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1 INTRODUCTION

Spatial planning in nation states is significanthfluenced by globalisation processes. In particula
Europeanisation leads to various assimilationstiacgires and politics, also affecting planningteyss.
Against the backdrop of international cooperatibiaying knowledge of numerous planning systems
becomes essential for planners nowadays. But daéfevent languages and traditions, not only plagn
structures also interpretations and ideals varyrgmations, often leading to misunderstandingsisswuks.

In order to adequately adapt to intercultural avaes in planning, planning methods and proceskes o
various countries need to be analysed throughetiigek of planning cultures. As this concept igtzeranew
topic in planning theory, not much methodoligicakearch on thre analysis of planning cultures £xist
Therefore, an analytical framework for the analydignational) planning cultures, based on theurided
planning model (Knieling and Othengrafen, 2009)!viié discussed. By evolving and applying that
approach, so far existing difficulties of comparatresearch methods of planning systems and peaat&n

be compensated and generally advanced. Therewithing underlying knowledge of planning is compglile
contributing to ensure sustainable developmenttigscand regions.

To sum up, this paper sheds some light on the iyidgrtheoretical facade behind everyday planning
pursuing to better deal with spatial developmentesses of cities and regions.

The structure of the paper is as follows. At thgibweing, comparative research methods in genefabwi
described (chapter 2), followed by a descriptiorplainning cultures including its definition and tetaf
research (chapter 3). In chapter 4 an analytiGahéwork for the analysis of planning cultures viod
discussed, whereas final conclusions will be drawchapter 5.

2 COMPARATIVE RESEARCH METHODS

When it comes to international planning aspectsssborder comparisons become essential. In ooder t
adequately analyse these comparisons in a strdctanel comparable manner, adequate methods of
investigation are required. But the hitherto uralesh research generally neither is much nor very
comparative (Kantor and Savitch, 2005). Althoudhidies are often labelled as comparative resednch,
reality, they “usually turn out to be a compendiafrmonographs, rather than tightly integrated, esysttic
comparisons” (Kantor and Savitch, 2005, 135). Thianderstandable against the backdrop that todmd
adequate approach to comparative studies is clgaligras there are numerous obstacles to face.

2.1 Obstacles of comparative research

Booth gets to the heart of comparative researchitanplitfalls by stating “comparative study, fol @b
charm, is something of a minefield” (2011, 26).Whis statement is dead on the target is describe¢hei
following. There are several obstacles to systamedmparative research, whereas lack of comparative
structures and frameworks in different case stublmiag most important. Regardless whether if ta\stu
different concepts, cities, regions or even natighe structural and administrative structures émegal
differ, making systematic and comparative invesimyes a rather difficult and ambitious endeavour.

According to Kantor and Savitch (2005), these alietacan be divided into theoretical and methodobdg
problems. Theoretical obstacles comprise the agpatttheories do not embrace all administratiwesle
within and among different nations making replica more problematic. Besides this, also methoazdbg
obstacles are to be found hampering proper compeanasearch. In general, data and sources anenmgpie
and hence, often cannot be surmounted coming frarows jurisdictions. Additionally, conceptual teol
need to be provided being able to adress the saoidem in different contexts and places. But thesimo
crucial obstacle is the fact that comparative madihagy has to deal with different national aspeantsl
therewith also different cultural settings. Hencemparative research has to take into accountrdifte
contextual meanings, strongly influencing planngrgcesses and results. The variations in contextiae
to various geographic and demographic patternisistdutional and administrative systems and tadnisal
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and cultural settings. Therefore, comparative meteaakes a systematic research framework essential
which, nevertheless, needs to be flexible, as resgend cultures are not static, but dynamic andraee
continous flux.

2.2 Systematic comparative research

Systematic comparative research is understoodsaanmeh implying that “(1) an explicit framework sifa
govern the analysis, providing testable and dedectpropositions for comparative examination; (2)
comparisons should be made through the use of conmeategories, concepts or variable that can be
measured; and (3) comparisons should steadilymaughout the work” (Kantor and Savitch, 2005, 136)

Having the already mentioned diversity of culturesnind, in particular problems of context are aggito
deal with. Consequently, a systematic and adequoaiparative framework should be able to addres®esss
that draw useful and, in particular, general cosioiis. Therefore, a requirement is that the issize®
similar meanings not only within one, but a broadety of different contexts.

