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1.0 Introduction
With increasing globalization a large part of human activity is now located in the urban areas, about 60 % of world population now live in the urban area. To ensure a healthy; safe living conditions; efficient transportation and communication; adequate public facilities; and aesthetic surroundings etc. There is a need to plan development in the urban areas. Without urban planning, cities will grow haphazardly, thus surrounding land will be swallowed up. A well planned city is more attractive and also will serve inhabitant to the best of it potential. In other to achieve an aesthetic environment, physical development has to be guided by a plan. 

Alexander (1974) described planning as a societal activities involving different players namely; groups and organization, public officials, media, government and the community. The interest group represents the selective groups of the society with specific interest. It is possible to be a member of different groups. The public service is concern with day to day issues and also has the responsibility for the initial development of plans and programmes. The media broach issues that are deemed to deserve attention by their own judgment. They can also deepen society consciousness by shifting issues from one category to another. The governments are the elected officials, while the public official is non-elected bureaucracy. The political class determines the center point of policies and is responsible for approval and implementation of the policy. Despite being a one of the players in planning activities the government at all levels are responsible for urban land use or spatial planning. The planning approach of choice in a community is a function of social, economic and dominant political interest in such society (Bolan, 1965). This study intends to explore both comprehensive and incremental planning approaches, to point out carefully the trend in urban planning. At the same time; finding a logical interconnection between both approaches as related to planning.
2.0 Study Objectives:

· To study planning theory; comprehensive planning, incremental planning 
· To study trend signalized in urban planning
· To analyze the suitability of both comprehensive and incremental approaches vis a vis the emerging trend in planning.
3.0 Methodology:
The approach of this study is descriptive; both comprehensive model and incremental model are assessed based on their effectiveness using the emerging trends in planning as criteria. Sequence of task follows:

· This study will involve review of literatures on planning theories, comprehensive planning, incremental planning and other related concepts. 
· Identification of trends signalized in planning  
· Comparative analysis of comprehensive and incremental approaches using the identified trend in planning as criteria
· Make inference and conclusion
4.0 Literature Review

4.1 Planning

Planning is a conceptualization of sequence of steps to accomplish a given task. This is my view of planning while others like Dror (1973) described planning as the process of preparing a set of decisions for action in the future, directed at achieving goals by preferable means. To plan, therefore, is to govern. Planning subsequently becomes the process, through which society makes its decisions (Wildavsky, 1973). Planning is a process that helps a society prepare for change rather than react to it. The process involves working citizens through four basic questions that follows: Where is the society now? How did the society get there? Where does the society want to go? How does the society get there? Planning for a society's future does not come without certain costs and limitations. It requires tremendous expenditure of social capital. If an effective plan is to be developed, citizens, organizations and elected officials must spend a lot of time and energy through planning process. 

Finally, planning is only as good as the implementation measures put into action to achieve what has been laid out in the plan. If an implementation gap exists between the plan and implementation, the planning process has essentially failed. Ultimately, a society must weigh the costs and benefits of planning and not planning.
4.2 Planning Theory

