in earlier traditions of both environmental design and public policy.
Since the 1970s, led by Lawrence Susskind, the department has helped planners to
develop new ways to address intractable environmental problems, focusing on
methods of alternative dispute resolution linked to the MIT-Harvard Public
Disputes Program and to a highly influential not-for-profit organization, the
Consensus Building Institute (CBI). Other environmental research and practice
activities have ranged broadly and globally: brownfields reclamation, international
environmental treaty negotiation, ecosystem management, societal elements of
environmental governance, the linkages between sound environmental science and
better public policy, the role of natural systems in urban areas, the challenges of
climate change adaptation and energy efficiency, initiatives to assess the sustain-
ability and resilience of cities, and the simulation of environmental futures.
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Building on faculty work from the 1950s and 1960s, the MIT planning department
has continually expanded its commitment to international development scholarship
and practice. From the early work of Adams, Howard, and Greeley in India and
Bangkok, through the ambitious multi-dimensional adventure of planning Venezuela’s
Ciudad Guayana, the Department has sought global outreach and influence. From the
early work of John Friedmann (who began his long career with a short stint as an MIT
faculty member during the 1960s) to the subsequent scholarship of Alice Amsden on
East Asia and Judith Tendler on Brazil, the department addressed the world’s
development challenges. In 1967, Lloyd Rodwin launched the Special Program for
Urban and Regional Studies of Developing Areas (SPURS), w