Differences can be managed in various ways. Wlatétions of use can be solved by specifying itstext
and structures, other difficulties persist. Hergividual circumstances and relational patternshiwita
particular case study subsist and vary among éiftestudies and cultures. These circumstances tdonho
include visible aspects, such as administrativepalitical systems, but also underlying aspects sagh
traditions, norms and language. As this matteraof fs the essence of the concept of planning radiuit
can be seen as a step forward to a more systecaoatigarative research.

3 PLANNING CULTURES

The so-called concept of planning cultures takesaccount that spatial planning and spatial dgyrakmt at
different administrative levels (national, regign#bcal) are interlinked and influenced by partaul
characteristics, such as political structuresslagion and traditional values. These rather caltissues and
their influence within planning have so far not quigtely been taken into account within researcimi®hg

cultures admit that planning systems are charaetérnot only by their organisational and institoéb
structures, but also and in particular, by so-cadleltural aspects. Hence, institutions, histoogia values
and traditions play a crucial role in everyday’agtdice of spatial planning. (Knieling and Othengraf2009)

In literature, there is disagreement about whetkthe term planning culture as such was intreduirst.
According to Friedmann, it was in 1993 when Europpkanners tried to analyse the planning cultufes o
Switzerland, Germany, France and ltalyl (Friedma005). From this starting point on, different sasdon
the topic have internationally been undertaken, regmathers initiated by Sanyal (2005). But althoaglot

of research has been done and is still done, difaritions of what the authors consider as plagmulture
differ a lot (Friedmann, 2005; Frst, 2009).

As the term planning culture is rather controveyske choice of words needs to be critically araty and
questioned if the labelling is appropriate. Bothrie planning and culture as such are already diffito
define due to their complex and rather abstractaciter. This makes it difficult to specify and og@wnalise
the multifaceted concept to an operational levelpi@ctical application. Selle agrees on this aaitk ¢he
phenomenon of combining the two fuzzy terms plagrand culture within one concept as “Unscharfe2
(fuzziness2). According to him, the wording plarqitulture is not appropriate for the scientificadisrse
(Selle, 2007). Furst shares this point of view prining culture is not a scientific term; it isher ill
defined, addresses a diffuse research are and i3onad to a specific body of theories” (Furst, 2023).
On the contrary, other experts argue for the intatidn of culture into the scientific context, fmstance
Young, when referring to its approach of cultumatiien. He justifies “the use of the new term
[culturalisation] as a concept that has good p@kmd ground the implications of the cultural tufor
professional and popular usage” (2008, 9).

From the author’'s point of view, the use of thertgrlanning culture is justified and not such akyis
activity” (Furst, 2009, 24). The introduction oflture into the planning discourse allows a mordesystic
discussion about planning processes and practithsregard to different cultural contexts. Moreqvtre
term could contribute to a higher expansion andi@@nce of culture and cultural values within qohéng

! For further information see Keller et al. (1993).
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processes. Although many fields and professionglynmedia and development planning, have recoghise
the significance of culture, planning still negkectiltural values (Young, 2008).

3.1 Definition of planning culture

One might argue that there is no need to analyereit planning cultures because planning is srmpl
planning independently from the executing counitnyconsequence, planning practice is often perdeige
be more or less the same, regardless where andvitoom it is practiced. Due to its own professional
habitus, it seems to be devoid of any social, igalitor cultural context. This might be true fohet more
technical professions like civil and mechanicalieagring, but not for planning, as this is moreljkto be

a political profession instead (Friedmann, 2008jernational investigations reflected that majdfedences
exist in the ways that planning is institutionatisearried out and how it is conceived. Independérihe
growing global cooperation and communication, ptasnin Germany think, talk and act different from
planners in China, Australia or Mexico (Sanyal, 0070 put it simple, “our cultures are affectedt bot
determined by, where we come from and what we doaftiving” (Davoudi, 2007, 34). Consequently,
planning systems are shaped and influenced viaussivays. A major influence is the institutionahtaxt