A theory is a framework for describing the behavior of a related set of natural or social phenomena. In a way, planning theory creates a background knowledge that informs planners on the right approach to the task of planning and the justification for such approach. Planning theory is about process, not substance. For example, planning theory is not about the best way to lay out a city. 
This was why Campbell and Fainstein describe the subject as mutable based on four observations that follow: 
· Planning theory belongs to an unlimited explorations associated with the function of state in social and spatial transformation. Hence, it becomes difficulty to separate discipline specific to planning.
· Functions of other related professions such as estate developers, architect etc have been intertwined with planning. Confusion of roles of planning with other professionals involved in urbanization makes it difficult to relate planning theory to practice.
· Planning is fragmented among those who view it as a substance (land use pattern) and those who view it as a process (decision making). The result is two braches of planning which place a constraint on single definition of planning.
· Planning acquired methodology and tools of analysis from diverse subject as such theories can not be cogitated from planning tool of analysis.
While planning theory is suppose to explain principles underlying the practice, disagreement over the scope of planning have made it difficult to establish a standard theory which should guide what, why and how planning is carried out. 
Nevertheless, as a student of planning theory I have come to see planning as a social and political phenomenon. This is confirmed in manner in which planning facilitates discussions between people who sees the world very differently. By my understanding; the key levers of power at the disposal of a planner include the political knowledge, expertise, and information (Krumholz, 1992). This is because; a planner should possess the skills needed to analyze power structures, intervene effectively and on the right side (Frank, 2002). Intervening effectively is a function of ethics which depends on ability to engage in reflective practice (Schön 1987). This is important because a planner will be dealing with people in difficult situations. Therefore, a planner needs to have a heightened awareness of their own and others values and of the power tactics that participants use. On a final note, study of the theory prepared me to anticipate and how to respond reflectively to the pressures of political power and the challenges of working with value differences. Hence, planning theory is source of ethical guide for practice.
 4.3 Trends in planning
Three trends are distinguished in the planning (Abaza, 2005). The first trend is a shift of logical thinking in the planning literature from planning that is product oriented, towards planning that is process oriented. The second signalized trend is the shift from government towards governance. This trend signifies the involvement of a growing number of stakeholders in community development which have to participate to find a solution to concerning planning task. The third trend is a shift from total concentration of planning on land use pattern and built environment towards a more integrated planning that considers quality of life of the inhabitant of a city vis a vis physical design is becoming more popular in planning practice. This integrated approach of planning condones social changes and eradication of complex inequalities that characterize contemporary cities. According to the proponent of integrated planning approach, it is a potential panacea to economic and social imbalance that generates widespread social conflict and dominance by the powerful. A detail analysis of the three trends follows.
4.3.1 Two lines of reasoning in the planning 

The planning literatures reviewed indicate that planning can be divided in two separated lines of reasoning: one that intensifies on the planning product while the other is focus on the planning process. Description of the two arguments follows.

4.3.1.1 Rational comprehensive planning: The emphasis of rational comprehensive planning is on the development of an extensive plan using scientific or theoretical methodology. The outcome of this approach of planning is master plan or a blueprint of actions that results from goal setting, identification of policy alternatives, evaluation of means against objectives, and implementation of decisions with feedback loops and repetition of steps (Macleods, 2001). Professional planners under this approach are often technicians with academic perspectives. They focus on techniques rather than on people, which can lead to a “we-will-take-care-of-you” and “we-know-what-is best-for-you” attitude (Hibino and Nadler, 1990).
However, the technocratic approach to decision-making is difficult to apply to social problems because social goals are often complex, conflicting and unclear. Value judgments are concerned with determining “what should be.” In this regard, citizens are their own experts on what they value and believe in—it is personal, not scientific. Professional experts, who don’t take people’s values into account, are likely to find citizens who become skeptical, resistant, angry or indifferent. People don’t like being manipulated or patronized.

Critiques of comprehensive planning date as far back as 1950s through the present. A fundamental criticism of comprehensive planning is that the process needs to be more relevant to policy and should incorporate “decision-relevant planning information and analysis” (Kaufman and Jacobs, 1988). Other criticism includes the long time it takes to develop a master plan, while in the meantime the context changed. The master plans were not flexible enough to take the new constructions and other developments into account, which implied that the new developed master plan already was outdated before it even was implemented.
In partial response to critiques of comprehensive planning, contemporary “hybrid” plans are being prepared. The traditional “land use design plan” component of the comprehensive plan has been integrated with verbal policy plans and development management plans (Kaiser and Godschalk, 1995). In addition, since the middle of the 20th century, the nature of comprehensive planning has seen a shift from plans developed primarily by experts to “a framework for community consensus on future growth” (Kaiser and Godschalk, 1995). The emergence of consensus building as a method of deliberation is creating an opportunities for reformulating comprehensive planning (Innes, 1996).