of planning that varies widely among nations dudlifferences in history, attitudes and values, and
political and legal tradition. Also the interpratat of planning tasks and governance structureferdif
(Knieling, 2007). However, planning systems areomdy shaped by institutional aspects, but arelypafso
an expression of fundamental values in a socidbte® to the rights of citizens, the use of landthe
legitimate scope of the government (Nadin and S$St2a@8). Hence, planning and planning processasotan
be understood independently from their culturalterts. This finding was already well reflected lydies

in the Arab and Islamic world, deductiving that gvéuilt environment consists of distinctive feasr
among others relating to social and cultural patarsgAl-Hokail, 2004).

Before defining the term planning culture, the temture as such needs to be clarified as it ibtlsuand
complex in nature” (Young, 2008, 5). As the essgmbre of culture the aspects: traditions, ide@s@nd
values are identified (Othengrafen, 2010). Theee raany different definitions given on culture, e
following is mostly in line with the previous meotied ideas: Culture is the world conception and the
values, moral norms and actual behaviour — and rtieerial, immaterial and symbols results thereof —
which people (...) take over from a preceding ‘generé(...) and which in one way or another make them
different from people belonging to other cultutdSullestrup, 2006, 57)

By bringing now together “the parallel universesptdnning and culture” (Young, 2008, 6), the valoés
culture and planning could contribute to a deepeteustanding of planning processes. Furthermoee, th
concept of planning cultures brings together thectfmlevel (experiences of planners) and the méevel
(institutional and social context)” (Othengrafef19, 88).

One of the first theoretical approaches to systemigt combine planning and its cultural and sociahtext
was developed by Friedmann already in 1967 (Otlageagr 2010). In his conceptual model for the anglys
of planning behaviour he emphasises the importariceontexts in which or through which planning
decisions are taken (Friedmann, 1967).

Friedmann defines planning culture as:

“The ways, both formal and informal, that spatiarmling in a given multi-national region, country city
is conceived, institutionalized, and enact€@005, 184)

The definition implies that planning primarily iset responsibility of the state although other actufrthe
society contribute to planning processes. Therefdemning is deeply embedded in the political sysand
in the culture of a nation being historically grolea.

According to Sanyal, planning culture comprises:

“The collective ethos and dominant attitudes of s regarding the appropriate role of the stat@yket
forces, and civil society in influencing social canes’. (2005, xxi)

This definition also points out the role of thetstaut mainly emphasises the impact of attitudeslariners
themselves. According to Sanyal, the planners’ tstdedings of the legal and administrative framéwwor
are essential for influencing planning culture. 8bpes that comparative analyses of planning astuwiill
generate “thick descriptions” (Sanyal, 2005, xxi) glanning processes in different countries. The

ProceedingREAL CORP 2011 Tagungshand ISBN:  978-3-9503110-0-6 (CD-ROM); ISBN: 978-3-9508%1-3 (Print) E
18-20 May 2011, Essen. http://www.corp.at Editors: Manfred SCHRENK, Vasily V. POPOVICH, Peter ZEILE



International Knowledge Transfer - Analysis of Rlany Cultures

descriptions might demonstrate whether there ame caltural traits, or according to Ricoeure, thaltural
nucleus” (ibid.) differentiating planning procesaeslifferent countries.

Knieling and Othengrafen define planning cultureadsroad field involving numerous fields, purposesl
research approaches of planning:

“Planning culture might be understood as the wawlnich a society possesses institutionalised or esthar
planning practices. It refers to the interpretatioh planning tasks, the way of recognising and adsing
problems, the handling and use of certain rulescpdures and instruments, or ways and methodsldicpu
participation. It emerges as the result of the awalated attitudes, values, rules, standards andefsel
shared by the group of people involved. This inefuibrmal aspects (traditions, habits and custaassyell
as formal aspects (constitutional and legal framegu® (2009, 43)

This definition combines the previously mentionedimitions from Friedmann and Sanyal by adding new
aspects to it. Besides the importance of statejuleged institutions and other formal aspects, attitudes
and interpretations of planners’ themselves aratified as being important. The definition is in &
broadened as that underlying aspects such as ahliahits and customs are considered as well.nAdlll;
these different definitions reflect the respectieigeist that can be traced back to meta theofiptanning
theory (Pallagst, 2007), as illustrated in thedwing table.

Researchers Definition of planning culture Allocaton within planning theory
Action-oriented planning

(= rational planning)

Collaborative planning

(= communicative planning)
Postmodern planning

(= idealistic planning, also including
uncertain aspects, such as the role of
power, cultural influences etc.)
Table 1: Different interpretations of planning cuét and their allocation within planning theory

Friedmann (1967) Mainly formal aspects, role of state

Sanyal (2005) Attitudes of planners

Formal aspects of the state
Attitudes of planners
National characteristics (values, etc.)

Knieling and Othengrafen
(2009)

But as planning systems are not only influencedebgiogenous aspects but also shaped by exogenous
factors, culture is not an independent variablstdad, it reacts and adapts to changes both wéthéh
outside the nation-states (Sanyal, 2005). Duedsédlexogenous factors, political and planning systare
influenced by various factors resulting in ongoiclganges over time. In particular, globalisation and
Europeanisation processes have brought major changastitutional structures and processes ofrpan
The adaptations also influenced the scope of isttére planning and the way of governing (Friedmann,
2005). This aspect illustrates a specific featureutture, its dynamic. Hence, cultures are noedidgiven

but evolve “as we make and re-make them throughefforts to make sense of ourselves and the world
around us” (Healey, 1997). In consequence, a mehtdeal definition of planning cultures is impdssito
give. Instead, an adequate definition needs t@tier loose and flexible, being able to adapt enges and

to accommodate inconsistencies, both being veryghie to exist.

Besides the vagueness of planning cultures, Hdal#lyer argues that “the language of the moderimgder
relegated culture to a sector of social life, ratifian recognising the cultural embedding of atiablife”
(1997, 65). But some researchers recognised theiraulembedding of planning as described in the
following chapter.

3.2 Current state of research

The role of culture in planning has been analysedifferent studies during the last years. But aticg to
Othengrafen (2010), in the field of comparativenpiag studies no real systematic conceptual framewo
exists. Young supports this statement but states #fthough successful approaches exist, they are
“geographically scattered and exist mainly in thierf of ad hoc or piecemeal innovations” (2008,Fa)rst
even labels planning culture as “the neglected dgioa in international comparative studies on piagn
systems” (2009, 27). But although there is a need desire to compare planning cultures more
systematically, recent research illustrated thatffticus of interest lies more on single fragmeffith® whole
concept of planning culture. Whereas Newman andrniliép (1996) and the EU compendium (CEC, 1997)
focus on structures of planning systems, otherarebers analyse the perception of planning (Kelteal.,
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1993; Sanyal, 2005) (Knieling and Othengrafen, 200%is observation is not surprising against the
backdrop that comparative research in general diageél with numerous problems and challenges (see
chapter 2.1).

Hence, research on planning cultures is still endgffering and this at different scales. At gloleakel, Sanyal
(2005) initiated a series of case studies in a raundb advanced developing countries and industedli
countries. Additionally, Pallagst (2010) analysksping cultures in the context of shrinking citieghe US
and Europe. At European level, one of the first garative studies on spatial planning in Europe #a@we