4.3.1.2 Planning with a process as focus: as criticism on rational comprehensive planning increased, attention for the planning process grew. A different line of reasoning in the planning literature was developed that concentrates on the planning process (e.g. Innes, 1996; Fainstein, 2000). Examples of theories concentrating on the planning process are communicative planning and interactive planning. These planning approaches stress the attention for the various stakeholders that are involved in the planning process. Both approaches focus on the goals, aims and interests of the stakeholders and the relations between these stakeholders. Communication and participation are the key elements in theories concentrating on the planning process. Communicative planning, or collaborative planning (Healey, 1997), emphasizes the planner’s role in mediating among stakeholders within the planning situation (Fainstein, 2000). The collaborative approach focuses on the interaction at the level of policy formation, and not merely at the level of projects (Healey, 1997). Planners are no longer ‘designers’ but have a role as communicator, networker and negotiator. The objective is to bring all stakeholders together in the planning process and give each of them an equal opportunity to present their own ideas and arguments. This debate is supposed to led to mutual understanding for each other’s situation and interests and finally to a collective meaning and consensus over the chosen solution. The main question that communicative planning addresses is how plans can be developed based on all the different interests of stakeholders.
Interactive planning (Salet and Faludi, 2000) also supposes communication as one of the key aspects in planning, but includes aspects of negotiation and bargaining between the different stakeholders. The three essential aspects of interactive planning are the involvement of a broad range of stakeholders, the involvement of the stakeholders in an early stage in the planning process and a sufficient degree of openness in the process. The objective of interactive planning is to reach consensus on a suitable solution between all stakeholders. Due to the negotiation process this consensus may have the form of a ‘package deal‘. The theories concentrating on the planning process are criticized for considering cooperation between the stakeholders as a target in itself. Cooperation is seen as essential condition to find a solution. The objective of the theories concentrating on the planning process is reaching consensus between the stakeholders. The further completion of the planning, the content of the planning and the implementation is more or less taken for granted. As a result these theories lack attention for the final result and its implementation.

4.4 Shift from government towards governance

Traditionally, a strong hierarchical approach was assumed in planning, in which the central government was responsible for long-term and strategic decisions (Kreukels, 1999). Nowadays, self-organizing, complex, and dynamic inter-organizational networks are characteristics of the social political world (Stoker, 1997; Laws et al., 2001). 

The shift from government to governance emphasizes social interaction in which the collaboration with a range of stakeholders is the central concern. The concept of governance is related to the ideas of interactive planning. The shift implies a development of governing styles that entails a broad network of public, semi-public and private stakeholders (Stoker, 1998). Governance seeks to enhance collective goals and is primarily concerned with the coordination and fusion of public and private resources (Pierre, 1999). Besides focusing on the governance of public and private stakeholders, governance also comprehends the relations between these stakeholders and the functioning of networks and coordination mechanisms.
	Features or Characteristics
	Governance
	Government

	Direction of policy
	Usually Bottom up


	Top-down direction of policy


	Model of government
	Devolved


	Centralized 

	Method of Approach
	Partnership 
	State -dominated
 

	Funding  Model
	Programme approach

	Project-based


	Policy Integration
	Co-ordination at regional level

	Imposed from center


	Key strategic objective
	Balanced regional development
	Maximum promotion of regional economic growth

	Social content
	Higher emphasis on role of the community

	Low and paternalistic

	Environmental Approach
	Broader ideas of sustainable development and ecological modernization
	Greening in order to attract investment



Adapted from Robert and Lloyd (1999)
Fig.1 Comparison of government and governance
4.5 The shift from total concentration on physical planning to integrative planning
This approach of planning condones social changes and eradication of complex inequalities that characterize contemporary cities. According to the proponent of integrated planning approach, it is a potential panacea to economic and social imbalance that generates widespread social conflict and dominance by the powerful.
This trend is reflected in the concept of “just city”, which Fainstein (2000) define in terms of democracy, equity, diversity, growth, and sustainability. While planning has been castigated for denying freedom (Hayek, 1944) and producing inefficiency (Anderson, 1964) and market has been regarded as appropriate allocators of  urban space (Klosterman, 1985). Theses days’ economic benefit is of highest priority in every city list of objective during growth planning. This provides additional evidence to critics who views planning as serving developers/elites interests at the expense of the public Fainstein (2006).Narrowly targeted policies, however efficient will, once it lacks sufficient support will always standout as injustice to those not benefiting.
Element of integrative planning is also reflected in the model of public participation in planning process but openness of a planning process does not necessarily result in  just outcomes, just as desired end states and forces to achieve them must be reflect upon simultaneously. Furthermore, urban citizen participation tends to involve participants demanding benefits that respond to their narrowly defined interests.
As a solution to these challenges, Fainstein's conception of the "Just City" encourages planners and policy makers to embrace a normative approach to urban planning that combines progressive planners' traditional focus on equity and material well-being with more recent concerns such as diversity, public participation and sustainability to establish a better quality of human and urban life within the context of a global capitalist political economy.