by Keller et al. (1993), who undertook a journetpithe planning cultures of Germany, Switzerlanénge
and Italy. A few years later, in 1997, the EU miliéid the analysis and comparison of planning temnus
planning systems of their member countries (CE®@719This research aimed at a better understanding
among the member states and contributed to thelapeuwent of the ESDP. Another field of interest
regarding planning cultures is their influence oomeration in INTERREG Il projects. Between 200l a
2007, the European project CULTPLAN explored thaspects in order to improve the management and
implementation of transnational projects (Cultpl&Q07). As part of CULTPLAN, an international
symposium on the topic “Planning Cultures in EurepExploring Cultural Differences as Resources and
Restrictions for Interregional Cooperation” was amged in June 2007 in order to analyse cultural
influences on planning processes and practiceshdnfield of national comparisons, in Europe a dbt
research is done on the particular planning cutuwfeEngland and the Netherlands (see Friedmar0g;20
Faludi, 2005; Nadin and Stead, 2008). In Germahg, Research Institute for Regional and Urban
Development (ILS) started a series of workshopplanning cultures in autumn 2004. The focus of(gtid
ongoing) research lies on an empirical researchoapgp in order to compare different planning cegur
Besides, the Academy for Spatial Research and Rigr{(ARL) established the European working group
“Comparative Spatial Planning Research” focusingtioen comparison of planning systems and planning
cultures at European level. A more theoreticaleibn of planning cultures took place from 2002688,
when Selle and Danielzyk conducted an online-suamagng planning professionals. The aim was tofglari
and better understand what is meant by planningreuand to figure out which issues would be ofipalar
interest being analysed in the context of planeinigures (PND, 2007).

To sum up, a lot of studies already exists dealuiitp communication and interactions within planning
processes at transnational and national leveltliBit comparison with each other is rather difficdlie to
different reasons. The studies have been condutetifferent times, so that the contexts vary dyeat
Moreover, different contexts have been taken iotmant within the studies. Also the range of methosed

for international comparison differs. While Kellet al. and Sanyal made use of expert discourses as
dominant methods for the comparison; Friedmann dbe method of participating observations anceaxp
experiences. In contrast to this, the EU project TRLAN applied case studies (Frst, 2010).

These findings illustrate that there is not onlyaek of international comparisons but also a latkao
systematic framework to conduct analyses of plapuinitures. Therefore, the following chapter deweith
the development of an analytical framework to aselylanning cultures.

4 ANALYSIS OF PLANNING CULTURES

Although different research on planning cultures hiteady been done and is still ongoing, a systema
conceptual framework does not yet exist in thalfigl comparative planning studies (Othengrafen,0201
Instead, the existing approaches mostly focus amdb governance structures and on legal and
administrative patterns in order to explain diffezes between planning systems. Due to the factieégat
style provides the basis framework for the opegaptanning system, formal structural settings adeed
important. But there is a risk to overemphasisanthas planning reality is mostly characterised 3y i
operational practice (Nadin and Stead, 2008).

Different approaches regarding the analysis ofrplansystems exist (see inter alia Newmann andrilagpy
1996; CEC, 1997, Larsson, 2006) but rather seldomeerning planning cultures. As discussed in chiafite
and 3, the terms culture and planning culture atker abstract making it difficult to clearly dedimnd
analyse planning cultures. However, the culturiglatining model from Knieling and Othengrafen (20i39)
identified as relevant for a systematic discussibthe influence of planning cultures. In contrisprevious
analyses, such as the EU Compendium of SpatiahPigudystems and Policies (CEC, 1997), the cukdris
planning model does not only deal with administtnd institutional structures within planningstead, it

ProceedingREAL CORP 2011 Tagungshand ISBN:  978-3-9503110-0-6 (CD-ROM); ISBN: 978-3-9508%1-3 (Print) m
18-20 May 2011, Essen. http://www.corp.at Editors: Manfred SCHRENK, Vasily V. POPOVICH, Peter ZEILE



International Knowledge Transfer - Analysis of Rlany Cultures

specifically focuses on the impact of culture orlydplanning processes and practices. Consequeittly,
offers various inspirations and can be seen asleguate element for more systematic comparativeares
methods.

4.1 Discussion of an existing model

The culturised planning model deals with the impHatulture on spatial planning practices. The @rto
decode cultural impacts of spatial planning” (Otjrafien, 2010, 90). The model is based on Schein’s
understanding of culture implying that cultures ‘greenoma that are below the surface” (Schein, 28p4
According to him, culture is a product of: (1) W& artefacts; (2) espoused beliefs, values, rale$
behavioural norms; and (3) tacit, taken-for-grantesic underlying assumptions (ibid.).