5.0 A comparative analysis of comprehensive and incremental model
According to rational comprehensive approach, policy makers begin addressing a particular policy issue by ranking values and objectives. Next, they identify and comprehensively analyze all alternative solutions, making sure to account for all potential factors. In the third and final step, administrators choose the alternative that is evaluated as the most effective in delivering the highest value in terms of satisfying the objectives identified in the first step. This approach seems to make perfect sense. But reflecting on the limitations of   comprehensive planning such as excessive focus on production of master plan and inflexibility makes it unworkable for a shift from product oriented to process oriented planning which is favored by incremental planning. 

In incremental model “successive limited comparison" is really how policies are developed. As a matter of fact, a planner would recognize that any actions or programs emanating from his analysis would be experimental and the problems at issue would be successfully attacked overtime. He would not attempt to define goals which his community should move towards. Because, defining values and objectives is very difficult. There are always trade-offs in public policy. It is difficult to say with certainty, for example, that it is better to spend less on education in order to balance the budget. Or that building more roads is a better way to reduce traffic congestion than raising gasoline taxes or vice versa. This challenge creates a space for public participation where stakeholders are involved in policy formulation process. This evidence shows how incremental model favors public participation in decision making. 
Stakeholder participation result in more cooperative process of policy and decision making which technically converts government to governance. Governance is so different from the old hierarchical model of government in which state authorities exerted sovereign control over the groups and citizens that make up civil society (Mayntz, 2003) 
In governance, only rarely are dramatically different new policies developed. Instead, administrators tend to build on existing policies, adjusting them here and there in a continuous, evolutionary process.

In incremental planning, various analyses find themselves directly agreeing on a policy Lindblom (1959). These days,  It is an establish fact that a well designed master plan is not enough to guaranty a good quality of life for the inhabitants of a city, rather social justice and economic well being are  also of equal importance. Experience shows that economic and social imbalance is a source of widespread social conflict and dominance by the powerful. In other words, a good physical design constitute an analysis which is aimed at a livable city, social justice and economic equality are also various types of analysis which all point in the same direction more or less.
To sum it up, rational comprehensive approach stresses satisfaction of needs as overall goal of planning. The approach accepts incomplete information. Processes of negotiation are the focal point to determine the goals and targets. There is no other reason for fixing the goals as the needs of the interests involved. Beneath politics and administration well organized interests dominate this approach which often ends up as a legally fixed hearing.

On the other hand, incremental approach is focused on gradual and slight modifications. It is based mainly on qualitative information and subjective judgment. The goals change during the process of planning at least gradually. Therefore an accompanying evaluation plays an important role.

	Rational Comprehensive
	Incremental approach

	Excessive focus on production of master plan and inflexibility makes it unworkable for a shift from product oriented to process oriented planning 

	Incremental model is based on successive limited comparison. Therefore, it favours the shift from government to governance


	It focused on the use of scientific and theoretical approach which results in the production of master plans. It is therefore product oriented

	Encourages public participation thereby more accommodating to process oriented planning 


	It is very mechanical and paternalistic with a high degree of control over decision-making. It is more of government

	Stakeholder participation result in more cooperative process of policy and decision making which technically converts government to governance 
 


Figure 2: Comparative analysis of comprehensive and incremental model
6.0 Conclusion
· Understanding planning theories is important due to basic reasons namely: it gives planners an ideal of the principle underlying the practice, it offers a platform for reassessment of professional practice, and it is a source of legitimacy for planning actions and finally, it help to shape planning as a profession.

· The success or failure of a policy or decision making process is to a large extent determined by the model employed. By combination of the signalized trends in planning it is apparent that rational comprehensive planning is product orient, focused on government approach of policy assimilation which is top-down, it also concentrate a lot on physical planning with the ideology that a well design master plan is enough to guaranty a good quality of life for the inhabitant.

· While on the other hand, incremental model accommodate opportunity to create policy that is responsive to stakeholders interest by virtue of it dependency on social learning; since decision are not made at a go.
·  Furthermore, governance arrangements as it is associated with bottom-up method of policy assimilation further confirms how much incremental model is accommodating to social content in decision making. This makes incremental model to view planning integratively: For example, a good quality of life is not just a function of good physical design; it is equally a function of social justice and economic well being of the people. Finally, “just city “which fainsten theorized is more likely to be achieved by incremental rather than radical changes. 
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