Corresponding to this understanding of culture ciieurised planning model consists of three din@rsas
illustrated in the following figure.

Societal environment

Planning environment

Planning artefacts

Fig. 1: The three dimensions of the culturised piag model. Source: Author’s own design based oiglitry and Othengrafen,
2009, 57

The dimensions are (1) planning artefacts, (2) mtanenvironment, and (3) societal environment agrat
a systematic analysis of the cultural context withianning. All dimensions are interrelated witltleather
and have different influences on planning cultdree greatest influence has the societal environnment
which the other two dimensions are embedded.

A more detailed and descriptive overview on theditire and understanding of the model is giverhe t
following figure.

Societal
environment

Visible planning products,
structures and processes

Planning environment

q‘l Shared assumptions, values
. etc. taken-for-granted by the
‘ / planning profession

Planning
artefacts

Fig. 2: The culturised planning model. Source: Authown design based on Knieling and Othengra2€09, 57

It illustrates the different weightings of the tardimensions. The core of the model is supposdit tthe
simplest part of the analysis as the dimensionrphgnartefacts deals with easily recognisable &@spsach
as formal instruments, institutions and decisiorkimg structures. In contrast to this, the other two
dimensions illustrate more invisible parts of plismgnculture which are hard to identify and analyBeey
deal with assumptions, traditions, values and Uity perceptions. While the dimension planning
environment focuses on values and assumptionsar@dar planning, the dimension societal environtnen
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deals with perceptions and beliefs from the sodietgeneral. These two dimensions are difficult&tect
but have a significant influence on planning.

How these three dimensions have been specified are ndetail (see figure 3). By looking at these
specifications, it becomes obvious that the cudediplanning model was inspired by previous appresito
analyse planning systems. Especially with regardthi® dimensions planning artefacts and planning
environment, parallels to the EU compendium andritgria are noticeable (CEC, 1997).

Planning artefacts Planning environment Societal environment

* Urban design and *Planning semiotics and *Self-conception of planning;
structures; semantics; *People’s respect for and

# Urban plans; e Instruments and acceptance of plans;

* Urban and regional procedures; *Significance of planning:
development strategies; = Content of planning; social justice, social

* Statistical data; *» Objectives and principles efficiency, or moral

* Planning institutions; planning is aiming at; respansibility;

* Consideration of nature;

* Planning law; = Traditions and history of X ) X

* Communication and sScope and range of spatial . Eoncepts of justice: .
parhclnpat.'lon; plannlﬁg, egalitarianism; utiliarianism

* Planning instruments and *Formalised layers of norms il
procedures; etc. and rules; 2

» Fundamental philosophy of

# Political, administrative, life: etc

economic, and
organisational structures;

etc.

Fig. 3: Specification of the three dimensions & tlulturised planning model. Source: Author’s owesign based on Othengrafen,
2010, 93

Here first criticism at the culturised planning rebevolves. As the EU compendium deals with specifi
planning structures, similar criteria are expediede solely grouped to the dimension planningfacts
which is supposed to deal with visible planningustiures and processes. Instead, also the dimension
planning environment, defined to deal with rathensible assumptions, implies structural critesach as

the political and administrative structures.

Hence, from the author’s point of view, the assigntmof criteria to the three dimensions is notcHiri
consistent. Another example is the allocation ef idther fuzzy and invisible criteria “communicatiand
“decision-making processes” to the dimension plagirtefacts. Additionally, the borders betweenttiiee
dimensions are not clear but overlapping, as saiteria are grouped to different dimensions. Anregke

is the criterion “instruments and procedures” bedallpcated to the dimensions planning artefacts and
planning environment. Due to the fact that no dedins or further explanations to these aspectgen, it
remains unclear which instruments and proceduresi ne be grouped to which dimension, as both
dimensions deal with planning aspects. Insteadjntegpretation of the model is up to the readed @
consequence, differs from person to person. Adtilig, the purpose of the culturised planning mosdas

to provide a first theoretical basis and concepigahework for the study of planning cultures (Kimg and
Othengrafen, 2009). Therefore, the concept canadden as a thorough model for the analysis ansl doe
consequently not allow systematic comparative aesly

To sum up, the culturised planning model is a bapgroach aiming to analyse planning cultures. igino
its division into different dimensions, it offeread ideas for a more structured and comparativlysinaf
planning cultures. But due to rather critical aspein particular regarding its vagueness and isisbence,
this model can also be seen as a starting poinarioenhanced analytical framework for the analgsis
planning cultures.

4.2 Enhanced analytical framework for the analysis of fanning cultures

In order to develop a more suitable analytical fearork for the analysis of planning cultures, théobs
mentioned culturised planning model is taken intooant as a conceptual framework, complemented with
the theory of structuration (Giddens, 1984). Théotang analytical framework deals with the anatysif
planning cultures at national level but can be igpptio other studies at different administrativeels.

In general, the author agrees on the distinctioplafhning cultures into three dimensions, wheréas t
focus and labelling need to be changed. Thereneed for one overall dimension dealing with ratpeneral
aspects of a country, while the other two dimersimeus on the planning system in more detail. Despe
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fact that the author principally agrees with theeipretation of the dimension societal environment,
particularly the two dimensions planning artefaatsl planning environment and their relation to eattler
need to be adjusted. Based on these aspects whatmeture and labellings are introduced in tHoang.

The dimension social environment will be changet ia more general dimension in order to stress the
importance of external framework conditions of iy in a particular country. Contrary to the ctikad
planning model, no aspects dealing in particulahwlanning, such as the self-conception of plagyimill

be considered. Instead, the focus of interesbliesxternal conditions beyond any specific planraagects,
such as geographical conditions. In contrast ts, tthe dimensions planning artefacts and planning
environment need to be restructured in order taterelear borders between them. Inspiration comms f
the definition of planning culture as a mixture fofmal and informal aspects. Hence, besides formal
structures, also individual interpretations anduates of planners have to be considered.

Here, the “theory of structuration” from the Britisociologist Anthony Giddens comes into play hedptio
set out a clear structure for the analytical framewThe theory was developed in 1984 and deals thi¢
relation between institutionalised structures amtkpendant individual choices, the so-called “stmecor
agency” discussion. Agency refers to the individttadices of individuals while structure standsriorms,
both in material (institutions) and in cultural wgustoms, traditions, ideologies) influencing theividual
choices and opportunities. Giddens (1984) clainst #ocial life consists of more than only random
individual choices because they are also influertmgdtructural forces. Hence, structure and agemey
interrelated. But not only structures influenceiwdbal behaviour, also individuals influence argroduce
social structures, for instance by ignoring esghigd traditions or by changing the ways of doinggs All

in all, Giddens does not see structure as a givaxternal form, as it only gives form and shapasdoial
life without being a form as such. According to higtructure evolves only through activities of huma
agents. The theory stresses the importance of sactoe to two reasons. They are on the one hand
interpreting and implementing structural conditi@msl on the other hand, they influence other actdrat

in turn could transform the given structures io@g run.

Being inspired by this dualism of structure, theesttwo dimensions of the analytical framework vad
labelled planning structure (Giddens: structuredl atanning practice (Giddens: agency). According to
Giddens, routinised actions are not merely conaitb by existing cultural structures but also reeea
through the enactment process. In other words;ahsideration of only structures is not enougithay are
strongly interrelated to how they are perceived emakcted by people.

An overview on the analytical framework for the lgses of planning culture is illustrated in thelawing
figure.

National setting

(= Different national
influences)

* Visible & invisible

Planning structure

(= Institutions, legislation,
instruments)

* Visible

Planning practice
et e

Fig. 4: Enhanced analytical framework for the agiglpf (national) planning cultures. Source: Authawn design

The basic structure of the analytical frameworksists of the following three dimensions: natiorettiag,
planning structure, and planning practice (emphaisise model).
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The dimension national setting deals with differeational background information comprising various
aspects that are typical for a particular countinyjincludes the geographical characteristics ofoantry
comprising its settlement structure and accessibilither important features are the political, adstrative

and institutional settings. All in all, the dimeasideals with visible facts that can be gathereduth
literature and policy studies. The author is awairéhe fact that there are many other aspects itapbas
well. In general, national settings also compriseiaber of other relevant aspects, for instancéigterical
development of the country or underlying percemjosuch as social norms and values shared by many
people of the country. An example would be the ofleature. But due to the fact that informationtbese
aspects is hard to gather and the focus of theysindies on the planning practice, the main stradt
aspects are most important.

The dimension planning structure deals with forgnaiktitutionalised aspects within the planningtsgs of
a country. It focuses on the constitutional and iatstrative framework of a planning system, thenplag
legislation and formal planning instruments. Alstevant policies and sectors are identified. Infation on
these aspects can be gathered via literature revigw policy studies, mainly based on already iegjst
investigations of spatial planning systems (e.gCCE97; Larsson, 2006).

The dimension planning practice is of most interest the author as the emphasis of the analytical
framework lies on the daily planning practice. #atk with the daily routines and performed ways of
planning in a country. In contrast to the other tdimensions, it does not deal with formal and
institutionalised aspects rather with informal andstly invisible procedures in planning processds
dimension includes the operational practice of piiagn. It investigates how planning is conductedeality
apart from the formal legislation, for instance whié comes to decision-making processes. Also the
perception of planning tasks and the definitiorspétial planning are of particular interest. Infation on
these aspects cannot be found in literature aneéftre, will be gathered via empirical researchné¢e a
number of different expert interviews among plagnpnactitioners should be conducted.

5 CONCLUSION

The analysis of planning cultures gains importanoe/adays due to the fact that transnational legrnin
processes generally obtain more and more valuein&tance regarding so-called best practices ttet a
worked out in nearly every field of business. Adutially, also the labour market for planners becomere
international making special competencies essemsiigh as intercultural knowledge and differengleage
skills. But although planning cultures are recogdias important, they still hamper a proper antesyatic
analysis. This is due to the fact that comparadivalyses in general are difficult to conduct inaalequate
and systematic manner because of various pitfallsabstacles. Supplementary, the rather fuzzy chara
of the term planning culture makes an analysis evere difficult.

Nevertheless, planning cultures are of high relegaand are paid more and more attention to in aciade
research nowadays. But although many differentipatidbns on this topic already exist (inter alia GE
1997; Sanyal, 2005; Larsson, 2006; Knieling ande@gnafen, 2009), the literature is basically dggice.
Moreover, most of the carried out research focusegovernance structures by analysing the ingtitafi
and administrative factors. In contrast to this,pgical research on performed planning practiced an
planning processes is underrepresented so far.efbiner the development of the enhanced analytical
framework, based on the culturised planning modeles not only contribute to a more systematic
understanding and analysis of national planninguoes$, but also offers the possibility for increhse
empirical research.

But the analysis of planning cultures does not affgr chances and challenges, it also has to dageat
many dangers. Due to the fact that both planniry@iiture are rather fuzzy terms, they cannot lalye
assigned to a static and universal system withuske categories. In consequence, both the deimiif

planning cultures and its analytical framework neede rather loose and open for flexibility. Hentteey

need to provide loose fit and overlapping bordersrider to pick up irreconcilable differences anértaps,

for instance when it comes to multi-cultural saeiet Moreover, the definition and analytical franoekv

cannot be static either, as regions and culturesnaa steady flux, resulting in changing objediveéhich in

turn change the planning strategies which in tequires changes in the analytical framework. Acicgydo

Booth, “this is certainly messy research, butksli to yield richer results” (2011, 26).
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All in all, comparative research, in particular aegjing planning challenges, is challenging but tlués
promises and chances, “the wheel of cross-cultnethodology keeps on being reinvented” (ScheucB9,19
147). Although the approach of planning culturegesdaot solve all obstacles of comparative resesrch
spatial planning, it assists to diminish them bydtaneously extending the chances for systemattyses.
This, in turn, improves the possibility of plannersd planning systems to better adapt to any clsaoigihe
planning framework, such as changes of social §deal
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